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4.3 Side-by-Side Responses to Comments 

This section includes the comment letters received during the public review period (May 29, 2020, to 

July 13, 2020) for the Draft Revised EIR and the City of Santee’s responses to these comments. 
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Comment Letter F1: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, July 13, 2020 

 

F1-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

F1-2: The comment states that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) has been working with the City on the City’s 

Draft Santee Multiple Species Conservation Program 

(MSCP) Subarea Plan and through that process has 

provided comments on the proposed project since 2016. 

The comment refers to four letters for reference dated from 

2016 or 2018. The comment then states that the proposed 

project has undergone little change since 2016. This 

comment provides background information and serves and 

an introduction to the following comments, but does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required.  

The four letters referenced in the comment have been 

reviewed. The referenced letters are related to the Draft 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan and pre-date the release of 

the Notice of Preparation of the EIR; therefore, they are 

not specific to the contents of the EIR and do not raise 

an issue within the meaning of CEQA.  
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Regarding the proposed project’s conformance with the 

MSCP, the EIR provides mitigation to reduce impacts to 

less than significant in accordance with CEQA 

requirements. Moreover, although the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan has not yet been approved or 

permitted, it is still used as the guidance document for 

projects occurring within the City of Santee. In general, 

MSCP Subarea Plans must be prepared to the higher 

conservation standard of the NCCP Act, as well as the 

federal HCP Manual, to be permitted. The EIR is 

consistent with the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, 

which would serve as a HCP pursuant to Section 

10(a)(1)(B) of FESA and as an NCCP pursuant to the 

California NCCP Act of 1991. If the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan is not approved, the proposed project 

would seek take authorization through FESA Section 7 

or an individual Section 10 permit, as well as the state’s 

2081 process. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan for further details.  

Further, subsequent to the letters, additional 

conversations between the City, applicant, and the 

wildlife agencies have addressed these issues as they 

relate to the EIR. Please also refer to response to 

comment F1-4 for additional responsive information 

regarding the proposed project design. 
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USFWS’s NOP comment letter, dated December 21, 

2018, requested clarification on eight points. These 

included the following: 

1. How the proposed configuration and perpetual 

management/monitoring of the Habitat Preserve 

would benefit the “Covered Species” proposed in the 

City’s draft Subarea Plan; 

Response 1 – Refer to Thematic Response – Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan. 

2. How the Habitat Preserve, with 35 acres of proposed 

regional trails, would adequately minimize and 

mitigate impacts to listed and sensitive species;  

Response 2 – 35 acres of trails has been reduced to 

10.52 acres (of which, 4.52 acres are existing as 

shown in Table 5-1b of Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report). Restoration and 

closure of existing trails would include 34.31 acres. 

3. How the Habitat Preserve would be managed, 

including identification of management funding, the 

proposed land manager, and the proposed land 

protection instrument that will provide in-perpetuity 

protection of the sensitive resources;  

Response 3 – A Preserve Management Plan (PMP) 

has been prepared as Appendix P to the Biological 
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Resources Technical Report. The PMP outlines 

management of Habitat Preserve. Please refer to the 

PMP for such information. 

4. Whether the proposed Open Space areas, which 

consist of brush management areas, detention basins, 

trails heads, and riparian areas managed by the 

Homeowners Association, are proposed as 

mitigation for Project impacts to listed and sensitive 

species, and if so, what will be the benefit of such 

management and how will it be accomplished;  

Response 4 – The Open Space areas apply to 

approximately 256 acres of open space area outside 

of the Habitat Preserve and would not be used for 

mitigation. The proposed Open Space land use 

designation would include brush management areas 

(Fuel Modification Zones [FMZ]) at the edge of 

development, slopes adjacent to streets and within 

the villages, trailheads, water quality basins, land for 

water tanks and pump stations that would be 

dedicated to and maintained by PDMWD, and two 

riparian areas in Fanita Commons. Section 3.3.1.8, 

Open Space, in Chapter 3, Project Description, states 

that areas designated as Open Space would be 

owned, maintained, and managed by the HOA and 

would be subject to the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) 

(Appendix P1). 
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5. Detailed information on the proposed wildlife crossings 

that indicates how functionality would be achieved;  

Response 5 – Wildlife crossings are analyzed in the 

Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native Resident or 

Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species, in Section 4.3, 

Biological Resources. A wildlife undercrossing is 

proposed under Cuyamaca Street. The proposed 

crossing would measure 6.9 meters (22.5 feet) wide 

by 3.7 meters (12 feet) tall by 35 meters (115 feet) 

long (0.7 openness ratio1), would meet the 

suggested 0.6 openness ratio suggested for large 

mammals in Southern California. The EIR 

concludes that “implementation of these mitigation 

measures [BIO-22 and BIO-23] would reduce 

impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat linkages to 

below a level of significance.” 

6. Detailed information regarding the proposed “off-

site” improvements; 

Response 6 – Appendix D, Biological Resources 

Technical Report, included analysis of 32.6 acres of 

off-site improvements related to Cuyamaca Street 

and Magnolia Avenue. These impacts have been 

included in the analysis in the EIR as requested. 

                                                 
1 The ACOE defines a culvert’s openness ratio as the culvert’s cross-sectional area divided by its length. This is calculated in meters. 
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7. Definitions of the terms primitive and native trail 

system, including width/length of the proposed trails, 

and types of proposed recreational opportunities (types 

of uses) within the proposed Habitat Preserve; and  

Response 7 – The PMP and Appendix T, Public 

Access Plan, of the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D) provide the information 

regarding trail access, trail types, and uses within the 

Habitat Preserve. 

8. Identification of areas proposed to be restored with 

native vegetation communities/ habitats and methods 

to be used in pursuit of that goal. 

Response 8 – See Appendix Q, Upland Restoration 

Plan, to the Biological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix D), which provides a conceptual 

restoration plan for upland areas. 

F1-3: The comment expresses concern that the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan does not address certain proposed 

covered species adequately, specifically Quino 

checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino) and 

Hermes copper butterfly (Lycaena hermes), which are 

not covered in the MSCP. The comment does not 

specifically address the analysis contained in the EIR; 

rather, it refers to the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan 

preservation of these species. This comment does not 
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raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

Nonetheless, Section 4.3.2.3, Local, outlines the 

regulatory requirements and permits for which the 

project will adhere to and process. Impacts to listed 

species will either be covered through the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan, or if the proposed project precedes 

the Final Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, then take for listed 

species will utilize standard state and federal incidental 

take permit processes, as applicable. By implementing 

the proposed project’s mitigation program summarized 

in Sections 4.3.5, Project Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures, and 4.3.6, Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures, impacts to these species from the proposed 

project would be less than significant. 

F1-4: The comment states that there are two EIR alternatives, 

the Modified Development Footprint Alternative and the 

No Vineyard Village Reduced Project Alternative, that 

would address the USFWS’s concerns and substantially 

reduce loss of habitat and edge effects and contribute 

significantly to conservation needed to meet issuance 

criteria for the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. This 

comment expresses a preference for these alternatives but 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  
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Nonetheless, it is noted that Table 6-2, Summary of 

Impacts for Alternatives Compared to the Proposed 

Project, in Section 6.3, Environmentally Superior 

Alternative, in Chapter 6, Alternatives, summarizes all 

EIR alternatives compared to the proposed project. The 

Modified Development Footprint Alternative and the No 

Vineyard Village Reduced Project Alternative would 

have less biological impacts compared to the proposed 

project. However, the Modified Development Footprint 

Alternative would not accomplish four of the nine 

project objectives and may result in increased impacts in 

other areas, including aesthetics; air quality; geology, 

soils, and paleontological resources; GHG emissions; 

noise; population and housing; public services; 

recreation; transportation; utilities and service systems; 

and wildfire. The No Vineyard Village Reduced Project 

Alternative would not accomplish three of the nine 

project objectives described in Chapter 3 and would have 

greater impacts on recreation than the proposed project. 

F1-5: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter F2: U.S. Marine Corps, July 13, 2020 

 

F2-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

F2-2:  This comment states that the proposed project is 

compatible with the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) 

Miramar land use compatibility zones but will 

experience noise and overflight from operations. This 

comment is consistent with information presented in 

Section 4.12.5.3, Noise, Threshold 3: Aircraft Noise. No 

further response is required. 

F2-3: This comment provides a depiction of typical operations 

at MCAS Miramar. This comment is consistent with 

information presented in Section 4.12.5.3, Threshold 3: 

Aircraft Noise. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. No further response 

is required. 

F2-4: This comment states that future noise sensitive land uses 

on the project site, including residential areas and 

schools, will experience noise impacts as a result of 

MCAS Miramar, and recommends disclosure to future 

occupants. Noise exposure from MCAS Miramar is 
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addressed in Section 4.12.5.3, Threshold 3: Aircraft 

Noise. The project site would continue to be subject to 

audible overflights from MCAS Miramar; however, the 

project site is not within the air station’s 60 dBA CNEL 

noise contour. Therefore, a significant CEQA impact 

would not occur, and no mitigation is required. Future 

real estate and tenant agreements would be subject to all 

applicable disclosure requirements. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

F2-5: This comment requests coordination during the 

design/build phase of the Special Use area photovoltaic 

facility to ensure there is no interference with pilots’ 

vision as they are on approach to MCAS Miramar. As 

stated in Section 4.12.5.3, Threshold 3: Aircraft Noise, 

the project site is currently subject to periodic overflight 

from MCAS Miramar. The MCAS Miramar runways are 

approximately 6 miles west of the project site. As stated 

in Section 4.1.5.4, Aesthetics, Threshold 4: Lighting and 

Glare, the photovoltaic solar panels in the Special Use 

area would be designed to absorb light, not reflect it, and 

would be coated with anti-reflective materials to 

maximize light absorption. Therefore, no potential 

impact is anticipated from glare from the Special Use 

area photovoltaic facility on pilots on approach to 

MCAS Miramar runways. The project applicant has 

agreed to confer with MCAS Miramar during the 

design/build phase of the solar facility.  
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F2-6: This comment requests revisions to text in Section 

4.12.1.3, Existing Noise Environment, related to MCAS 

Miramar. The requested revisions have been 

incorporated as follows in Section 4.12.5.3, Threshold 3: 

Aircraft Noise: 

MCAS Miramar is located adjacent to the 

west/northwestern boundary of the project site. The 

runways are located approximately 6 miles west of 

the project site. Aircraft currently flown at MCAS 

Miramar include F-35, F/A-18, KC-130, and C-12 

aircraft, as well as CH-46 tilt-rotor MV-22 Osprey 

and CH-53 helicopters (MCAS Miramar 2018). The 

maximum presently authorized mission of the 

airfield is 112,242 annual aircraft operations. MCAS 

Miramar also typically hosts an annual air show that 

includes additional aircraft and higher than normal 

levels of aircraft operations during the event. As 

noise abatement measures for normal operations, 

fixed-wing aircraft and helicopter flight routes have 

been designed to follow major rail lines and 

highways or to remain over base property. The 

current Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

adopted by the County Airport Land Use 

Commission for MCAS Miramar indicates that the 

entire project site is outside the 60 dBA CNEL noise 

contour (SDCRAA 2011). 
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These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions 

identified in the EIR.  

F2-7: This comment requests an addition to the description of 

Stowe Trail to include that the portion of the trail on 

federal land has access by permit only. The City agrees 

with this request. Section 3.4.1.3, Alternative 

Transportation Network, has been clarified as follows:  

 Stowe Trail: This historic trail currently follows 

the western boundary of the project site from the 

northern end of the PDMWD property to the 

northwestern corner of the project site. Access to 

the existing off-site portion of the Stowe Trail that 

connects to Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon 

County Preserve would be retained. Access to the 

portion of Stowe Trail located on MCAS Miramar 

is granted by federal permit only.  

These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions 

identified in the EIR.  
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F2-8: This comment states that MCAS Miramar has 

experienced trespassing in East Miramar range areas. 

The proposed project does not propose development on 

the MCAS Miramar property. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

F2-9: This comment states that East Miramar has been 

historically used for military munitions ranges and has 

not been fully cleared, posing a risk to trespassers in the 

area. The proposed project does not propose 

development on the MCAS Miramar property. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

F2-10: This comment states that East Miramar contains 

environmentally sensitive resources that the air station is 

responsible for managing and that unauthorized 

individuals on federal property could face criminal 

penalties under federal trespassing laws. The proposed 

project does not propose development on the MCAS 

Miramar property. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required.  
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F2-11: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter S1: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, July 13, 2020 

 

S1-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

S1-2: This comment provides information regarding the agency’s 

role under CEQA and with the Natural Community 

Conservation Planning program. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

S1-3: This comment provides a summary of the project 

description. The summary is accurate with a few 

exceptions. The comment states that the Santee General 

Plan guidelines only allow the development of 

approximately 1,300 residential units on the project site 

and that a General Plan Amendment would be required. 

The Santee General Plan acknowledges 1,395 dwelling 

units on the project site as a baseline in the Housing 

Element Inventory of Sites. The comment states that the 

Habitat Preserve would be almost 80 percent of the City 

of Santee’s (City’s) total proposed conserved lands 
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under the Draft Santee Multiple Species Conservation 

Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan. Rather, according to the 

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, Section 1.2.4, 

Covered Activities, the proposed project would account 

for approximately half (54 percent) of the 3,060 acres of 

proposed conservation lands. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

S1-4: This comment summarizes the MSCP regional framework 

as it relates to the proposed project. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

S1-5: This comment states that the California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) provided comments on the 

proposed project Notice of Preparation that 

recommended that the development be consolidated into 

a single polygon located in the southern portion of the 

site bordering already developed areas to lessen direct 

and indirect impacts from edge effects. This comment 

expresses a preference for a project footprint resembling 

the Modified Development Footprint Alternative 

analyzed in Section 6.2.3, Modified Development 

Footprint Alternative, of the EIR but does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
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or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

 Nonetheless, it is noted that Table 6-2, Summary of 

Impacts for Alternatives Compared to the Proposed 

Project, in Section 6.3, Environmentally Superior 

Alternative, summarizes all EIR alternatives compared 

to the proposed project. The EIR acknowledges that the 

Modified Development Footprint Alternative would 

have fewer biological impacts when compared to the 

proposed project, as suggested in the comment. 

However, the Modified Development Footprint 

Alternative would not accomplish four of the nine 

project objectives described in Chapter 3, Project 

Description. It is also noted that, while that alternative 

would lessen biological impacts, based on the opinion of 

the biological experts who prepared the analysis of the 

impacts and recommended the mitigation measures, the 

EIR concludes that, with the mitigation measures 

recommended in the EIR, there are no significant 

biological impacts of the proposed project. 

S1-6: This comment states that the CDFW recommended in 

comments on the Notice of Preparation that the proposed 

project provide improved conservation of habitats used by 

coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), 

Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino), 

Hermes copper butterfly (Lycaena hermes), and western 

spadefoot (Spea hammondii). This comment expresses a 
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recommendation but does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. Nonetheless, the conservation of 

each of these species is specifically addressed in the EIR. 

Also, please refer to Thematic Responses – Hermes 

Copper Butterfly, Quino Checkerspot Butterfly, and 

Western Spadefoot. 

S1-7: This comment summarizes the status of the coastal 

cactus wren on the project site, noting its persistence on 

site and the need for an appropriate design to contribute 

to a viable population and contribute to recovery under 

a Natural Community Conservation Plan. The comment 

states that the EIR’s proposed mitigation for coastal 

cactus wren suitable habitat at a 2:1 ratio is insufficient 

to both offset the proposed development impacts of the 

project and to further contribute to a source population 

that ensures coastal cactus wrens would remain viable 

on the project site and its immediate environs. The 

comment indicates that the CDFW is willing to work 

with the City, the applicant, and local experts to 

implement a strategy to support coastal cactus wren 

recovery on the project site in a way that would further 

connect and compliment coastal cactus wren locations in 

the City and the broader regional MSCP.  

Based on the expert opinion of the biologists that 

prepared the Biological Resources Technical Report 
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(Appendix D), the City disagrees with the comment that 

the proposed mitigation is insufficient to offset project 

impacts to coastal cactus wren. Based on coastal cactus 

wren surveys conducted in 2017, the project site 

supports five clusters of coastal cactus wren (see Table 

4.3-4, Special-Status Wildlife Species Observed on the 

Project Site and Off-Site Improvement Area). The 

project site supports 0.99 acre of suitable cactus patches 

for the coastal cactus wren. Direct impacts include 

removal of 0.57 acre of suitable cactus patches and three 

of the five occupied clusters. Potentially significant 

impacts to coastal cactus wren would be reduced to a less 

than significant level through the proposed project’s on-

site Habitat Preserve outlined in Mitigation Measure 

BIO-1 (Preserve Management Plan), which would 

conserve 0.42 acre of suitable cactus patches containing 

two coastal cactus wren clusters and provide for long-

term management and monitoring of the coastal cactus 

wren and its habitat in the Habitat Preserve; Mitigation 

Measure BIO-2 (Upland Restoration Plan), which would 

restore 0.02 acre of temporary impacts to cactus patches; 

Mitigation Measure BIO-14 (Nesting Bird Survey), 

which would require nesting bird surveys; Mitigation 

Measure BIO-16 (Coastal Cactus Wren Habitat 

Management); and Mitigation Measure BIO-9 (Habitat 

Preserve Protection), which would require planting of 

cactus patches along brush management zones.  
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Mitigation Measures BIO-16 and BIO-1 are the core of 

the mitigation strategy to reduce project impacts to the 

coastal cactus wren to less than significant. As stated in 

Mitigation Measure BIO-16, the habitat restoration and 

enhancement, which would occur prior to construction 

to provide maximum amount of time for maturation of 

cactus, for coastal cactus wren would be similar in extent 

and density to currently occupied patches to be impacted 

and shall show use by coastal cactus wren prior to 

clearing of currently occupied habitat. Mitigation 

Measure BIO-16 is detailed in Section 4.3.5.1, 

Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status Species, and in 

Section 1.1, Compliance with Mitigation Measure BIO-

12 [BIO-16 in EIR], Coastal Cactus Wren, in Appendix 

Q, Upland Restoration Plan, in the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D). Based on project 

impacts to 0.57 acre of suitable habitat, a 2:1 mitigation 

ratio resulting in a total of 1.14 acres of habitat 

enhancement and restoration is proposed for mitigation 

in the EIR. However, based on ongoing collaborative 

discussions with the wildlife agencies, the mitigation 

ratio has been expanded to 3:1 for a total of 1.71 acres 

and has been revised in the EIR and Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D). Mitigation 

Measure BIO-16 (Biological Resources Technical 

Report [Appendix D] Mitigation Measure BIO-12) has 

been revised as follows:  



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 
 

Final Revised EIR 4-S1-7 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

BIO-16: Coastal Cactus Wren Habitat Management. 

Coastal cactus wren is a Covered Species under the 

Draft Santee Multiple Species Conservation 

Program Subarea Plan. Because suitable and 

occupied habitat for this species shall be impacted by 

grading and construction of the proposed project, 

habitat enhancement and restoration of coastal 

cactus wren habitat shall occur. Based on project 

impacts to 0.57 acre of suitable habitat, a 2:1 3:1 

mitigation ratio resulting in a total of 1.14 1.71 acres 

of habitat enhancement and restoration would be 

required for mitigation. This habitat restoration and 

enhancement is outlined within Upland Restoration 

Plan (Appendix Q), and the Preserve Management 

Plan (Appendix P) of the Biological Resources 

Technical Report for the Fanita Ranch Project. This 

habitat shall need to be similar in extent and density 

to currently occupied patches to be impacted and 

shall show use by coastal cactus wren prior to 

clearing of currently occupied habitat. Use is 

minimally intended to prove that impacted coastal 

cactus wren have identified where these patches are 

located so that they can colonize them once their 

current habitat patches are cleared. It is anticipated 

that restoration and enhancement activities shall 

begin prior to construction, where practicable, to 

provide the most amount of time for maturation. 
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(The remainder of EIR Mitigation Measure BIO-16 

[Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix 

D) Mitigation Measure BIO-12] remains the same.) 

Figure 6 of Appendix Q (Upland Restoration Plan) 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) 

depicts two areas that are proximate to and south of the 

existing coastal cactus wren clusters. These areas were 

chosen because of their visual proximity to existing 

coastal cactus wren and slope. One area is 24.5 acres in 

size, while the other is 28.8 acres. Cactus planting in 

these blocks at a minimum would meet the 3:1 request. 

It is expected that restoration and enhancement activities 

would begin prior to construction, where practicable, to 

provide the most amount of time for maturation before 

impacts occur. The initial planting and maintenance 

program is planned to occur over a 2-year period, 

selecting suitable sites based on several criteria, 

including slope aspect, existing habitat suitability (based 

on prioritizing areas where cacti were present and 

additional space for enhancement), soils conditions, 

proximity to existing occupied cactus patches, and 

access for planting and maintenance. Because not all 

sites are expected to be successful, the first year of 

enhancement and restoration would cover an area 

exceeding 1.71 acres (based on the revised 3:1 

mitigation ratio), and the second year would focus 

maintenance on the sites with the greatest potential to 
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develop into suitable habitat. Sites that develop suitable 

coastal cactus wren habitat would be monitored annually 

for cactus wren use or occupation for 5 years, although, 

as described in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, regular 

coastal cactus wren surveys would be conducted in 

perpetuity in the Habitat Preserve. There is a broad 

documented history of successful coastal cactus wren 

habitat enhancement and restoration in the San Diego 

region based on several studies that cactus restoration is 

successful in re-establishing coastal cactus wren 

presence or occupancy (Conlisk et al. 2005; Dodero 

2015; Martin 2014; McMillan et al. 2011; Preston and 

Griswold 2011). Successful coastal cactus wren 

restoration project sites in the San Diego region provided 

by Dudek Habitat Restoration Specialist Scott McMillan 

include State Route 125 Vernal Pool and Quino Habitat 

Restoration Project (California Department of 

Transportation), State Route 125 Johnson Canyon 

Habitat Restoration Project (California Department of 

Transportation), State Route 125 Lake Jennings Cactus 

Wren Restoration Project (California Department of 

Transportation), Dennery Vernal Pool and Quino 

Habitat Restoration Project (California Department of 

Transportation), Harris Fire Habitat Restoration and 

Enhancement (San Diego National Wildlife Refuge), 

Shinohara Habitat Restoration and Enhancement (San 

Diego National Wildlife Refuge (Chollas Creek Cactus 

Wren Habitat Restoration (Groundworks Cholla and San 
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Diego Association of Governments [Environmental 

Mitigation Program], and successful coastal cactus wren 

habitat restoration throughout the Otay Ranch Preserve 

and other parts of the City of Chula Vista, including Salt 

Creek, Wolf Canyon, and Poggi Canyon (RECON) (S. 

McMillan, pers. comm. 2020). 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Preserve Management Plan) 

provides for regular surveys for coastal cactus wren at 5-

year intervals (see Section 4.2.5, Species Surveys, in 

Appendix P in the Biological Resources Technical 

Report [Appendix D]) in conjunction with surveys for 

coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica 

californica), which has overlapping habitat 

requirements. A detailed mapping and inventory of 

cactus scrub habitat on the Habitat Preserve would be 

completed and maintained using the same methods and 

protocols used by the San Diego Management and 

Monitoring Program (SDMMP) to map cactus patches 

on other preserve lands in San Diego County (TNC 

2015). This information would serve as an update of 

cactus scrub habitat on the Habitat Preserve, support fire 

management planning, serve as a benchmark for 

restoration if a fire occurs, and facilitate the exchange of 

information with other regional entities, including 

SDMMP, on how to address cactus scrub habitat 

distributions. In addition, every 3 years, a habitat 

evaluation and threats assessment would be conducted 
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using a protocol similar to the SDMMP Rare Plant 

Monitoring Protocol (IMG form) (SDMMP 2017). The 

threats assessment would include an evaluation of the 

vegetation as it pertains to the needs of coastal cactus 

wren (e.g., native or non-native vegetation overtopping 

cactus, low cactus density). Photo monitoring and 

qualitative site visits of each cactus scrub patch location 

in the Habitat Preserve would be completed.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 also provides for coastal 

cactus wren management (see Section 4.2.6.2, Covered 

Wildlife Species, in Appendix P in the Biological 

Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]), which is 

based on Section 7.2.6, Management Actions and 

Adaptive Management Strategies, of the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan. Coastal cactus wren management 

is based on a set of objectives, including protecting 

occupied habitat and adaptively managing the habitat 

based on monitoring results. Habitat protection includes 

actions to minimize disturbances and edge effects, such 

as scheduling public activities beyond historical trail use 

outside the coastal cactus wren breeding season and 

managing invasive plant species, implementing fire 

management, and controlling access to the parts of the 

Habitat Preserve that support the coastal cactus wren. 

Adaptive management actions would include the  
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preserve manager developing adaptive management 

recommendations based on monitoring and 

implementing adaptive management strategies, 

including but not limited to situations where there has 

been a significant disturbance of suitable habitat, 

conducting invasive species management near known 

occupied habitat based on established management 

threshold metrics, preventing net loss of suitable habitat, 

and conducting post-fire evaluation and restoration. 

S1-8: This comment states that “critical core habitat” for 

Hermes copper butterfly has been identified in the 

northern part of the project site and that the CDFW 

recommends greater avoidance and conservation of the 

species’ larval host plant, spiny redberry (Rhamnus 

crocea) and its favored nectaring plant, California 

buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), and recommends a 

buffer of 300 feet between development and host plant 

patches. This comment expresses a recommendation but 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

Please refer to Thematic Response – Hermes Copper 

Butterfly.  

Nonetheless, it should be reiterated that the County of San 

Diego protocol surveys performed in 2016 and 2020 
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(Dudek 2020) for Hermes copper butterfly were negative 

and the species is assumed to have been extirpated from the 

site, likely due to the 2003 Cedar Fire. Impacts to this 

species and its host plant species would be reduced to less 

than significant primarily through Mitigation Measure 

BIO-1 (Preserve Management Plan), which would include 

preservation of 94.77 acres of potentially suitable habitat 

and two historical occurrence locations for the species and 

require in-perpetuity management of the Habitat Preserve, 

and Mitigation Measure BIO-18 (Restoration of Suitable 

Habitat for Quino Checkerspot Butterfly and Hermes 

Copper Butterfly), which includes a combination of in-

perpetuity management of the Habitat Preserve and 

restoration/enhancement and creation of suitable habitat 

areas that include specific standards or guidelines on 

vegetation management (see Table 4.3-8a, Direct Impacts 

to Special-Status Wildlife Species). Although Mitigation 

Measures BIO-1 and BIO-18 are the only two cited 

mitigation measures in the EIR to reduce impacts to less 

than significant, additional mitigation measures that would 

generally benefit the Hermes copper butterfly include land 

use adjacency guidelines (Mitigation Measure BIO-6), 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (Mitigation 

Measure BIO-7), construction monitoring by an approved 

biologist (Mitigation Measure BIO-8), Habitat Preserve 

Protection (Mitigation Measure BIO-9), weed control 

treatments (Mitigation Measure BIO-10), Argentine ant 

(Linepithema humile) controls (Mitigation Measure BIO-
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11), wildlife protection (Mitigation Measure BIO-20), and 

fire protection (Mitigation Measure BIO-21). Therefore, 

Hermes copper butterfly, including the amount of suitable 

habitat conserved, is adequately mitigated for and 

addressed in the EIR. 

S1-9: The comment states that one of the main goals of the Draft 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, according to the CDFW, is to 

conserve and manage Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat. 

This comment states that the EIR mitigates Quino 

checkerspot butterfly at a level that the CDFW believes is 

insufficient to both offset the proposed impacts to optimal 

Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat and further contribute to 

a meaningful population that ensures Quino checkerspot 

butterfly would remain viable on the project site and its 

immediate environs. The comment also states the CDFW’s 

recommendation that the east–west connection across the 

northern portion of the project site be broadened to maintain 

habitat connectivity with Mission Trails Regional Park and 

Marine Corps Air Station Miramar to the west, San Vicente 

and Boulder Oaks to the northeast, and Goodan 

Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Preserve to the north.  

Based on the expert opinion of the biologists who prepared 

the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D), 

the City disagrees with the comment that the proposed 

mitigation is insufficient to offset project impacts to Quino 

checkerspot butterfly. First, it should be noted that Quino 

checkerspot has not been observed on the project site since 
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2005 after over 400 person-days of survey effort. 

Nonetheless, mitigation for impacts to suitable habitat for 

Quino checkerspot butterfly would include a combination of 

habitat preservation, restoration/enhancement and creation 

of suitable habitat areas, and in-perpetuity management of 

the Habitat Preserve, primarily through Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1 (Preserve Management Plan) and BIO-18 

(Restoration of Suitable Habitat for Quino Checkerspot 

Butterfly and Hermes Copper Butterfly) (see Table 4.3-8a). 

Habitat preservation and management includes 

approximately 1,096.57 acres of suitable Quino checkerspot 

butterfly habitat, removal of non-native grasses, weedy 

material, and duff layers and the supplemental planting of 

host plant species so that habitat in the Habitat Preserve is 

more suitable for Quino checkerspot butterfly. The focus on 

management of habitat would open up habitat and access to 

host plants that Quino checkerspot does not currently enjoy 

over much of the site and without management would get 

worse. Restoration/enhancement and creation of suitable 

habitat areas within the Habitat Preserve are specified in the 

Preserve Management Plan (PMP). Specifically, the PMP 

identifies proposed treatment blocks for 

restoration/enhancement (see PMP Figure 7-a, Potential 

Restoration Treatment Areas). The restoration/enhancement 

program would be implemented as a component of adaptive 

management for the Quino checkerspot butterfly and its 

habitat. As stated in the PMP, the preserve manager would 

develop adaptive management recommendations specific to 
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the species based on monitoring, such as increased fencing, 

using alternative host plant seed mixes, or changing the 

geographic areas for management that would be included in 

the annual report submitted to the City. The preserve 

manager would also consult with the City and regional 

entities, as applicable, to determine where the viability and 

the need for Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat 

enhancement is appropriate in the Habitat Preserve. The 

PMP also includes two objectives for habitat management 

for occupied sites should the Quino checkerspot butterfly be 

documented on site: (1) manage invasive plant species in 

occupied Quino checkerspot butterfly, including 

implementing invasive plant species controls if invasive 

species in occupied habitat exceed 10 percent cover or 

increase by 25 percent or more from the previous survey; 

and (2) protect occupied Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat 

from unauthorized by actions such as exclusionary fencing 

and signage.  

Based on habitat modeling and proposed mitigation, the EIR 

concludes that the proposed project would mitigate impacts 

to Quino checkerspot butterfly to less than significant. 

Although Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-18 are the 

only two cited mitigation measures in the EIR to reduce 

impacts to less than significant, additional mitigation 

measures that would generally benefit the Quino 

checkerspot butterfly include land use adjacency guidelines 

(BIO-6), Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (BIO-7), 
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construction monitoring by an approved biologist (BIO-8), 

Habitat Preserve Protection (BIO-9), weed control 

treatments (BIO-10), Argentine ant controls (BIO-11), 

wildlife protection (BIO-20), and fire protection (BIO-21). 

Therefore, impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly are 

adequately mitigated for and addressed in the EIR.  

Please also refer to Thematic Response – Quino 

Checkerspot Butterfly. 

 Additionally, this comment states that the CDFW 

recommends broadening the east–west connection across 

the northern portion of the project site to maintain habitat 

connectivity to the north. This comment expresses a 

recommendation for a project design revision but does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. However, Table 

6-2 in Section 6.3, Environmentally Superior Alternative, 

summarizes all EIR alternatives compared to the proposed 

project. In addition, the comment appears to analyze the 

northern wildlife corridor and habitat connectivity out of 

context of the existing off-site conditions north of the project 

site and disregards the effectiveness of mitigation measures 

to manage deleterious edge effects at the development-

preserve interface. Because the Habitat Preserve abuts 

extensive preserved open space to the north and west, the 

regional wildlife corridors are functionally much broader 

than just the widths of Habitat Preserve on the project site, 
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as illustrated on Figure 4.3-10, Regional Wildlife Corridors. 

Therefore, the Habitat Preserve along the western and 

northern boundary contributes to the regional wildlife 

movement and habitat connectivity within approximately 5 

miles of the project site, including Goodan Ranch/Sycamore 

Canyon County Preserve to the north, San Diego County 

open space to the east, and Marine Corps Air Station 

Miramar open space to the west. From a regional 

perspective, the proposed project, without the need to 

expand the northern corridor, would not substantially 

constrain opportunities for habitat connectivity and 

movement corridors for Quino checkerspot butterfly. Also, 

please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement 

and Habitat Connectivity. 

S1-10: This comment identifies locations of known breeding 

habitat for western spadefoot on the project site and states 

that protection of such habitat and adjacent upland foraging 

habitat, as well as minimizing direct mortality and providing 

opportunities for dispersal between breeding sites, is 

important. The comment states that the CDFW would like 

to continue to work with the City on project development 

and preserve design to protect known western spadefoot 

breeding sites, maintain connectivity between breeding sites 

and minimize barriers to movement, incorporate multiple 

routes between breeding pools to avoid complete failure if 

the only dispersal route is destroyed, and avoid light 

pollution near breeding sites. This comment expresses a 
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request to continue to work with the City but does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required.  

However, it should be noted that Appendix R, Vernal Pool 

Mitigation Plan, and Appendix P, Preserve Management 

Plan, in Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical 

Report, of the EIR, were provided during the EIR public 

review period and are included as mitigation measures in the 

EIR as Mitigation Measure BIO 1 (Preserve Management 

Plan) and Mitigation Measure BIO-12 (Vernal Pool 

Mitigation Plan). The Preserve Management Plan and 

Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan include preconstruction 

surveys, translocation, in-perpetuity preservation of western 

spadefoot occupied pools with adaptive management 

strategies, and habitat enhancement and creation for western 

spadefoot in the Habitat Preserve. These plans are subject to 

approval by the wildlife agencies, including the CDFW. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Land Use Adjacency 

Guidelines) includes a lighting measure: Lighting of all 

developed areas adjacent to the Habitat Preserve would be 

directed away from the Habitat Preserve wherever feasible 

and consistent with public safety. Low-pressure sodium 

lighting shall be used whenever possible. Additional 

mitigation measures would help reduce impacts to less than 

significant, including Mitigation Measure BIO-13 (Western 
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Spadefoot Relocation) and Mitigation Measure BIO-19 

(African Clawed Frog Trapping). 

S1-11: The comment states that a project design that provides 

greater conservation in the northern portion of the property 

and clusters housing in more southern areas of the property 

has been advocated for by the wildlife agencies and 

discussed with the City and applicant. Please refer to 

response to comment S1-5, which addresses the same issue 

raised in this comment. 

The comment also states that another alternative was 

recently discussed with the City and applicant (i.e., a U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) revised site plan was 

distributed to the City and applicant on March 24, 2020) but 

was not included in the EIR. Although the recently discussed 

alternative proposed by the USFWS was not included in the 

EIR alternatives analysis, the EIR did evaluate a reasonable 

range of alternatives to the proposed project according to 

CEQA requirements in Chapter 6, Alternatives. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

S1-12: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

section. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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S1-13: The comment summarizes the number of species the City is 

asking for coverage (22) under the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan and states that the status of these species has 

not improved over the last decade. This comment states that 

the CDFW has significant concerns with the project design 

alternatives with respect to the conservation and recovery of 

4 of the 22 proposed Covered Species in the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan: coastal cactus wren, Quino 

checkerspot butterfly, Hermes copper butterfly, and western 

spadefoot. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

Additionally, the comment states that the USFWS provided 

edits to the proposed site plan, which reduced the 

development areas in the northern portion of the site, that 

was distributed to the City and applicant on March 24, 2020. 

Please refer to responses to comments S1-5 and S1-11, 

which address the same issue raised in this comment.  

The comment also states that on June 3, 2020, the wildlife 

agencies provided input on the coastal cactus wren surveys, 

impacts, and mitigation measures in the EIR and have not 

yet received feedback from the City or the applicant. The 

City disagrees with this statement. The City provided a 

memorandum prepared by its consultant ICF, to the CDFW 

and USFWS on April 16, 2020, that was intended to provide 
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information and data to support a discussion related to the 

coverage of the coastal cactus wren under the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan. The wildlife agencies returned the 

memorandum nearly 2 months later. Input was provided in 

redline/strikeout and comment format in the body of the 

memorandum with revisions and comments inserted by 

multiple staff from each agency and included not only 

questions, comments, and formatting suggestions, but 

practical disagreements between the agencies themselves 

(e.g., taxonomic status). The wildlife agencies’ input was in 

regarding coverage under the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan and not the EIR or Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D). The City and wildlife agencies have 

since been in ongoing discussions regarding the finer points 

of coastal cactus wren coverage in the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan since the memorandum was supplied to them. 

Accordingly, the City does not agree with the comment’s 

statement that the wildlife agencies have not received 

feedback on their edits to the memorandum.  

On July 28, 2020, a species expert from the U.S. Geologic 

Survey (USGS) participated in a meeting of the stakeholders 

on the general coastal cactus wren status in the region and 

vicinity, genetic studies from the region, connectivity and 

threats, and restoration input. Several take-away points were 

that the project site is part of an intact and well-functioning 

genetic cluster, the Lake Jennings Genetic Cluster, which 

includes populations in the Lake Jennings area, El 
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Cajon/Fletcher Hills area, Navajo Canyon area, Mission 

Trails area, South Poway area, and Fanita Ranch area. It 

should be noted that the analysis did not include samples 

from the project site or South Poway site; however, it was 

determined reasonable to expect that they are all part of the 

same genetic unit. All areas receive genetic flow as 

evidenced by their genetic relatedness (Barr et al. 2015). 

Within this cluster, the project site is central and probably is 

a good candidate to receive and provide coastal cactus wren 

within the genetic cluster. (The City notes that all the cactus 

on site burned in the 2003 Cedar Fire and lost the resident 

coastal cactus wren and that, until about 6 years ago, no 

coastal cactus wren was present on the project site; therefore, 

the current population likely came from one of these 

neighboring areas.) Dispersing cactus wrens move less than 

4 kilometers from their natal site, with the majority moving 

less than 1 kilometer, and a few moving up to 12 kilometers. 

Movement occurs in more natural habitat and in and around 

development where natural habitat is present, though cactus 

resources, minimally 1 meter tall, are needed for nesting. 

Coastal cactus wren are generally tolerant of trails as long as 

pets are kept on leash and trails are designed to circumvent 

cactus patches (i.e., do not penetrate through cactus stands). 

The cactus patches generally insulate them from hiker 

pressures. The USGS offered that they thought there was a 

low likelihood of success to promote connectivity to the 

Poway area due to an apparent lack of presence (other than 

the South Poway location) and little remaining habitat. Of 
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course, more aggressive habitat restoration in certain parts 

of Poway and its surroundings could change that 

assessment. Similarly, the USGS thought that enhancing 

connectivity in the Lake Jennings genetic cluster would 

probably provide little measurable benefit since coastal 

cactus wren currently move well through the cluster. The 

USGS did think that the best way to support the species was 

to bolster the proposed project population so that it could 

serve as a core population, which could be accomplished 

through preservation of current habitat and coastal cactus 

wren and restoration and enhancement of habitat, which is 

exactly what is proposed as mitigation in Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1.  

The EIR acknowledges that the proposed project would 

impact occupied coastal cactus wren habitat but also 

proposes adequate mitigation through Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1 and BIO-16 at an increased minimum 3:1 ratio and 

includes currently occupied coastal cactus wren habitat in 

the Habitat Preserve. Additionally, there is considerably less 

suitable coastal cactus wren habitat in the northern portion 

of the proposed project. The most suitable habitat for this 

species is in the southern 900-acre block of the Habitat 

Preserve. This area supports regenerating and currently 

unoccupied cactus clusters. The pre-Cedar Fire occupied 

area is now supporting regenerating cactus patches 

containing prickly pear and cholla species. Restoration, 

enhancement, and in-perpetuity management of the Habitat 
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Preserve related to the implementation of the Preserve 

Management Plan (Appendix P to the Biological Resources 

Technical Report [Appendix D]) would provide the 

opportunity to grow a robust coastal cactus wren population 

that can support the viability of the rest of the Lake Jennings 

genetic cluster.  

The redline/strikeout edits and comments provided to the 

April 16, 2020, ICF memorandum do not constitute 

comments on the EIR, were not described as such by the 

staffs of the wildlife agencies who provided them, and were 

not submitted to the City in accordance with the CEQA 

comment process. The City is not directly responding to the 

edits and comments on that memorandum in this response. 

However, as noted above, the City’s consultants have been 

engaged in extensive dialogue with the wildlife agencies in 

connection with this species, which dialogue is anticipated 

to be continuing. 

While this comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information in the EIR, discussions have been ongoing with 

the wildlife agencies, by both the applicant and the City, 

regarding many of the issues raised about coastal cactus 

wren in this comment and the above-referenced 

memorandum as it relates to the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan. 
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S1-14: This comment states that the ecological needs, including 

reduced edge effects, support for sustainable populations, 

maintenance of habitat diversity, and movement and gene 

flow, for Covered Species would be met by consolidating 

development in the southern half of the site and moving it 

away from these sensitive species and their habitat. Please 

refer to response to comment S1-5, which addresses the 

same issue raised in this comment. 

S1-15: This comment states that the CDFW is concerned about the 

potential project-related direct and indirect effects based on 

the proposed design on the 22 proposed Covered Species in 

the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, in particular on 

coastal cactus wren, Quino checkerspot butterfly, Hermes 

copper butterfly, and the western spadefoot. Generally, 

project-related direct and indirect impacts to wildlife species 

and the mitigation required to reduce impacts to wildlife 

species to less than significant under CEQA requirements 

are addressed in Section 4.3.5, Project Impacts and 

Mitigation Measures. Please refer to response to comment 

S1-7 for coastal cactus wren, response to comment S1-8 for 

Hermes copper butterfly, response to comment S1-9 for 

Quino checkerspot butterfly, and response to comment S1-

10 for western spadefoot, each of which addresses the same 

issues raised in this comment. Please also refer to Thematic 

Responses – Western Spadefoot, Hermes Copper Butterfly, 

and Quino Checkerspot Butterfly. 
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S1-16: This comment states that removing coastal cactus wren 

habitat and decreasing the species’ ability to disperse creates 

a genetic sink where populations are susceptible to reduced 

health and increased mortality. By providing 3:1 mitigation 

for impacted occupied cactus patches, population dynamics, 

including genetic exchange through dispersal both on site 

and with off-site populations, would at minimum be 

maintained. Please refer to responses to comments S1-7 and 

S1-13 for coastal cactus wren, which address the same 

issues raised in this comment. Please also refer to Thematic 

Response – Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity, 

which addresses the ability for genetic exchange and 

diversity of species to be maintained with the 

implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1. 

Additionally, it should be noted that all of the cactus areas 

burned in the 2003 Cedar Fire and all cactus and coastal 

cactus wren occurring on the site colonized sometime in the 

last 4 to 6 years. Finally, the USGS considers the site a part 

of a larger thriving genetic cluster that moves in and around 

development; therefore, the genetic sink concern stated in 

the comment is not applicable to this site. Please refer to 

response to comment S1-13. Based on the opinion of the 

biological experts who prepared the analysis, the EIR 

describes the potential direct and indirect impacts to this 

species, recommends mitigation, and concludes that the 

impacts are less than significant with mitigation. 
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S1-17: This comment states that the CDFW recommends 

modification of the proposed project to improve 

conservation consistent with the principles of the Draft 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. The comment states that only 

the Modified Development Footprint Alternative, as 

described in Chapter 6, is in alignment with the layout 

proposed by the CDFW in their comments on the Notice of 

Preparation. Please refer to response to comment S1-5, 

which addresses the same issue raised in this comment. 

The comment also includes a statement that the CDFW 

would support the No Project/No Build Alternative until all 

parties agree upon the project design. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

S1-18: This comment states that, per CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15370, mitigation is required by lead agencies as part of the 

approval of a project in order to substantially lessen or avoid 

the significant adverse effects in the environment that may 

occur as a result of the project. The comment states that the 

EIR proposes project mitigation and minimization 

consistent with the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. The 

comment also states that this is problematic because the 

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan has not yet been approved 

or permitted. The EIR provides mitigation to reduce impacts 

to less than significant in accordance with CEQA 
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requirements. Although the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan has not yet been approved or permitted, it is 

consistent with the preserve design criteria in the MSCP 

Plan (City of San Diego 1998) and is used as the 

guidance document for projects occurring within the 

City of Santee. Therefore, the EIR is also consistent with 

the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, which would 

serve as a habitat conservation plan pursuant to Section 

10(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act, and 

as an Natural Community Conservation Plan pursuant to 

the California Natural Community Conservation 

Planning Act of 1991. If the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan 

is not approved, the proposed project would seek take 

authorization through federal Endangered Species Act 

Section 7 or an individual Section 10 permit; take 

authorization is not a CEQA issue. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

 Please refer to Thematic Response – Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan. 
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S1-19: The comment includes text from the EIR stating that the 

EIR is consistent with the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan and that it provides a greater level of conservation 

than required for the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan pursuant 

to the MSCP Plan. The comment states that there is a 

shortcoming to this statement since the City proposes 

coverage for three species (Quino checkerspot butterfly, 

Hermes copper butterfly, and western spadefoot), which 

are not covered under the MSCP Plan, and therefore, it is 

inappropriate to conclude that a “hardlined” project has 

sufficiently met all requirements of the MSCP Plan.  

The comment correctly states that the three species 

mentioned (Quino checkerspot butterfly, Hermes copper 

butterfly, and western spadefoot) are not covered under 

the MSCP Plan. However, based on the expert opinion 

of the biologists who prepared the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D), the City disagrees that 

this is a shortcoming because the EIR provides project-

specific mitigation to reduce all impacts to these species 

to less than significant in accordance with CEQA 

requirements and the EIR is consistent with the Draft 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. Please refer to response to 

comment S1-18, which addresses the same issue 

regarding take authorization, which is not a CEQA issue, 

raised in this comment.  
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The comment also states that the CDFW has met on 

numerous occasions to discuss the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan with the City and applicant and expressed 

concerns regarding species conservation, development and 

Habitat Preserve design, trail alignments, and soft line 

development allowances particularly with respect to Quino 

checkerspot butterfly and Hermes copper butterfly.  

The CDFW comments regarding the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan meetings are noted, but they do not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

S1-20: The comment agrees with Section 4.3.1.5, Wildlife 

Corridors and Habitat Linkages, which states that the 

entire project site is a habitat block with no distinct 

wildlife corridors, but states that the EIR does not foster 

further detailed analysis about surrounding topography, 

habitat types, and the manner in which wildlife species 

would be expected to move through the property 

following its development. Based on the expert opinion 

of the biologists that prepared the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D), the City disagrees that 

the EIR does not provide detailed analysis about 

surrounding topography, habitat types, and the manner 

wildlife species would be expected to move through the 

project site following its development. Section 4.3.5.4, 
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Native or Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife 

Species, provides substantial analysis on these topics. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement 

and Habitat Connectivity. 

S1-21: This comment states that the Biological Resources 

Technical Report, Appendix D to the EIR, incorrectly lists 

the Channel Islands slender salamander (Batrachoseps 

pacificus) as being observed on the project site. The City 

agrees with this error. The transcription of notes was in 

error. Appendix K, Wildlife Compendium, of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) has 

been revised to state the following: 

Batrachoseps major—garden slender salamander 

Batrachoseps pacificus—Channel Islands slender 

salamander 

S1-22: This comment provides a summary of the nesting bird 

mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure BIO-14) and 

states that the CDFW is available to work with the qualified 

biologist with regard to setting appropriate buffer 

distances. The City appreciates the CDFW’s offer to work 

with the project biologist to set appropriate buffers and 

notes that this would further ensure the effectiveness of this 

mitigation measure. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 
 

Final Revised EIR 4-S1-33 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

S1-23: This comment provides a summary of the specific impact 

to nesting bird species from construction during the 

breeding season. Impacts to nesting birds are addressed in 

the EIR, Section 4.3.5.1. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

S1-24: This comment states that the CDFW recommends that 

no construction should occur from February 15 through 

August 31 (January 1 for raptors). This comment is a 

recommendation and not a requirement or prohibition of 

construction during the nesting season. The current 

Mitigation Measure BIO-14 for nesting birds includes 

this statement with slightly different dates. However, the 

City agrees with the comment’s recommendation and 

has revised Mitigation Measure BIO-14 (Biological 

Resources Technical Report [Appendix D] Mitigation 

Measure BIO-7) to the following:  

BIO-14: Nesting Bird Survey. To avoid impacts to 

nesting migratory birds, nesting raptors, and other 

nesting birds, which are sensitive biological 

resources pursuant to the California Environmental 

Quality Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and 

California Fish and Game Code, breeding season 

avoidance shall be implemented and included on all 

construction plans.  
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To the extent feasible, Except as specified below, 

there shall be no brushing, clearing, and/or grading 

allowed during the breeding season of migratory birds 

or raptors (between January February 15 and 

September 15August 31) or raptors (January 1 and 

August 31) or coastal California gnatcatcher (between 

February 15 and August 15). If vegetation is to be 

cleared during the nesting season, all suitable habitat 

within 500 feet of the impact area shall be thoroughly 

surveyed for the presence of nesting birds by a 

qualified biologist no earlier than 72 hours prior to 

clearing. If project activities are delayed or suspended 

for more than 14 days during the nesting bird season, 

surveys should be repeated. The survey results shall 

be submitted by the project applicant to the City of 

Santee Director of Development Services. If any 

active nests are detected, the area shall be flagged and 

mapped on the construction plans along with an initial 

100-foot buffer for non-listed passerines, 300-foot 

buffer for listed passerines (e.g., coastal California 

gnatcatcher), and up to a 500-foot maximum buffer 

for raptors. The nests shall be avoided and buffers 

maintained until the nesting cycle is complete or it is 

determined that the nest has failed. The final 

appropriate buffer distance, as well as cycle 

completion or nest failure, shall be determined by a 

qualified biologist. Factors used to determine and 
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guide the appropriate buffer distance shall include 

individual pair behavior responses, amount of 

buffering topography, proximity to existing 

disturbance, and ambient noise levels. In addition, a 

qualified biologist shall be present on the project area 

to monitor (see MM-BIO-8, approved biologist) the 

vegetation removal to ensure that nests not detected 

during the initial survey are not disturbed. If the 

monitoring biologist determines that the nesting 

activities are being substantially disrupted by adjacent 

construction activity, the City of Santee shall be 

notified and measures to avoid or minimize such 

impacts shall be developed. Such measures might 

include installation of noise barriers, increased 

buffering, stopping construction in that area, or other 

measures as developed. 

S1-25: This comment states that the CDFW recommends that the 

lead agency require preconstruction surveys, with specified 

details for proximity and timing, be conducted if project 

activities cannot be avoided from February 15 through 

August 31 (January 1 for raptors). Mitigation for nesting 

birds already includes some of these requirements. The 

comment also recommended no-disturbance buffer 

distances, which the City agrees to implement and has 

revised Mitigation Measure BIO-14 as included in 

response to comment S1-24. 
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S1-26: This comment summarizes Mitigation Measure BIO-13 

(Western Spadefoot Relocation) in Section 4.3.5.1. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

S1-27: This comment states specific adverse impacts to western 

spadefoot as a result of removing this species from their 

habitat as part of relocation mitigation. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

S1-28: This comment states that western spadefoots that are 

collected from areas within 300 meters of known 

occupied pools would be relocated immediately and not 

removed from the project site. The City agrees with this 

recommendation, and Mitigation Measure BIO-13 

(Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix D] 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8) has been revised to the 

following:  

BIO-13: Western Spadefoot Relocation. During the wet 

season prior to clearing or grading operations, 

biologists shall collect western spadefoot adults from 

areas within 300 meters of known occupied pools. 

Adults shall either be held by a Wildlife Agency 
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approved biologist to be released back into the site after 

construction activities using standard methods, or they 

shall be relocated to another area on the Fanita Ranch 

Project area that has suitable breeding habitat and few 

or no western spadefoot individuals.  

A Western Spadefoot Relocation Plan is Details on 

the western spadefoot relocation effort are included 

as a component of the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan 

(included in the Biological Technical Report for the 

Fanita Ranch Project as Appendix R), available to 

the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) for review, and 

is subject to approval by the wildlife agencies (U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service and CDFW). The Western 

Spadefoot Relocation Plan includes, at a minimum, 

the following elements: 

 The timing and methods for surveying, capturing, 

and releasing adults. Long-term care methods shall 

also be discussed if this option is used. 

 Collection shall occur during the first three or 

four large rain events of the season. Ideally, these 

rain events shall produce a minimum of 0.20 inch 

during a 24-hour period. 

Implementation of this recommendation to revise 

Mitigation Measure BIO-13 does not change any 

conclusions provided in the EIR. 
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S1-29: This comment states that a western spadefoot plan be 

developed in advance that takes into account locations 

of known breeding sites that are to be conserved and any 

new potential breeding locations that may be provided, 

as well as consider buffer distances to future 

development, with the intention of ensuring a viable 

population after development of the project. The 

comment also requests that the USGS provide review.  

Details of the western spadefoot relocation effort are 

already included as a component in the Appendix R, 

Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, to the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D), of the EIR. Information 

regarding known western spadefoot locations in the 

Habitat Preserve and potential new locations are also 

included in the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan (Appendix R 

to the Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix 

D]). It should be noted that there would be no future 

development in the Habitat Preserve because is implied 

by the comment. The Preserve Management Plan 

(Appendix P to the Biological Resources Technical 

Report [Appendix D]) would ensure a viable population 

of western spadefoots persist within the Habitat Preserve. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Western Spadefoot.  

The City agrees with the recommendation to have the 

USGS review the western spadefoot relocation efforts, 

and Mitigation Measure BIO-13 (Biological Resources 
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Technical Report [Appendix D] Mitigation Measure 

BIO-8) has been revised and included in response to 

comment S1-28. 

S1-30: This comment states that Section 6.1, Maintenance and 

Management of Trails in the Fanita Ranch Public Access 

Plan, recommends a 3-foot clearance zone. However, 

there is no further discussion as to what this means. The 

3-foot clearance zone is defined in Section 6.1, Trail 

Types, of Appendix T, Fanita Ranch Public Access Plan, 

of the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix 

D) and refers to 3 feet of horizontal clearance buffer 

horizontally on the outside of trails between a height of 

2 feet and 8 feet as a measure to provide safety and 

security for trail users. Its purpose was to allow clear 

visibility up and down trails. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

Nonetheless, this clearance zone recommendation has 

been removed from the Public Access Plan; please see 

response S1-31. 

S1-31: This comment states that vegetation clearing outside of 

the trail perimeter would encourage users to widen the 

existing trail alignment and destroy habitat. The City 

agrees with the comment, and the recommendation to 

maintain a 3-foot clearance zone outside of the trails has 

been removed from the Public Access Plan. The 
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implementation of this recommendation does not change 

any conclusions provided in the EIR. 

S1-32: This comment states that, to minimize significant 

impacts, there should be no 3-foot-wide clearance zone 

around trail perimeters. It is not necessary to include this 

as a mitigation measure, which the comment suggests. 

Rather, the recommended clearance zone has been 

removed from the Public Access Plan. See response to 

comment S1-31. 

S1-33: This comment states that CEQA requires that 

environmental data be incorporated into the California 

Natural Diversity Database. The biological consultants 

who have gathered environmental data for special-status 

species and natural communities occurring on the project 

site shall coordinate with the CDFW regarding an efficient 

way to have the data incorporated into the California 

Natural Diversity Database. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

S1-34: This comment reiterates that the proposed project would 

have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment 

of filing fees is necessary. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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S1-35: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter S2: California Department of Transportation, July 13, 2020 

 

S2-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

S2-2: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter identifying the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) as a responsible agency under 

CEQA. In response to this comment, Section 3.12, 

Discretionary Actions, in the EIR has been updated to 

identify Caltrans as a responsible agency. In addition, the 

City of San Diego and County of San Diego were also 

identified as responsible agencies for the same reason.  
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S2-3: This comment states that the Final EIR must be provided to 

Caltrans to address any impacts from avoidance and/or 

mitigation measures. The City will provide responses to 

Caltrans comments 10 days prior to the City Council 

hearing. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

S2-4: This comment states that Caltrans recommends that the 

proposed project identify potential impacts and mitigation 

efforts that would occur within Caltrans rights-of-way. 

Caltrans is interested in reviewing the technical studies for 

biological resources, cultural and tribal cultural resources, 

and any additional mitigation measures identified for the 

Final EIR. The EIR evaluates Caltrans facilities, identifying 

impacts and recommending improvements to reduce 

impacts to below significant levels, where feasible, in 

compliance with CEQA requirements. The technical studies 

referenced in the comment were available for review during 

the 45-day EIR public review period and will be included in 

the Final EIR. No further response is required. 

S2-5: This comment states that the 40 percent pass-by/diverted trip 

factor applied to the K–8 school trips does not match the San 

Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) trip rates. 

SANDAG does not provide a trip rate specifically 

associated with a “K–8” school (combined elementary and 
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middle school aged students) and instead provides 

categories for “elementary” and “middle/junior high” 

categories. The primary trip percentage for the “elementary” 

land use is 57 percent and for “middle/junior high” is 63 

percent based on the SANDAG trip rate. Thus, the average 

of these rates representing a K–8 school calculates to 60 

percent of K–8 trips being primary trips, and the remaining 

40 percent are attributed to pass-by/diverted trips. As such, 

Section 4.16.5.1, Threshold 1: Circulation System 

Performance, in Section 4.16, Transportation, explains that 

the school pass-by/diverted trips were appropriately based 

on the SANDAG rates. Therefore, this issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR.  

S2-6: This comment states that the Mast Boulevard/SR-52 

Westbound Off-ramp volumes in the AM peak hour used 

in the EIR amount to 14 percent of the most recent Caltrans 

volumes. Traffic count data was collected on a typical 

weekday, Wednesday, February 7, 2018, by Bearcat 

Enterprises, LLC, DBA Count Data, a firm specializing in 

conducting traffic volume counts. Count Data has 

conducted traffic counts at thousands of intersections in 

Southern California. The counts were conducted using 

video camera detection to count individual vehicles during 

the 2-hour 7:00–9:00 a.m. peak period. The observed 1-

hour peak hour for the entire intersection was observed 

during 8:00–9:00 a.m. when the off-ramp volume showed 

24 peak hour trips. Therefore, the traffic volumes used in 
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the EIR analysis are adequate, and no revisions to the EIR 

are required. 

S2-7: This comment states that the Mast Boulevard/SR-52 

Eastbound On-Ramp volumes in the AM peak hour used 

in the EIR amount to 55 percent of the most recent Caltrans 

volumes. Traffic count data was collected on a typical 

weekday, Wednesday, February 7, 2018, by Bearcat 

Enterprises, LLC, DBA Count Data, a firm specializing in 

conducting traffic volume counts. Count Data has 

conducted traffic counts at thousands of intersections in 

Southern California. The counts were conducted using 

video camera detection to count individual vehicles during 

the 2-hour 7:00–9:00 a.m. peak period. The observed 1-

hour peak hour for the entire intersection was observed 

during 8:00–9:00 a.m. when the on-ramp volume showed 

88 peak hour trips. Therefore, the traffic volumes used in 

the EIR analysis are adequate, and no revisions to the EIR 

are required. 

S2-8: This comment states that the Mission Gorge Road/SR-52 

Westbound On-Ramp volumes in the PM peak hour used in 

the EIR amount to 64 percent of the most recent Caltrans 

volumes. Traffic count data was collected on a typical 

weekday, Thursday February 8, 2018 by Bearcat 

Enterprises, LLC, DBA Count Data, a firm specializing in 

conducting traffic volume counts. Count Data has 

conducted traffic counts at thousands of intersections in 

Southern California. The counts were conducted using 
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video camera detection to count individual vehicles during 

the 2-hour 4:00–6:00 p.m. peak period. The observed 1-hour 

peak hour for the entire intersection was observed during 

5:00–6:00 p.m. when the on-ramp volume showed 173 peak 

hour trips. It should also be noted that this intersection is 

calculated to operate at level of service (LOS) A under 

existing PM peak hour conditions. Therefore, the traffic 

volumes used in the EIR analysis are adequate, and no 

revisions to the EIR are required. 

S2-9: This comment states that the Mission Gorge Road/SR-52 

Eastbound Off-Ramp volumes in the PM peak hour used in 

the EIR amount to 54 percent of the most recent Caltrans 

volumes. Traffic count data was collected on a typical 

weekday, Thursday February 8, 2018, by Bearcat 

Enterprises, LLC, DBA Count Data, a firm specializing in 

conducting traffic volume counts. Count fata has conducted 

traffic counts at thousands of intersections in Southern 

California. The counts were conducted using video camera 

detection to count individual vehicles during the 2-hour 

4:00–6:00 p.m. peak period. The observed 1-hour peak hour 

for the entire intersection was observed during 5:00–6:00 

p.m. when the on-ramp volume showed 322 peak hour trips. 

It should also be noted that this intersection is calculated to 

operate at LOS B under existing PM peak hour conditions. 

Therefore, the traffic volumes used in the EIR analysis are 

adequate, and no revisions to the EIR are required. 
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S2-10: This comment states that the existing conditions does not 

show any movements for the southbound movement 

from Cuyamaca Street to the SR-52 Westbound On-

Ramp. The southbound right-turning movement onto 

SR-52 Westbound is an uncontrolled free right turn 

movement that occurs after the southbound through 

vehicles travel through the signalized intersection. 

Therefore, the southbound right-turns were included in 

the southbound through volumes for the signalized 

intersection analysis. As shown in Appendix N, 

Transportation Impact Study, Figure 3–1, Existing 

Traffic Volumes, the southbound through volume used 

in the analysis in the AM and PM peak hours is 

1,256/1,639, respectively. Of the 1,256 AM trips, 

Appendix N, Intersection and Segment Manual Count 

Sheets, Caltrans Freeway Volumes, of the EIR 

Appendix N, shows the southbound right as 287 trips 

and southbound through as 969 trips. Of the 1,639 PM 

trips, the southbound right is 529 trips and the 

southbound through is 1,110 trips. Therefore, the traffic 

volumes used in the EIR analysis are adequate, and no 

revisions to the EIR are required. 

S2-11: This comment states that the Cuyamaca Street/SR-52 

Eastbound On-Ramp volumes in the AM peak hour used 

in the EIR amount to 65 percent of the most recent 

Caltrans volumes. Traffic count data was collected on a 

typical weekday, Tuesday February 6, 2018, by Bearcat 
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Enterprises, LLC, DBA Count Data, a firm specializing 

in conducting traffic volume counts. Count Data has 

conducted traffic counts at thousands of intersections in 

Southern California. The counts were conducted using 

video camera detection to count individual vehicles 

during the 2-hour 7:00–9:00 a.m. peak period. The 

observed 1-hour peak hour for the entire intersection was 

observed during 7:15–8:15 a.m. when the off-ramp 

volume showed 364 peak hour trips. Therefore, the 

traffic volumes used in the EIR analysis are adequate, 

and no revisions to the EIR are required. 

S2-12: This comment discusses the 95th percentile queuing 

results from the Synchro analysis software for the Mast 

Boulevard/SR-52 Eastbound Off-Ramp. The comment 

states that the off-ramp storage would be exceeded 

resulting in a safety issue impact on the mainline 

requiring mitigation. This intersection lies within both 

Caltrans’ and the City of San Diego’s jurisdiction. 

Caltrans does not have published significance criteria for 

measuring impacts based on 95th percentile queue 

results. The City of San Diego significance criteria also 

does not utilize queues lengths as an efficiency metric; 

rather level of service (LOS)/delay is utilized. Therefore, 

there is no nexus, per CEQA, for the proposed project to 

analyze queuing operations of the off-ramp. However, 

HomeFed Fanita Rancho, LLC, the project applicant, 

has privately funded a Caltrans Project Study Report – 
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Project Development Support (PSR-PDS), dated 

January 2020, for the evaluation of potential 

improvements to the SR-52 corridor by Caltrans 

intended to relieve congestion. The PSR-PDS is 

included as an attachment to the Transportation Impact 

Analysis (Appendix N). 

S2-13: Per the comment, Caltrans used SimTraffic in a 

supplemental analysis apart from the required CEQA 

analysis. This comment discusses the SimTraffic 

simulation software showing off-ramp queueing issues 

at the SR-67 Southbound Ramp at Riverford Road which 

could affect mainline traffic, thus resulting in a potential 

impact requiring mitigation. This intersection lies within 

both Caltrans’ and the County of San Diego’s 

jurisdictions. Caltrans does not have published 

significance criteria for measuring impacts based on 

95th percentile queue results. The County of San Diego 

significance criteria used in this analysis to evaluate the 

LOS impacts to this intersection also do not use queues 

lengths as an efficiency metric. Therefore, there is no 

nexus, per CEQA, for the proposed project to analyze 

the queuing operations of the off-ramp. However, a 

significant impact was identified in the EIR using 

County criteria for delay operations and a mitigation 

measure to install a traffic signal at the SR-67 

Southbound Ramps/Riverford Road intersection is 

recommended to improve the flow of vehicles exiting 
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SR-67 from the off-ramp. Since this intersection is 

located within the County of San Diego’s and Caltrans’ 

jurisdictions, the City of Santee (City) is without 

jurisdiction to ensure the construction of the 

recommended improvements. Therefore, for the 

purposes of CEQA, the impact is considered significant 

and unavoidable. A request to meet with Caltrans staff 

(email to Maurice Eaton) was made on July 24, 2020. 

S2-14: The signal timings plans were requested and received 

from Caltrans for use in the intersection analysis. The 

most recent timing plans at the time of the request were 

provided by Caltrans and appropriately coded into the 

Synchro analysis software. The comment notes that the 

“max splits” in certain intersection timings do not match 

Caltrans timing plans. When inputting established 

timing plans into the Synchro software, timings are then 

adjusted automatically by the software to account for 

several cycle factors. For example, in the Mast 

Boulevard/Westbound Ramps signal timing, the 

Caltrans plans show a “flashing don’t walk” time of 30 

seconds for the northbound phase but a “max split” of 20 

seconds for the same phase. The limitations of the 

Synchro software assume pedestrian walk times for all 

cycles during the peak hour analyzed and cannot 

differentiate between cycles when the pedestrian phases 

are not active. Thus, the software cannot allow a max 

split of 20 seconds when the pedestrian “flashing don’t  
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walk” time is greater than that amount at 30 seconds. In the 

field, the signal is actuated and responsive to whether or not 

a pedestrian phase is activated. The software, however, 

assumes a pedestrian phase for all cycles during the peak 

hour, which actually results in greater vehicle delay than 

may occur in the field since a pedestrian phase would be 

unlikely to occur in all phases during a cycle. Given the 

explanation above, the appropriate signal timings were 

inputted into the Synchro software for all Caltrans 

intersections and the analysis in the EIR is adequate. 

S2-15: The comment states that they disagree that the impacts to 

VMT would remain significant and unmitigated and that the 

proposed project is responsible to fully mitigate impacts per 

CEQA law. This is a misstatement of CEQA, which requires 

mitigation of potentially significant impacts to the extent 

feasible. The most commonly applied tool to quantitatively 

reduce VMT is the California Air Pollution Control Officers 

Association (CAPCOA) Quantifying Greenhouse Gas 

Mitigation Measures, August 2010 handbook (page 58, 

Chart 6-2, Transportation Strategies Organization). The 

proposed project is located in a “suburban context” per 

CAPCOA. As such, the maximum VMT reduction from 

application of any and all appropriate VMT reduction 

measures is 15 percent. The proposed project exceeds the 

Santee Citywide average VMT per capita threshold by, at 

most, 32 percent (under the land use plan without school). 

Therefore, it is infeasible for the proposed project to achieve 
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a 32 percent VMT reduction utilizing the VMT reduction 

measures from the published CAPCOA document. The 

proposed project can achieve a 13.7 percent reduction in 

VMT as shown in the EIR by applying several feasible 

VMT reduction measures, coming close to the maximum 

allowable 15 percent threshold. Given the explanation 

above, the appropriate VMT reduction measures were 

applied, and the analysis in the appropriate conclusion 

regarding the significance of impacts was reached.  

S2-16: The comment asks that the EIR provide further details on 

how the proposed project will contribute to funding the SR-

52 PSR-PDS. Per the explanation in Section 4.16.5, Project 

Impacts and Mitigation Measure, it states that the applicant 

has privately funded the PSR-PDS with an attachment 

included in the appendix to the Appendix N. Per the PSR-

PSR included in the appendix, the applicant has entered into 

an agreement with Caltrans to identify operational 

improvements to SR-52 that are intended to relieve 

congestion. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

S2-17: The comment states that the “significant/unmitigated” 

conclusion for all Caltrans impacted facilities should instead 

require the applicant to coordinate with Caltrans on the 

implementation of mitigation measures. Such a finding is not 

authorized by CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15091[a]). As discussed in the EIR, the applicant already has 

begun coordination with Caltrans for improvements to 

mitigate potential project impacts, executed agreements and 
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committed funds for such purposes. For impacts to SR-52 

addressed by Mitigation Measures TRA-9, TRA-29, and 

TRA-30, the applicant has privately funded a Caltrans PSR-

PDS for the evaluation of potential improvements to the SR-

52 corridor by Caltrans intended to relieve congestion. For 

Mitigation Measure TRA-13, the installation of a traffic 

signal is recommended to improve operations at the Riverford 

Road/SR-67 Southbound Ramps intersection. The 

improvements listed in Mitigation Measures TRA-9, TRA-

29, and TRA-30 will be conditions of approval for the 

proposed project. Since Mitigation Measure TRA-13 is 

located within the County of San Diego’s and Caltrans’ 

jurisdictions, the City is without jurisdiction to ensure the 

construction of the recommended improvements. Therefore, 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091(a)(2), the 

impact is accurately identified as being within the jurisdiction 

of Caltrans and consequently significant and unavoidable 

insofar as the City cannot implement the mitigation measures 

itself. A meeting was held August 6, 2020, for the purpose of 

discussing Caltrans traffic comments submitted for the 

project and coordinating the implementation of mitigation 

measures within Caltrans jurisdiction. 

S2-18: The comment lists the impacts noted in response to 

comment S2-17, requesting the applicant coordinate with 

Caltrans on mitigation measures. Please refer to response to 

comment S2-17, which addresses the same issue raised in 

this comment. 
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S2-19: The comment lists the impacts noted in response to comment 

S2-17, requesting the applicant coordinate with Caltrans on 

mitigation measures. Please refer to response to comment S2-

17, which addresses the same issue raised in this comment. 

S2-20: This comment discusses the desire for the proposed project 

to coordinate with Caltrans and lead agencies regarding 

complete streets and mobility network improvements in 

the study area. As discussed in the EIR, the proposed 

project would design a system of complete streets that 

supports multiple user types, including motorists, 

pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders. On-site streets 

would generally be two lanes and would include a variety 

of design elements, including roundabouts, split streets, 

landscaped medians, and parkways. The City will continue 

to coordinate with Caltrans and other agencies on 

improvements in areas of joint jurisdiction. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

S2-21: This comment provides background information related to 

land use and smart growth. The City will continue to 

coordinate with Caltrans on improvements in areas of joint 

jurisdiction. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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S2-22: This comment refers to coordinating with Caltrans on 

mitigation measures to Caltrans facilities. Please refer to 

response to comment S2-17, which addresses the same 

issue raised in this comment. 

S2-23: This comment refers to coordinating with Caltrans on 

mitigation measures to Caltrans facilities. Please refer to 

response to comment S2-17, which addresses the same 

issue raised in this comment. 

S2-24: This comment refers to coordinating with Caltrans on 

mitigation measures to Caltrans facilities. Please refer to 

response to comment S2-17, which addresses the same 

issue raised in this comment. 
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S2-25: This comment refers to permitting for work completed 

within Caltrans rights-of-way. For any work performed 

within Caltrans rights-of-way, the applicant and/or City 

will obtain any and all necessary permits/approvals from 

Caltrans prior to the start of work. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

S2-26: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter S3: California Highway Patrol, July 13, 2020 

 

S3-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

S3-2:  The comment asserts that the proposed project will result 

in an increase in several aspects of California Highway 

Patrol (CHP) El Cajon Area and CHP San Diego Area 

functions, specifically related to State Route (SR-) 52, SR-

125, SR-67, Interstate (I-) 8, and the unincorporated areas 

adjacent to the proposed project. The comment claims the 

proposed project will increase the number of calls into the 

CHP Border Communication Center, calls for service, the 

amount of traffic with the resulting increase in response 

times to calls for service in other areas, and the amount of 

traffic enforcement and emergency services the CHP El 

Cajon and San Diego Areas provide. 

 Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to 

begin in 2021 with a buildout of approximately 10 to 15 

years. Thus, based on a conservative estimate and 

averaged over 10 years, the 7,974-person population 

increase under the preferred land use plan with school 

would equate to approximately 797 new residents per 

year, which would be consistent with the City of 
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Santee’s (City’s) historical population increases (refer to 

Section 4.13.5.1, Threshold 1: Inducement of 

Substantial Population Growth, Table 4.13-4, City 

Population Increases, in the EIR). Additionally, the 

project site has been historically designated for 

residential development ranging from 1,395 to 14,000 

residential units. Refer to Sections 4.13.5.1 and 4.13.6.1, 

Cumulative Threshold 1: Inducement of Substantial 

Population Growth. Thus, the increase in population as 

a result of the proposed project would be incremental 

over a 10- to 15-year period and has been accounted for 

in planning purposes for many years. 

 In terms of traffic resulting from the proposed project, 

the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by 

Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (2020), and 

provided as Appendix N in the EIR analyzed local 

roadway segments, intersections, and mainline freeway 

locations where the proposed project will add 50 or more 

peak-hour trips in either direction to the existing 

roadway traffic. Seven freeway mainline segments 

including four segments along SR-52, two segments 

along SR-67, and one segment along SR-125 were 

analyzed in the TIA. Thus, the EIR analyzed impacts to 

three of the freeways cited in the comment (Section 

4.16.1.1, Existing Transportation Network). Because 

fewer than 50 trips would be added to I-8, the interstate 

would not be impacted and was not analyzed.  
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 Table 4.16-13, Existing + Project Freeway Segment 

Operations, summarizes the freeway segment operations 

under the Existing + Project scenario; Table 4.16-16, 

Existing + Cumulative Projects Freeway Segment 

Operations, summarizes the Existing + Cumulative 

Projects + Project freeway mainline segment operations; 

and Table 4.16-19, Year 2035 + Project Freeway Segment 

Operations, summarizes the Year 2035 + Project freeway 

segment operations. Under each scenario, significant 

impacts would result along the Santo Road to Mast 

Boulevard segment of SR-52 in both the eastbound and 

westbound direction, and Mitigation Measures TRA-29 

and TRA-30 were included to study all feasible 

improvements along SR-52. Impacts were less than 

significant for each of the other six mainline segments 

analyzed (Section 4.16.5.1, Threshold 1: Circulation 

System Performance). 

 The EIR recognizes that SR-52 is a major east–west 

freeway providing East County San Diego communities 

with access to and from the City of San Diego and 

locations north and south. Current levels of congestion 

in the AM and PM peak periods affect the reliability of 

service on this freeway and delay travel times. In 

accordance with Mitigation Measures TRA-29 and 

TRA-30, the applicant has privately funded a California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Project Study 

Report – Project Development Support, dated January 
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2020, for the evaluation of potential improvements to the 

SR-52 corridor by Caltrans intended to relieve 

congestion. The Project Study Report – Project 

Development Support project limits are along SR-52 

from the Mission Gorge Road undercrossing to the I-15 

connector and includes the SR-52/Mast Boulevard 

interchange. The two build alternatives generally include 

converting the existing westbound freeway shoulder into 

a truck-climbing lane/auxiliary lane and converting the 

existing concrete barrier-separated two-way bike path to 

the eastbound freeway shoulder. Both alternatives would 

increase capacity and improve freeway operations along 

SR-52. A Class IV Bikeway (Separated Bikeway) 

facility would be constructed on the eastbound side of 

the freeway to replace the existing two-way bike path. 

Over the existing Oak Canyon and Spring Canyon 

Bridges, the separated bikeway would be cantilevered 

from the bridge deck. 

 At the SR-52/Mast Boulevard interchange, ramp 

improvements and freeway restriping are proposed to 

improve freeway operations in the westbound and 

eastbound directions. Freeway restriping would include the 

eastbound San Diego River Bridge where the number of 

lanes would be increased from two to three lanes. The build 

alternatives also include the addition of an auxiliary lane 

along eastbound SR-52 between I-15 and Santo Road. The 

proposed auxiliary lane would begin at the connector from 
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southbound I-15 onto eastbound SR-52 and end at the off-

ramp from eastbound SR-52 to Santo Road. An additional 

segment of new lane would also be constructed on 

westbound SR-52 between the off- and on-ramps of Santo 

Road to allow for through movements. Constructing this 

lane segment would require a retaining wall beneath the 

Santo Road overcrossing. 

 The second build alternative would include restriping the 

westbound San Diego River Bridge to three lanes. In this 

configuration, the lane-drop west of the SR-52/Mission 

Gorge Road interchange would be removed, and the 

three existing mainline lanes at the SR-52/Mission 

Gorge Road interchange would be extended to connect 

to the SR-52/Mast Boulevard interchange, where the 

proposed truck-climbing lane would begin. 

 The applicant is working in close coordination with the 

Caltrans District 11. It is anticipated that funding for the 

Project Approval/Environmental Document, final 

design, and construction phases would be a combination 

of developer contributions and grants from federal, state, 

or local agencies and programs. If the proposed project 

is included in a future Federal Transportation 

Improvement Program, a Supplemental Project 

Development Support or Project Report could serve as 

the programming document for the remaining support 

and capital components of the project. A Project Report 

would serve as approval of the “selected” alternative.  
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 Local agency involvement includes the City, who 

sponsored the SR-52 Corridor Study in 2016 to explore 

potential solutions to address congestion issues on SR-

52. The Technical Working Group for this study 

included the Cities of El Cajon, La Mesa, San Diego, and 

Santee. Regional agency involvement included Caltrans, 

San Diego Association of Governments, and San Diego 

Metropolitan Transit System (refer to the Mitigation 

Measures subsection in Section 4.16.5.1). 

 Because the City is without jurisdiction to implement the 

above-described improvements, the EIR concludes that 

certain impacts related to freeway segments would 

remain significant and unavoidable. However, the 

Development Agreement between the City and applicant 

would prohibit the issuance of any certificates of 

occupancy in the proposed project until the SR-52 

corridor improvements have been installed by Caltrans 

(see Section 21.4 of TIA).  

 The comment does not provide specific information 

related to the increase in calls for service, response 

times, or whether additional personnel would be 

required. An increase in demand on public facilities and 

services that could result from a project are not 

environmental effects within the purview of CEQA (see, 

for example, City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of 

California State University (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 833, 
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840.) Even so, the increase in traffic as a result of the 

proposed project would only impact one segment of the 

freeways cited in the comment. The applicant, Caltrans, 

San Diego Association of Governments, San Diego 

Metropolitan Transit System, and the Cities of El Cajon, 

La Mesa, San Diego, and Santee are working to address 

conditions along SR-52, which would include the 

impacted Santo Road to Mast Boulevard segment. As 

traffic impacts along the majority of mainline segments 

are less than significant, calls for service and resultant 

response times for the El Cajon and San Diego Area 

CHP are also anticipated to be less than significant. The 

EIR adequately discloses impacts along the Santo 

Boulevard to Mast Road segment of SR-52, and the 

applicant is working with Caltrans to resolve congestion 

along SR-52. Further, the project site has been planned 

for residential development for over 40 years, and 

construction of the project would take place over a 10- 

to 15-year period, allowing the CHP to plan for future 

residential development and allocate proper personnel. 

No changes to the EIR are necessary.  

S3-3:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter S4: San Diego River Conservancy, July 13, 2020 

 

S4-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and summary of the proposed project. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

S4-2: This comment states that the EIR should address 

maintained and protected creeks during and after 

construction of the proposed project. The construction 

operations for the proposed project would be to obtain a 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as 

required by Construction General Permit Order 2009-

0009-DWQ prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer 

(QSD) prior to the commencement of any construction 

activities. The SWPPP would require the proposed project 

to implement effluent standards, site management, non-

stormwater management, erosion control, sediment 

control, runoff control, and inspections in compliance with 

a Rain Event Action Plan that will be prepared prior to the 

start of construction activities. 

 Post construction, the proposed project has prepared the 

Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SWQMP) for 

Vesting Tentative Map for Fanita Ranch Permit Application 

Numbers GPA2017-2/TM 2017-3 per the requirements of 

the San Diego Municipal Stormwater Permit Order No. R9-
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2013-0001. As a Priority Development Project, the project 

is implementing Site Design, Source Control, Pollutant 

Control and Hydromodification Measures in accordance 

with the City of Santee BMP Design Manual dated February 

2016 in compliance with the San Diego Municipal Storm 

Water Permit Order No. R9-2013-000 as mended per Order 

No. R9-2015-0001 and R9-2015-0100.  

 The SWQMP includes the design of a system of bioretention 

basins and modular wetlands in each watershed tributary to 

Sycamore Creek prior to discharge to any natural 

watercourse. The bioretention basins and modular wetlands 

would clean all discharges from the proposed project per the 

requirements of the San Diego Municipal Stormwater 

Permit Order No. R9-2013-0001 so as not to further degrade 

the beneficial uses in the Sycamore Creek Watershed. The 

bioretention basins also function to provide 

hydromodification, assuring the discharges for rainfall up to 

the 10-year frequency storm matches the discharges prior to 

the proposed project. 

 The Master Drainage Study (Appendix J1) was prepared to 

analyze peak pre-development and post-development runoff 

quantities. Detention basins were designed as required on 

each watershed to reduce post-development runoff from a 

100-year frequency storm to pre-development levels. The 

proposed project would not adversely impact the low flow 

or peak discharges to the Sycamore Creek Watershed. 
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S4-3: This comment states that Sycamore Creek is prone to 

flooding in rain events and that the flooding should be 

studied in detail to mitigate inflow during major storm 

events.  

 The Master Drainage Study (Appendix J1) was prepared 

to analyze peak pre-development and post-development 

runoff quantities. Detention basins were designed as 

required on each watershed to reduce post-development 

runoff from a 100-year frequency storm to pre-

development levels. The Master Drainage Study shows 

that post-development runoff from the 100-year 

frequency storm to Sycamore Creek will be 583 cubic 

feet per second less than predevelopment peak runoff.  

S4-4: This comment states that EIR should include a detailed 

study and comprehensive water quality plan as it relates 

to Sycamore Creek. The Storm Water Quality 

Management Plan (SWQMP) was prepared for Vesting 

Tentative Map for Fanita Ranch Permit Application 

Numbers GPA2017-2/TM 2017-3 per the requirements 

of the San Diego Municipal Storm Water Permit Order 

No. R9-2013-0001. The SWQMP provides water quality 

treatment for the development prior to discharge from 

the developed areas and prior to discharge to Sycamore 

Creek. The SWQMP analyzes all downstream water 

bodies as designated by the San Diego Regional Water 
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Quality Control Board, including Sycamore Creek and 

all water bodies included on the 303d list. 

S4-5: This comment provides an overview of the development 

area of the proposed project and states that the proposed 

project would fragment natural open space in a manner 

that would reduce the following sensitive species 

numbers and viabilities: Quino checkerspot butterfly 

(Euphydryas editha quino), Hermes copper butterfly 

(Lycaena hermes), western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), 

coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus 

sandiegensis), and the San Diego goldenstar (Bloomeria 

clevelandii). The EIR assesses the proposed project 

impact to the species referenced in the comment, in 

Section 4.3.5.1, Threshold 1: Candidate, Sensitive, or 

Special-Status Species, in Section 4.3, Biological 

Resources. This EIR section specifically states that 

“butterflies also would be at risk of habitat 

fragmentation,” in reference to Quino checkerspot 

butterfly and Hermes copper butterfly. Fragmentation is 

also addressed in the habitat corridors analysis; see 

Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native Resident or 

Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species. As disclosed in the 

EIR, the proposed project would result in potentially 

significant impacts related to fragmentation and wildlife 

corridors. The mitigation strategy for these species 

would include preservation of existing resources, 

restoration, and enhancement of currently unsuitable 
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habitat, and long-term monitoring and adaptive 

management of resources, including threat reduction 

which would result in the long-term persistence of these 

three species within the Habitat Preserve. The proposed 

project would implement a series of mitigation measures 

(Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-6, BIO-7, BIO-9, 

BIO-10, BIO-20, BIO-22, and BIO-23) to preserve on-

site habitat areas designed as wildlife movement 

corridors and provide links to off-site habitat areas, as 

well as reduce potential indirect impacts to wildlife 

movement. With the implementation of those measures, 

wildlife movement and associated fragmentation 

impacts would be reduced to below a level of 

significance. Because the comment provided here is 

general, no additional specific response can be provided. 

Refer to the Section 4.3 for additional details.  

S4-6: This comment states that 137 bird species (including 22 

special-status species) were observed on the site between 

2003 and 2017 and provides a list of some of the species 

observed. The comment states that the proposed project 

should include additional habitat protection for coastal 

California gnatcatcher, coastal cactus wren, and least 

Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) and that the 

configuration of the Habitat Preserve should facilitate 

the survival of these species. The comment also suggests 

the EIR should include a detailed study about the 
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cumulative long-term impacts to the habitat for the 

MSCP Covered Species.  

 Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report, 

includes a wildlife compendium as Appendix K that lists 

all observed species on the project site. Refer to that 

document for a list of the wildlife species located on the 

project site.  

 In regards to the portion of the comment that states that 

additional habitat is needed for the protection of special-

status bird species, as stated in the EIR, the mitigation 

strategy for the these species would include preservation 

of existing resources, restoration and enhancement of 

currently unsuitable habitat, and long-term monitoring 

and adaptive management of resources, including threat 

reduction for coastal California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s 

vireo, and coastal cactus wren, which would result in the 

long-term persistence of these three species in the 

Habitat Preserve as it is currently designed. For the 

mitigation strategy specifically for coastal California 

gnatcatcher in the Habitat Preserve, please refer to the 

Thematic Response – Coastal California Gnatcatcher.  

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test 

or perform all research, study, and experimentation 

recommended by commenters. Based on the opinion of the 

biological experts who prepared the impact analysis, the 

surveys and studies conducted for the EIR have allowed for 
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a sufficient degree of analysis to provide the information 

needed to determine the environmental consequences of the 

project based on the best information available. Cumulative 

impacts to special-status species are addressed in Section 

4.3.6.1, Cumulative Threshold 1: Candidate, Sensitive, or 

Special-Status Species. As indicated in the EIR, the 

proposed project, along with all cumulative projects, would 

be required to comply with applicable regulations that 

protect special-status wildlife species, including FESA, 

CESA, the California NCCP, and any adopted habitat 

conservation plans (e.g., the County of San Diego MSCP). 

As discussed further in Section 4.3.6.6, Cumulative 

Threshold 6: Habitat Conservation Plans, and associated 

Table 4.3-20, Multiple Species Conservation Program 

Consistency Analysis, the project-specific mitigation would 

reduce potential impacts to these species, as well as potential 

future MSCP covered species, to below a level of 

significance. Based on the opinion of the biological experts 

who prepared the analysis, compliance with these measures 

would ensure the proposed project’s contribution to effects 

on species would not be cumulatively considerable, 

including the species identified in this comment. Refer to 

Section 4.3.6.1, Cumulative Threshold 1: Candidate, 

Sensitive, or Special-Status Species; Section 4.3.6.6, 

Cumulative Threshold 6: Habitat Conservation Plans; and 

associated Table 4.3-20 for additional details.  
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S4-7: The commenter provides general information regarding 

plant pollinators and states that the EIR does not address 

pollinators with the exception of Argentinian sugar ants 

(Linepithema humile) potentially impacting native ants 

that serve as pollinators and a food source for the 

Blainville’s horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii). The 

comment incorrectly states that no pollinator surveys 

were conducted. Section 4.3 addresses project impacts to 

candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in 

accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, 

issue question. As summarized in that section, as well as 

detailed in Appendix D, multiple year studies were 

conducted within the project site for two butterfly 

species and all bat species, which are also considered 

pollinator species. The butterfly and bat survey reports 

include all species recorded during the surveys (see 

Appendices A–C, Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Survey 

Reports, and Appendix O, 2016 Focused Bat Survey 

Results at Fanita Ranch, in Appendix D). It should be 

noted that it is neither a CEQA requirement nor standard 

practice to perform pollinator surveys or assess their 

importance to habitat viability. Based on the opinion of 

the biological experts who prepare the analysis, the EIR 

concludes that the amount of high-quality habitat 

provided in the Habitat Preserve for all wildlife species, 

including pollinators, would be sufficient to support the 

long-term persistence of these species and the habitat 
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itself and would contribute to reducing impacts to less 

than significant for several species. Furthermore, CEQA 

does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 

perform all research, study, and experimentation 

recommended by commenters. Based on the opinion of 

the biological experts who prepared the analysis, the 

surveys conducted for the EIR have allowed for a 

sufficient degree of analysis to provide the information 

needed to determine the environmental consequences of 

the project. Therefore, no further response is required.  

S4-8: This comment states that the Crotch’s bumblebee 

surveys were not completed for the project site, and 

states that this species has been petitioned for protection 

as threatened and endangered.  

It is acknowledged that the Xerces Society for 

Invertebrate Conservation, Defenders of Wildlife, 

Center for Food Safety, submitted a petition on October 

16, 2018, that included the Crotch’s bumblebee (Bombus 

crotchii) and listed as a CESA candidate species in June 

2019. Since Crotch’s bumblebee was petitioned for 

listing in October 2018, which initiated a CDFW review 

process that involves determining if there is enough 

evidence to warrant elevation to the next step of review, 

it was listed as a candidate in June 2019, meaning that it 

satisfied criteria for additional review, providing it with 

the same interim protections as a listed species until a 

decision is made. Therefore, Crotch’s bumblebee was 
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not considered a CESA candidate species at the time the 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued for the EIR, 

which was November 10, 2018. Since the candidate 

listing date was after the issuance of the NOP for the 

EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15125, the 

EIR did not consider Crotch’s bumblebee a candidate 

species. Furthermore, it is neither a CEQA requirement 

nor standard practice to perform pollinator surveys or 

assess their importance to habitat viability. There is no 

standardized survey method currently available for 

Crotch’s bumblebee. CEQA does not require a lead 

agency to conduct every test or perform all research, 

study, and experimentation recommended by 

commenters. Based on the opinion of the biological 

experts who prepared the analysis, the surveys 

conducted for the EIR have allowed for a sufficient 

degree of analysis to provide the information needed to 

determine the environmental consequences of the 

project. Therefore, no further response is required.  

S4-9: This comment states that no mitigation was offered for 

impacts to Crotch’s bumblebee, other insect species, or 

pollinators. This comment also indicates there would be 

an impact from the Farm component and the associated 

introduction of European honey bees, as well as the loss 

of habitat in the preserve, and suggests a detailed study 

on cumulative long-term habitat impacts for pollinator 

species. To clarify, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4, 
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states that “mitigation measures are not required for 

effects which are not found to be significant.” The EIR 

identifies mitigation for potentially significant impacts 

related to pollinator species as appropriate, including 

bats, Quino checkerspot butterfly, and Hermes copper 

butterfly (see Section 4.3.5.1, Threshold 1: Candidate, 

Sensitive, or Special-Status Species). As detailed in 

response to comment S4-8, Crotch’s bumblebee is not 

considered a sensitive species herein. As such, impacts 

would be less than significant, and no mitigation is 

warranted. Per Section 3.3.5, Farm, in Chapter 3, Project 

Description, no proposal to introduce European honey 

bees is proposed as a part of the project, and no 

associated impact would occur as a result of the 

proposed project. Refer to response to comment S4-6, as 

well as Section 4.3.6.1, Cumulative Threshold 1: 

Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status Species, Section 

4.3.6.6, Cumulative Threshold 6: Habitat Conservation 

Plans; and associated Table 4.3-20 regarding cumulative 

analysis. No additional analysis or mitigation regarding 

Crotch’s bumblebee is warranted.  

S4-10:  This comment states that native inhabitants of the area 

use tree species from the genus Quercus and that the EIR 

fails to analyze whether the project site supports oak 

canopy greater than 10 percent cover and lacks historical 

conditions for oaks and that no mitigation required by 

the Oak Woodlands Protection Act is provided as a 
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direct issue to tree preservation. The comment 

recommends that the EIR address the historical 

conditions of oak woodlands prior to the recorded 

wildfires and determine if percent canopy cover was at 

least 10 percent.  

The comment incorrectly states that an impact analysis 

and mitigation for impacts to oak trees is not provided in 

the EIR. The Oak Woodlands Protection Act prohibits a 

person from removing from oak trees unless an oak 

removal plan and oak removal permit application for the 

oak tree removal has been submitted to and approved by 

the Director of the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife. Mitigation Measure BIO-4, Oak Tree 

Restoration, states that direct impacts to the 5 individual 

Engelmann oak trees and 17 individual oak trees 

occurring on the project site shall be mitigated at a ratio 

of 3:1. Therefore, a total of 66 oak trees shall be planted 

to meet the 3:1 mitigation ratio requirement.  

S4-11: The comment includes an excerpt from Section 4.4, 

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, of the EIR and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 

provided in the EIR for the proposed project. No further 

response is required.  
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S4-12: The comment requests “further research and consultation” 

regarding incorporation of a Kumeyaay cultural monitor. 

The comment further claims that the EIR “doesn’t list 

the tribes contacted in the public documents,” and thus it 

is unknown which bands were contacted.  

See Mitigation Measure CUL-6 (Native American 

Construction Monitoring), which sets forth the 

requirements for a minimum of one Native American 

monitor to be present during ground-disturbing activity 

for project construction. Mitigation Measure CUL-6 

already provides, “The Native American monitors shall 

be of Kumeyaay descent.” Mitigation Measure CUL-6 

has been revised to further clarify the qualifications of 

the Native American monitor:  

CUL-6: Native American Construction Monitoring. A 

minimum of one Native American monitor shall be 

present during ground-disturbing activity for project 

construction, including but not limited to site 

clearing, grubbing, trenching, and excavation, for the 

duration of the proposed project or until the qualified 

archaeologist determines monitoring is no longer 

necessary. The Native American monitors shall be of 

Kumeyaay descent with ancestral ties to the San 

Diego region and at minimum 1 year of monitoring 

experience within Kumeyaay ancestral territory. The 

Native American monitors shall prepare daily logs 
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and submit weekly updates to the qualified 

archaeologist and the Project Planner at the City of 

Santee. In addition, the Native American monitors 

shall prepare and submit a summary statement upon 

completion of monitoring to include in the Cultural 

Resources Monitoring Report prepared for the 

proposed project (see Mitigation Measure CUL-5). 

The Project Planner at the City of Santee shall review 

and include the summary statement as part of the 

cultural resources monitoring report prepared for the 

proposed project. 

Further, as explained in Section 4.4.1.3 (Known Cultural 

Resources, Senate Bill 18 Consultation and Assembly 

Bill 52 Consultation) in Section 4.4, the City notified the 

24 tribes on the list provided by the NAHC for SB 18 

and the three tribes on the list of tribes that have 

requested noticed of projects under AB 52 maintained by 

the City and consulted with all tribes that responded to 

the notices. As further explained in the EIR, the time 

period for responding to the notices has expired. No 

further consultation is required.  

Correspondence with the tribes may be found in the 

administrative record posted on SharePoint and released 

with the Notice of Availability of the Draft Revised EIR 

for the Fanita Ranch Project on May 29, 2020 (see 

https://www.cityofsanteeca.gov.) The specific 

correspondence is located in Section (G), Remainder of 
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the Record, Subsection (7), Tribal Consultation under 

AB 52 and SB 18. The cultural resources reports for the 

proposed project, which also contain such 

correspondence with the tribes, include confidential and 

sensitive information. As explained on the cover pages 

for Appendices E1 through E4 of the Draft EIR, persons 

meeting the qualifications to review such reports may 

request an appointment at the City to do so. 

S4-13:  The comment appears to further request a qualified 

Kumeyaay cultural monitor, which has already been 

included in Mitigation Measure CUL-6. See response to 

comment S4-12. No further response is required. 

S4-14:  This comment provides an introduction to the comments 

below. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

S4-15:  The commenter recommends the City ensure an 

adequately-sized north-south wildlife movement 

corridor consistent with the MSCP guidelines and 

continued restoration to maintain the corridor. 

Implementation of the current project design would be 

consistent with the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan and 

MSCP Guidelines, specifically the criteria listed in the 

MSCP General Preserve Design (a) through (e) (City of 

San Diego 1998). See the response to Comment Letter 
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L4 (San Diego Association of Governments, July 13, 

2020) for details on the MSCP General Preserve Design 

criteria and how the proposed Habitat Preserve design is 

consistent with these criteria.  

 Additionally, the Habitat Preserve was designed to the 

NCCP/HCP conservation standard and is consistent with 

the Design Criteria for Linkages and Corridors 

(Attachment H) in the approved South County MSCP 

Subarea Plan Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO). 

The BMO Design Criteria for Linkages and Corridors 

contain discrete standards for the length and width of 

wildlife movement areas, as well as other required 

features to protect the biological value of linkages and 

corridors such as maintaining lines of sight and vegetative 

cover. The Habitat Preserve design process was informed 

by the wildlife movement field studies intended to ensure 

ease of movement for wide-ranging species, such as mule 

deer (Odocoileus hemionus), and would contain an 

approximately 900-acre block, connected to other 

preserves within the vicinity generally by 1,000 feet or 

more. Please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife 

Movement and Habitat Connectivity. 
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S4-16:  The comment recommends conducting updated surveys and 

analyses for impacts to the least Bell’s vireo, coastal 

California gnatcatcher, yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens), 

and San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila). CEQA does 

not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform 

all research, study, and experimentation recommended by 

commenters. Based on the opinion of the biological experts 

who prepared the analysis, the surveys and studies 

conducted for the EIR have allowed for a sufficient degree 

of analysis to provide the information needed to determine 

the environmental consequences of the project based on the 

best information available. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

 Nonetheless, a preconstruction survey (see Mitigation 

Measure BIO-14) would be conducted for the nesting bird 

species referred to in the comment. 

S4-17: This comment provides a summary of impact 

recommendations and specifically recommends additional 

discussions regarding indirect impacts to nearby areas, 

including maintenance of and access to wildlife corridors. 

Indirect impacts are addressed throughout the impact 

analysis within Section 4.3.5, Project Impacts and 

Mitigation Measures. Various significant indirect impacts 

were identified in the analysis, and mitigation was identified 
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to reduce these potential impacts to below a level of 

significance. This includes but is not limited to management 

of the proposed Habitat Preserve on site (Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1), stormwater pollution prevention plan 

(Mitigation Measure BIO-7), monitoring during grading 

(Mitigation Measure BIO-8), land use adjacency guidelines 

(Mitigation Measure BIO-6), measures to prevent access to 

open space (Mitigation Measure BIO-9), and open space 

wildlife protection (Mitigation Measure BIO-20). These 

measures include maintenance requirements of the on-site 

Habitat Preserve that include the wildlife corridor areas. In 

addition, the proposed project would control access through 

the site open space areas as described in the aforementioned 

mitigation measures, Section 3.3.1.10, Habitat Preserve; 

Section 3.4.1.3, Alternative Transportation Network (see 

subheading Trails); and Figure 3-6, Conceptual Park, Trails, 

and Open Space Plan. Because no specific comment 

regarding indirect impacts is provided by this comment, and 

this comment does not provide specific maintenance or 

access suggestions, a specific response cannot be provided. 

Furthermore, CEQA does not require a lead agency to 

conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 

experimentation recommended by commenters. Based on 

the opinion of the biological experts who prepared the 

analysis, the surveys conducted for the EIR have allowed for 

a sufficient degree of analysis to provide the information 

needed to determine the environmental consequences of the 

project. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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S4-18:  This comment indicates that the zoning for development 

projects may contribute to wildlife-human interactions and 

suggests mitigation should be identified in the EIR for such 

conflicts. Refer to response to comment S4-17 regarding the 

proposed project’s indirect impacts, which include potential 

wildlife-human interaction impacts as identified in the 

Section 4.3.5, Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. In 

conclusion, no additional mitigation related to cumulative 

wildlife-human interactions is warranted beyond that 

identified in the Draft EIR. 

S4-19:  This comment indicates a cumulative plant community and 

wildlife habitat impact analysis should be conducted. Such 

analysis is included in Section 4.3.6, Cumulative Impact and 

Mitigation Measures. As no specific comment regarding 

cumulative impacts is provided by this comment, no further 

response can be provided. 

S4-20:  This comment provides a general suggestion that the 

proposed Habitat Preserve should be contiguous on-site as 

well as contiguous with off-site areas to provide functional 

linkages, and roads or structures should not fragment the 

Habitat Preserve. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. Nonetheless, it is noted that the 

proposed Habitat Preserve is included as a part of the project, 

and the associated design process was informed by the 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-S4-20 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

wildlife movement field studies intended to ensure ease of 

movement for wide-ranging species such as mule deer, and 

would contain an approximately 900-acre block, connected 

to other preserves within the vicinity generally by 1,000 feet 

or more. The Habitat Preserve is evaluated throughout 

Section 4.3. This includes the evaluation of potential impacts 

to wildlife corridors and the identification of mitigations 

measures to reduce associated impacts to below a level of 

significance. Refer to Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native 

Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species, for 

additional information. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity. 

S4-21:  This comment provides a suggestion to conserve the main 

east-west drainage so it may provide a linkage for covered 

species and other species that depend on wildlife corridors. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required. Nonetheless, it is unclear which specific drainage 

this comment suggests for conservation considering there 

are several east-west drainages (see Figure 4.3-1, 

Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources). However, if the comment 

is referring to Sycamore Canyon Creek, which is the main 

drainage that runs through the project site from north to 

south, it will not be impacted and will be included in the 

Habitat Preserve. As stated in EIR Section 4.3.5.4, 

Threshold 4: Native Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife 
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Species, to the west, a large corridor buffering Sycamore 

Canyon Creek is provided. This corridor is between 1,000 

and 400 feet wide (at the detention basin which could also 

be used for movement), but is further widened by the 

adjacent military base and conserved preserve areas along 

the entire boundary (see Figure 4.3-9). 

S4-22:  The comment states that the riparian mitigation for impacts 

to Sycamore Creek is provided at a 1:1 ratio, instead of the 

standard 3:1 ratio, which is too low. The comment states that 

there is currently little to no mitigation available within the 

San Diego River riparian areas, and therefore, the project 

cannot be self-mitigating. Lastly the comment states that a 

substantial plan for the development of reasonable 

mitigation must be developed and presented to the 

community.  

Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report, Table 

6-8, summarizes the impacts to jurisdictional aquatic 

resources and the required mitigation ratio. The comment 

incorrectly states a 1:1 ratio would be used, since all the 

jurisdictional aquatic resources would be mitigated at a 2:1 

to 3:1 ratio depending on the resource being impacted. 

Impacts to jurisdictional resources require permit issuance 

by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) prior to impacts 

and the ratios are subject to agency approval.  
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 The EIR proposes a mitigation program that would include 

off-site mitigation of wetland habitat that is comparable in 

habitat type and quality to the impact area will be enhanced, 

restored, or created within the City’s jurisdiction and within 

the San Diego River and/or its tributaries. As stated in the 

EIR, based on preliminary evaluations, several opportunities 

have been identified to provide off-site mitigation for the 

remaining creation/re-establishment mitigation component, 

indicating that it is feasible to accomplish the off-site 

compensatory mitigation. The EIR includes a Wetland 

Mitigation Plan (Appendix S to the Biological Resources 

Technical Report) that describes the mitigation program. 

Therefore, the City disagrees that a substantial plan has not 

been developed or distributed to the public. 

S4-23:  This comment states that the proposed project would alter 

the physical conditions of the natural environment, 

including significant impacts to habitat, wildlife, water 

quality, soil and microbial health, air quality, vegetation, 

both cultural and tribal resources, as well as agricultural and 

forest resources. Section 4.3 acknowledges that the 

proposed project would alter the natural environment and 

includes a project-specific mitigation program that would 

reduce potentially significant impacts to less than 

significant. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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S4-24:  The commenter appears to question the adequacy of the 

mitigation measures for potential impacts to riparian habitat 

but does not specify which mitigation measures are 

inadequate other than a reference to “future compliance with 

its management plans.” As explained in Section 4.3.5.2 of 

the EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1, 

BIO-2, BIO-6 through BIO-12, and BIO-15 listed in Section 

4.3.5.1 would mitigate all direct and indirect permanent and 

temporary impacts to riparian habitats and other sensitive 

natural communities to below a level of significance. 

Detailed, proposed drafts of any management plans 

referenced in these measures (e.g., Preserve Management 

Plan, Upland Restoration Plan, Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, 

and Wetland Mitigation Plan) are included as appendices to 

the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) or 

as Land Use Adjacency Guidelines as specified in the Draft 

Santee Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 

Subarea Plan (BIO-6).  

Under Section 15126.4(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, 

while an EIR may not defer the formulation of mitigation 

measures to a future time, mitigation measures may specify 

performance standards that would mitigate the project’s 

significant effects and may be accomplished in more than 

one specified way. Compliance with a regulatory permit or 

other similar process, for example, may be identified as 

mitigation if compliance would result in implementation of 

measures that would be reasonably expected, based on 
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substantial evidence in the record, to reduce the significant 

impact to the specified performance standards. “An EIR is 

inadequate if ‘[t]he success or failure of mitigation efforts 

may largely depend upon management plans that have not 

yet been formulated, and have not been subject to analysis 

and review within the EIR.’ ” (Preserve Wild Santee v. City 

of Santee (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 260, 281). Here, in 

contrast, the proposed management plans are included in the 

EIR as the minimum performance standards the proposed 

project must satisfy and have been made subject to public 

review. The comment does not allege any deficiency in such 

plans. See also Section 4.3.7 of the EIR (Comparison of 

Proposed Project to 2007 Project).  

S4-25:  The comment asserts that the EIR “defers specification of 

numerous mitigation measures until after the completion of 

environmental review” but does not specify which 

mitigation measures or portions of the CEQA analysis are 

inadequate. See responses to comments S4-11 through S4-

13 and S4-24 related to riparian habitat and cultural 

resources. No significant new information has been added to 

the EIR that would warrant recirculation under CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.5. 

S4-26:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  
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Comment Letter L1: City of San Diego, July 13, 2020 

 

L1-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

L1-2: This comment requests the phrase “San Diego River 

Hydraulic Unit (HU)” be revised to say “San Diego 

Hydrologic Unit (HU).” The City of Santee (City) 

acknowledges this request. However, because this does 

not change any conclusions to the proposed project’s 

EIR, the reference to the “San Diego River Hydraulic 

Unit (HU)” will remain unchanged.  

 The comment also states that the project site is part of 

the Lower San Diego Hydrologic Area (907.10) and 

Santee Hydrologic Subarea (907.12), which has been 

documented in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, in the EIR. 

L1-3: This comment recommends that landfill gas monitoring 

be performed while excavating, digging, or trenching 

within 1,000 feet of the Sycamore Landfill. The City has 

confirmed that the project site is not within 1,000 feet of 

the landfill. Therefore, based on correspondence from 

Brian Panther (attached), this comment is not applicable. 
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L1-4: This comment recommends the debris uncovered during 

excavating, digging, or trenching be placed in the same 

hole from which it came and covered. Based on 

correspondence from Brian Panther (provided in Section 

4.4, Attachments to Responses to Comments), this 

comment can be disregarded because the project site is 

not within 1,000 feet of the Sycamore Landfill. 

L1-5: This comment states that a community safety and health 

plan be developed prior to construction. Based on 

correspondence from Brian Panther (attached), this 

comment can be disregarded because the project site is 

not within 1,000 feet of the Sycamore Landfill. 
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L1-6: This comment requests revisions to the discussion of 

Mission Trails Regional Park in Section 4.15.1, 

Environmental Setting, in Section 4.15, Recreation. The 

City agrees with this request, and Section 4.15.1 in 

Section 4.15 has been revised to state the following: 

 Mission Trails Regional Park. The center of Mission 

Trails Regional Park is located approximately 5.4 miles 

southwest of the project site and encompasses 9,780 

7,220 acres of both natural and developed recreational 

areas (Figure 4.15-1). Started in 1974, Mission Trails 

Regional Park has become one of the largest urban parks 

in the U.S. With about 90 60 miles of trails, boating on 

Lake Murray, camping at Kumeyaay Lake, numerous 

informative and organized hikes, and a state-of-the-art 

Visitor and Interpretive Center, Mission Trails Regional 

Park provides a host of recreational and educational 

opportunities (Mission Trails Regional Park Foundation 

2020). The East Elliot and West Sycamore Expansion 

Subareas, added to the park as part of the 2019 Mission 

Trails Regional Park Master Plan Update, are west and 

north of the project site (Mission Trails Regional Park 

Master Plan Update 2019). 

L1-7: This comment requests Figure 4.15-1, Parks and 

Recreational Facilities in Santee, in Section 4.15 be 

revised to include the updated Mission Trails Regional 

Park boundary and Stowe Trail. The City acknowledges 
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this request. However, this does not change any 

conclusions in the proposed project’s EIR.  

L1-8: The comment asks to clarify a label, shown on Figure 4 

of the Public Access Plan, Appendix T of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D), stating that 

the “Connection to Stowe Trail and Weston” should 

include “Via MCAS Miramar and Mission Trails 

Regional Park.” The City agrees that further clarification 

is warranted.  

 Figure 4 of the Public Access Plan (Appendix T to 

Biological Technical Report [Appendix D]) has been 

revised to state the following:  

 Connection to Stowe Trail and Weston via MCAS 

Miramar and East Elliott Expansion Area of Mission 

Trails Regional Park. 

 It should be noted that Figure 4 of the Public Access Plan 

was taken directly from the Fanita Ranch Specific Plan 

and has been revised in that document as well. This 

revision is a clarification to the EIR and does not change 

any conclusions.  

L1-9: This comment provides an introduction to the 

transportation comments section. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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L1-10: This comment discusses Mitigation Measure TRA-9 as 

being significant and unavoidable. The intersection of 

Mast Boulevard at the State Route (SR-) 52 Westbound 

Ramps (addressed in Mitigation Measure TRA-9) is 

located both within the City of San Diego’s and 

California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans’) 

jurisdictions. The applicant has privately funded a 

Caltrans Project Study Report – Project Development 

Support, dated January 2020, for the evaluation of 

potential improvements to the SR-52 corridor by 

Caltrans intended to relieve congestion. Since this 

intersection is within the City of San Diego’s and 

Caltrans’ jurisdictions, the City is without jurisdiction to 

ensure the construction of the recommended 

improvements. Therefore, under CEQA, the impact is 

considered significant and unavoidable. The applicant 

requested a meeting with City of San Diego staff on July 

24, 2020, to discuss the impacts and mitigation measures 

in the City of San Diego. 

L1-11: This comment discusses Mitigation Measure TRA-10, the 

Mast Boulevard/West Hills Parkway/Sycamore Landfill 

intersection, and that the proposed project should 

implement the recommended improvements identified in 

the EIR. Because this intersection is located within the 

City of San Diego’s jurisdiction, the City of Santee is 

without jurisdiction to ensure the construction of the 

recommended improvements. Therefore, under CEQA, 
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the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. The 

applicant requested a meeting with City of San Diego 

staff on July 24, 2020, to discuss the impacts and 

mitigation measures in the City of San Diego. 

L1-12: This comment discusses Mitigation Measure TRA-21, the 

Mast Boulevard segment between SR-52 Westbound 

Ramps and West Hills Parkway/Sycamore Landfill, and 

states that the proposed project should implement the 

recommended improvements identified in the EIR for 

Mitigation Measure TRA-9. Because this intersection is 

within the City of San Diego’s jurisdiction, the City of 

Santee is without jurisdiction to ensure the construction 

of the recommended improvements. Therefore, under 

CEQA, the impact is considered significant and 

unavoidable. The applicant requested a meeting with City 

of San Diego staff on July 24, 2020, to discuss the impacts 

and mitigation measures within the City of San Diego. 
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L1-13: This comment states inconsistencies between the 

proposed project mitigation at City of San Diego study 

area locations and mitigation measures from other nearby 

project EIRs from 2012 and 2013. The comment also 

states that “no revisions are necessary.” It should be noted 

that the proposed mitigations are not consistent with the 

Sycamore Landfill EIR and Castle Rock EIR mitigation 

plans because those EIRs did not include the proposed 

project’s traffic as now proposed. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

L1-14: This comment states that the EIR misstates the criteria 

from the CEQA Guidelines by using 0.25-mile distance 

instead of a 0.5-mile distance for qualifying as being 

located within proximity to transit. The City agrees with 

this request, and Section 4.16.2.2, State, California 

Department of Transportation Standards, has been revised 

to state the following:  

 Under the VMT standard, projects within 0.25 0.5 

mile of either an existing major transit stop or a stop 

along an existing high-quality transit corridor should 

generally be presumed to cause a less than 

significant transportation impact. 
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L1-15: This comment discusses the vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT) per capita analysis performed for the proposed 

project and requests that the EIR specify the differences 

between the VMT per capita and VMT per employee 

thresholds. At the time of preparation of the VMT 

analysis for the proposed project, official local guidelines 

were not yet published or adopted to establish an exact 

approach and method for evaluating the proposed 

project’s VMT. Given these circumstances, the total site 

population for all primary land uses (not separated into 

residents and employees) was grouped into a “per capita” 

population and measured against the “per capita” 

population of the City. This approach resulted in a 

significant VMT per capita impact identified in the EIR, 

and mitigation measures were proposed. Nonetheless, the 

VMT impact remains significant and unavoidable given 

the proposed VMT exceeds the threshold of significance 

by more than 15 percent and the maximum allowable 

reduction using VMT reduction measures from the 

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 

Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures 

(August 2010 handbook) for a project in a “suburban 

context” is 15 percent. Therefore, this issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

L1-16: The comment identifies that VMT reduction measures are 

not separated by Project Design Features (PDF) and 

Mitigation Measures (MM). In this respect, the EIR does 
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not differentiate between PDFs and MMs. Whether the 

PDFs are applied prior to measuring the proposed 

project’s impact or after, the pre- and post-VMT 

reduction amounts are the same. Thus, incorporating the 

PDFs into the VMT per capita prior to comparing it to the 

Citywide average or incorporation the PDFs with the 

MMs, as done in the EIR, would neither result in a change 

in conclusions of significance for the VMT analysis nor 

change the numerical results of the VMT analysis. 

Therefore, this issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

L1-17: This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 
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Comment Letter L2: County of San Diego, July 13, 2020 

 

L2-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

L2-2: This comment provides information regarding the 

County of San Diego’s (County’s) environmental review 

guidelines. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

L2-3: This comment provides an informational list of facilities 

impacted by the proposed project within the County’s 

jurisdiction. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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L2-4: This comment states that the EIR identifies Riverford 

Road as a three-lane facility from North Woodside 

Avenue to State Route (SR-) 67 Westbound Ramps 

when the County considers it a two-lane road. The 

segment analyzed in the EIR is identified as “Riverford 

Road from Riverside Drive to SR-67 Ramps.” The entire 

segment is approximately 1,850 feet in length. The 

portion from North Woodside Avenue to the SR-67 

Ramps is approximately 230 feet from centerline to 

centerline. This accounts for 12 percent of the entire 

segment. Using the two-lane capacity in the analysis for 

a section of the roadway representing 12 percent of the 

total segment would not accurately represent the 

conditions of the roadway. The Transportation Impact 

Analysis (Appendix N in the EIR) accurately concluded 

that the proposed project would significantly impact 

Riverford Road as a three-lane road, and the same 

conclusion would be drawn if it was assumed to function 

as a two-lane roadway. Since this segment is within the 

County’s jurisdiction, the City of Santee (City) is 

without jurisdiction to ensure the construction of the 

recommended improvements. Therefore, per the 

purposes of the CEQA, the impact is considered 

significant and unavoidable. The applicant sent an email 

to Eric Lardy at the County on July 24, 2020, requesting 

a meeting to discuss the County’s comments regarding 

impacts and mitigation measures. 
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L2-5: This comment states that the EIR does not analyze the 

intersection of Riverford Road at North Woodside 

Avenue. As shown in the Transportation Impact 

Analysis (Appendix N), Figure 7-1, Project Trip 

Distribution, 0 percent of proposed project trips would 

be distributed to North Woodside Avenue from the 

Riverford Road intersection. Therefore, no trips are 

assigned to the critical movement at this unsignalized 

intersection: the eastbound left-turn. The County’s 

significance criteria used in the EIR identifies significant 

level of service impacts at unsignalized intersections 

based on the number of proposed project trips assigned 

to the minor street critical movement, which is the 

eastbound left-turn. Thus, there is no nexus for the 

proposed project to analyze this intersection. This issue 

is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

L2-6: This comment first states that the impacted locations 

within the County’s and the California Department of 

Transportation’s (Caltrans’) jurisdictions are concluded 

significant and unmitigated in the EIR. The County is 

requesting a fair share toward these improvements. 

Mitigation measures are recommended in the EIR for 

these locations. Because these locations are within the 

County’s and Caltrans’ jurisdictions, the City is without 

jurisdiction to ensure the construction of the 

recommended improvements. Therefore, under CEQA, 

the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. The 
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applicant sent an email to Eric Lardy at the County on July 

24, 2020, requesting a meeting to discuss the County 

comments regarding impacts and mitigation measures.  

 More specifically, the County discusses the impact to the 

road segment of Riverford Road and the interchange of 

SR-67. Mitigation measures to improve Riverford Road 

are provided in the EIR, as well as mitigation to signalize 

the intersection of Riverford Road at the SR-67 

Westbound Ramps. However, since these locations are 

within the County’s and Caltrans’ jurisdictions, the City 

is without jurisdiction to ensure the construction of the 

recommended improvements. Therefore, under CEQA, the 

impact is considered significant and unavoidable. The 

applicant sent an email to Eric Lardy at the County on July 

24, 2020, requesting a meeting to discuss the County 

comments regarding impacts and mitigation measures. 

 The comment further states that the County is coordinating 

with private development stakeholders and Caltrans to 

improve Riverford Road from North Woodside Avenue to 

Woodside Avenue in the vicinity of the SR-67 interchange. 

An Intersection Control Evaluation Report was approved 

by Caltrans District 11 in January 2020, and a Project 

Initiation Document for the preliminary design of 

improvement alternatives including roundabouts is 

currently being implemented. The County is requesting a 

fair share from the proposed project to this improvement. 

The applicant sent an email to Eric Lardy at the County on 
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July 24, 2020, requesting a meeting to discuss the County 

comments regarding impacts and mitigation measures. No 

change to the EIR was made in response to this comment. 

L2-7: The comment states that the proposed project and City 

should reconsider completing the Mast Boulevard 

connection between the City of Santee and County. The 

City agrees with the County’s observation that the EIR 

does not show a Mast Boulevard extension between Los 

Ranchitos Road to the County and notes the request for 

reconsideration by the Santee City Council. In October 

2017, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 114-2017 

approving an updated Circulation Element (Mobility 

Element). Two Mast Boulevard roadway segment options 

were considered, one extending Mast Boulevard to the 

City limit and one without the extension. These options 

were presented in the City Council Staff Report and 

analyzed in the Program Environmental Impact Report 

(SCH No. 2016121022). In their independent judgment, 

the City Council adopted the Mobility Element without 

the Mast Boulevard extension. Nothing precludes the City 

and the County from promoting non-vehicular forms of 

mobility in the future. 

L2-8: This comment states that the proposed project should be 

revised until the traffic impacts are adequately mitigated. 

The most commonly applied tool to quantitatively 

reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the California 

Air Pollution Control Officers Association Quantifying 
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Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, August 2010 

handbook. The proposed project is in a “suburban 

context” per the California Air Pollution Control 

Officers Association. As such, the maximum VMT 

reduction from application of any and all appropriate 

VMT reduction measures is 15 percent. The proposed 

project exceeds the Citywide average VMT per capita 

threshold by, at most, 32 percent (under the land use plan 

without school). Therefore, it is infeasible for the 

proposed project to achieve a 32 percent VMT reduction 

using the VMT reduction measures from the published 

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 

document. The proposed project can achieve a 13.7 

percent reduction in VMT as shown in the EIR by 

applying several feasible VMT reduction measures, 

coming close to the maximum allowable 15 percent 

threshold. Given the explanation above, the appropriate 

VMT reduction measures were applied, the analysis in 

the EIR is adequate, and the correct conclusion of 

significance of not being fully mitigated was reached. 
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L2-9: This comment states that the proposed project could 

generate stormwater impacts to adjacent parcels in the 

unincorporated County of San Diego and should implement 

the San Diego Municipal Stormwater Permit Order No. R9-

2013-0001. The Stormwater Quality Management Plan was 

prepared for Vesting Tentative Map for Fanita Ranch Permit 

Application Numbers GPA2017-2/TM 2017-3 per the 

requirements of the San Diego Municipal Stormwater 

Permit Order No. R9-2013-0001.  

As a Priority Development Project, the proposed project 

would implement site design, source control, pollutant 

control, and hydromodification measures in accordance 

with the City’s Best Management Practice Design Manual 

dated February 2016 in compliance with the San Diego 

Municipal Stormwater Permit Order No. R9-2013-000 as 

amended per Orders R9-2015-0001 and R9-2015-0100.  

L2-10: The comment states that there is existing use and 

unauthorized trail building in the area between the project 

site and Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Preserve, 

and if the open space and trails “within their Project site” are 

not managed adequately, additional impacts could occur off 

site. Neither the applicant nor the City is responsible for 

managing open space and trails outside of their ownership 

or jurisdiction, respectively. However, the applicant is 

committed to managing the open space and trails on the 

project site. Section 3.3.4, Habitat Preserve, addresses the 
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on-site Habitat Preserve and recognizes the off-road 

vehicular traffic that is detrimental to sensitive habitats in the 

Habitat Preserve. This section of the EIR describes how the 

Habitat Preserve would be owned, conserved, and managed 

in the future through a Preserve Management Plan (see 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and Appendix P to the 

Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]). 

Section 3.4.1.3, Alternative Transportation Network, 

describes the trail system and states, “Post and rail or cable 

and post fencing would be used where appropriate for user 

safety and the protection of surrounding habitat.” Mitigation 

Measure BIO-2 states, “Covenants, conditions and 

restrictions shall include a notice describing the trail and 

preserve restrictions.” Mitigation Measure BIO-22 contains 

specific measures that restrict use of trails on site and states 

that trails will be managed in accordance with the Public 

Access Plan (see Appendix T to the Biological Resources 

Technical Report [Appendix D]). This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

L2-11: The comment states that there is limited information on how 

the Habitat Preserve and the trails in the Habitat Preserve 

would be managed. The comment states that a Preserve 

Management Plan, required in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, 

needs to be included in the EIR and the County’s 

Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) is requesting to 

be a participant in the preparation and review of the Preserve 

Management Plan. The Preserve Management Plan was 
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made publicly available with the Draft EIR. Please see the 

Preserve Management Plan (Appendix P of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]) for details on 

the management of the Habitat Preserve, and the Public 

Access Plan (Appendix T to the Biological Resources 

Technical Report [Appendix D]) for details on the 

management of trails in the Habitat Preserve. Regarding the 

request by DPR to be a participant in the Preserve 

Management Plan, the applicant and the City appreciate the 

request and acknowledge that the County is an interested 

stakeholder in the implementation of the Preserve 

Management Plan and Public Access Plan.  

L2-12: This comment states that the EIR does not go into detail 

about how the open space land and trails in the proposed 

project will be managed after project completion. Chapter 3, 

Project Description, specifically Section 3.3.3.1.8, Open 

Space, describes how the areas designated as Open Space 

would be owned, maintained, and managed by the 

homeowners association. Section 4.3, Biological Resources, 

specifically Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native Resident or 

Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species, describes how trails will 

be managed in accordance with the Public Access Plan 

(Appendix T to the Biological Resources Technical Report 

[Appendix D]), and disclosed in the covenants, codes, and 

restrictions. Based on the opinion of the biological experts 

who prepared the analysis, the EIR describes the potential 

direct and indirect impacts, recommends mitigation, and 
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concludes that the impacts are less than significant with 

mitigation. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

L2-13: The comment states that some of the trails on the project site 

do not connect to formal trails. The trail system was 

designed such that a route may be plotted from any point in 

the proposed project’s internal trail system to link a hiker or 

biker to the following “formal” trails: the San Diego River 

Trail, which connects to Mission Trails Regional Park; the 

Stowe Trail, which connects northerly to Goodan Ranch via 

Marine Corps Air Station Miramar to the West Boundary 

Trail, the “unpaved service road,” the Martha’s Grove Trail, 

and the Ridge Trail; and a northeasterly proposed project 

trail that connects to the Sycamore Canyon County Preserve 

via the Slaughter House Canyon Trail. These northerly 

extending trails ultimately allow connection to the Trans 

County Trail. In addition, the proposed project has multiple 

connections to the San Diego River Trail and ultimately 

Mission Trails Regional Park. One such route, mentioned 

above, is via the Stowe Trail, which connects to the Weston 

development through Marine Corps Air Station Miramar 

and the East Eliot expansion area of Mission Trails Regional 

Park. It also can be accessed by the proposed multi-purpose 

trail in Fanita Parkway that connects to Mast Boulevard and 

then westerly to Mission Trails Regional Park. In addition, 

the San Diego River Trail would be accessible via a 

proposed multi-purpose trail and Cuyamaca Street to the 

San Diego River Trail and ultimately to Mission Trails 
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Regional Park. These trail connections are illustrated in the 

proposed project’s Public Access Plan (Appendix T to the 

Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]). 

L2-14: The comment requests information on operations and 

maintenance for the parks, trails, and recreational facilities, 

including access control to ensure protection of the Habitat 

Preserve and adjacent Sycamore Canyon County Preserve. 

With respect to parks and other recreational facilities, 

maintenance will be required as a condition of project 

approval. With respect to access control measures, please 

refer to response to comment L2-10, which addresses the 

same issue raised in this comment. 

L2-15: This comment states that “Goodan Ranch,” “Sycamore 

Canyon Preserve,” and “Goodan Ranch/Sycamore 

Canyon Preserve” are not referenced correctly throughout 

the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) 

and should be updated accordingly. The DPR website 

jointly refers to Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County 

Preserve. Because this does not change any conclusions 

to the proposed project’s EIR, the reference to the 

“Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Preserve” 

will remain unchanged. 

L2-16: The comment requests assurance that the fire plan will 

provide mechanisms to keep fire from spreading into the 

Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Preserve. The 

Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1) provides details 
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regarding the on-site and perimeter fuel modification buffers 

that are provided as a protection for the proposed project’s 

structures but that also provide a buffer between accidental 

on-site ignitions spreading to off-site open space areas. The 

fire protection system, including structural ignition 

resistance, access, landscape, fire response, water 

availability, and others, that combines to minimize the 

potential for a wildland fire to transition into an urban fire 

also works to minimize on-site fire transitioning into off-site 

areas. The additional residents at the proposed project would 

result in a significant monitoring system resulting in a 

network of persons who would provide fast vegetation 

ignition detection and reporting, enabling a fast response 

from the on-site fire station. Similarly, each home is fitted 

with interior sprinklers, which have a proven track record of 

performing at a high level for extinguishing or controlling 

internal fires to the room of origin. This helps minimize the 

potential for airborne embers from a fully engulfed home, 

which could ignite downwind vegetation. Fast response by 

the on-site fire station would also provide an additional layer 

of protection for the Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon 

County Preserve. Please refer to Thematic Responses – Fire 

Protection and Safety and Fire Ignition and Risk for 

additional discussion regarding the site’s fire protection and 

considerations for minimizing vegetation ignitions. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-L2-13 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

L2-17: This comment states the proposed project needs to provide 

adequate discussion on potential indirect effects to the 

Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Preserve. 

Section 4.15.5.1, Threshold 1: Deterioration of Parks and 

Recreational Facilities, in Section 4.15, Recreation, 

discusses the proposed trail connections to the existing 

Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Preserve. In 

addition, Sections 4.3.5.1 and 4.3.5.2 in Section 4.3, 

Biological Resources, analyze the potential indirect 

impacts to sensitive plants, wildlife, and habitats and edge 

effects associated with the proposed project. Based on the 

opinion of the biological experts who prepared the analysis, 

the EIR concludes that the proposed project would not 

result in significant indirect impacts to sensitive biological 

resources with mitigation incorporated. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

L2-18: This comment requests that potential indirect effects for 

Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Preserve be 

addressed. This comment asks how incursions by 

domestic pets into open space, including the preserve, 

will be addressed. Indirect impacts of the proposed 

project to biological resources, including sensitive plants 

and animals, are addressed in Section 4.3.5, Project 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Regarding domestic 

pets, Section 4.2.4, Predator/Pest Control, of the 

Preserve Management Plan (Appendix P to the 

Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]) 
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includes management strategies conducted by the 

Habitat Preserve Manager for domestic animal control in 

the Habitat Preserve, thereby reducing impacts from 

free-roaming dogs and cats on the biological resources 

in the Habitat Preserve. Further, activities occurring in 

the Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Preserve 

would continue to be consistent with and adhere to the 

regulations set forth by the DPR.  

L2-19: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter L3: Padre Dam Municipal Water District, July 13, 2020 

 

L3-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

L3-2:  This comment states that the Padre Dam Municipal 

Water District (PDMWD) appreciates the proposed 

project water conservation strategies but wants 

clarification that the water reduction targets are consistent 

with the PDMWD 2015 Comprehensive Facilities Master 

Plan (CFMP) and 2015 Urban Water Master Plan 

(UWMP). The comment also requests confirmation that 

the proposed project will comply with current regulations 

regarding water usage and conservation. 

The water conservation strategies for the proposed 

project are consistent with PDMWD’s current CFMP 

and UWMP. Note that Mitigation Measure GHG-3, 

Water Conservation, states that the proposed project 

would have a 20 percent reduction compared to the 

average water consumption rates in the City of Santee 

(City). This mitigation did not anticipate the proposed 

project would achieve a 20 percent reduction from 

PDMWD’s UWMP values. Instead, the greenhouse gas 

(GHG) modeling assumed a 20 percent reduction 
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compared to the average statewide water consumption 

rates. To ensure that the measure is clear and that it 

complied with PDMWD’s current planning documents, 

Mitigation Measure GHG-3 has been revised as follows 

in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and the 

Greenhouse Gas Analysis (Appendix H). 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant 

or its designee shall provide evidence to the City of 

Santee that the proposed project will implement 

water conservation strategies that are designed to be 

as efficient as possible with potable water supplies 

and will achieve at least 20 percent indoor and 

outdoor water reduction compared to the average 

statewide water consumption rate in the City of 

Santee at the time of project approval. 

This modification in the language clarifies the percent 

reduction, which also provides clarification that the 

proposed project water conservation is consistent with 

PDMWD’s 2015 UWMP and ensures water flows 

associated with the proposed project are consistent with 

PDMWD’s CFMP.  

L3-3: This comment requests that the required water 

conservation reductions for the proposed project are 

consistent with the Water Service Study and Sewer 

Service Study (Appendices O1 and O2, respectively). 

Note that the proposed project water conservation  
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commitments are consistent with the Water Service 

Study and Sewer Service Study (Appendices O1 and O2, 

respectively). The 20 percent reduction in water 

consumption was compared with statewide average 

water consumption, which was cleared up in the revised 

text of Mitigation Measure GHG-3 shown in response to 

comment L3-2. 

L3-4: This comment requests that Mitigation Measure TRA-1 in 

Section 4.16.5.1, Threshold 1: Circulation System 

Performance, be revised to be consistent with Mitigation 

Measure NOI-2 in Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: 

Exceedance of Noise Standards. The suggested change has 

been implemented to the final requirement of Mitigation 

Measure TRA-1 in the EIR and Traffic Impact Analysis 

(Appendix N) as follows: 

 In addition, vendor trip limitations shall be imposed, 

which would prohibit vendor truck trips on Cuyamaca 

Street and Magnolia Avenue and require all truck traffic 

to use Fanita Parkway or Cuyamaca Street for site 

access. Additionally, medium- and heavy-duty truck 

trips shall be limited on Fanita Parkway. Truck trips 

shall be limited to 170 one-way trips (85 two-way trips) 

on Fanita Parkway during Phase 1 building construction 

activities and to a maximum of 140 one-way trips (70 

two-way trips) on Fanita Parkway during simultaneous 
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building construction activities and project operation. 

Worker vehicle trips would be allowed on all roadways. 

Section 4.16.5.1 concludes that adequate capacity is 

available on existing streets to serve construction traffic 

without mitigation. The modification to Mitigation Measure 

TRA-1 does not result in any change to the conclusion that 

the identified construction traffic management plan would 

reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  

In addition, the reference to Fanita Parkway as the primary 

access for the site during construction has been revised in 

Section 4.12.5.1 for clarity as follows: 

This represents a worst-case scenario for Cuyamaca 

Street and Magnolia Avenue because construction 

traffic is anticipated to primarily access the site from 

Fanita Parkway all roadways. 

These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions identified 

in the EIR.  

L3-5: This comment requests specific consideration of cumulative 

impacts from the East County Advanced Water Purification 

(ECAWP) Project related to impacts to Fanita Parkway 

during construction. Cumulative projects, including the 

ECAWP Project, were included in the analysis of the Near 

Term + Interim Operation + Construction Scenario in 

Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: Exceedance of Noise 
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Standards. Cumulative traffic volumes are consistent with 

the traffic volumes provided in the Transportation Impact 

Analysis for the Near Term (cumulative) scenario 

(Appendix N). Construction vehicle noise modeling 

assumes an increase in truck trips during construction (see 

Appendix L). A vehicle mix of 6–7 percent trucks was 

assumed for Fanita Parkway during construction compared 

to 4 percent during normal conditions. Therefore, the 

analysis of impacts to Fanita Parkway during construction 

takes into account cumulative projects, including an increase 

in truck traffic volume. Mitigation Measures NOI-2 and 

TRA-1 have been identified to mitigate the proposed 

project’s potentially significant contribution to construction 

traffic noise on Fanita Parkway and construction truck trips, 

respectively. Similarly, Mitigation Measure Tra-1 identified 

in the Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

(IS/MND) for the ECAWP Project (SCH No. 2018091029) 

requires implementation of a Traffic Management Plan to 

reduce construction traffic impacts from the ECAWP 

project to a less than significant level. The applicant will 

coordinate with PDMWD during construction. No changes 

to the EIR have been made in response to this comment.  

L3-6: This comment requests confirmation of consistency 

between Sections 3.4.2.1 and 4.14.5.1 and Appendix O1, 

Water Service Study, regarding fire flow requirements. For 

clarification, the statement provided in Sections 3.4.2.1, 
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4.14.5.1, 4.17.5.1, and 4.18.5.2 has been revised to be 

consistent with Appendix O1: 

The water system for the proposed project would be 

designed to provide a minimum 2,500 gallons per 

minute for 2 3 hours of fire flow for single-family and 

multi-family residential and 3,500 gallons per minute 

for 4 hours of fire flow for commercial areas with fire 

hydrants spaced on average every 300 feet. 

These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions identified 

in the EIR.  

L3-7: This comment requests revisions to the discussion of 

PDMWD’s recycled water program. The City agrees with 

PDMWD’s request to add additional clarifying language to 

the EIR, although the clarification does not pertain to the 

proposed project. Section 3.4.2.2 has been revised for clarity 

as follows:  

PDMWD may provide recycled water to the proposed 

project for construction purposes on a limited and 

seasonal basis, but PDMWD will not pursue expansion 

of their permanent recycled water system to serve the 

proposed project or other future developments in the 

district. PDMWD will continue to provide recycled 

water to existing and future customers in the existing 

Gravity Zone for recycled water. 
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These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions identified 

in the EIR.  

L3-8: This comment requests clarification regarding the location 

of the new headworks facility discussed in Sections 3.4.2.3 

and 4.17.5.1. The City agrees with this request, and Section 

3.4.2.3 has been revised for clarification as follows: 

The proposed project would construct the new 

headworks facility on property granted to PDMWD by 

the project applicant to provide pretreatment for the 

sanitary flow. 

Section 4.17.5.1, the following language has been clarified:  

Connection to the WRF would be provided by 

gravity but would require the construction of a new 

headworks facility, on property granted to PDMWD by 

the project applicant, to provide screening and grit 

removal for the proposed project’s sanitary flow. 

These revisions are for clarification purposes, and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions identified 

in the EIR.  

L3-9: This comment requests clarification that PDMWD’s 

existing Ray Stoyer Water Recycling Facility (WRF) does 

not have adequate capacity alone to serve the sewer demand 

generated by the proposed project. A combination of the 
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WRF and the available capacity in the San Diego 

Metropolitan Sewerage System (Metro) would provide 

sufficient capacity to serve the proposed project. The City 

agrees with this request, and the following statement has 

been added to the EIR in Sections 3.4.2.3 and 4.17.5.1: 

 It should be noted that PDMWD’s existing Ray 

Stoyer WRF does not have adequate capacity alone 

to serve the sewer demand generated by the proposed 

project. A combination of the WRF and the available 

capacity in the San Diego Metropolitan Sewerage 

System (Metro) would provide sufficient capacity to 

serve the proposed project. 

These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions identified 

in the EIR.  

L3-10: This comment requests clarification as to whether the 

ECAWP Project was considered in the EIR’s cumulative 

impacts analyses. The project was included as part of 

cumulative project 31 in Table 4-2, Cumulative Projects, 

in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis. This 

cumulative project is the buildout of the PDMWD 

Master Plan, including the Santee Lakes Recreation 

Preserve Expansion, the ECAWP Project, and other 

Master Plan projects. For clarification, the following 

revisions have been made to Table 4-2: 
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Excerpt from Table 4-2. Cumulative Projects 

31  Padre Dam 
Municipal Water 
District Master 
Plan projects 
including Santee 
Lakes Recreation 
Preserve 
Expansion and 
ECAWP Project  

Operational trips 
related to the 
Buildout of Master 
Plan 
improvements 
including 
construction and 
operational trips 

Under 
Construction 
(Santee Lakes 
Recreation 
Preserve 
Expansion) 
Approved in 
2019 and 
construction 
anticipated to 
begin 2022 
(ECAWP 
Project) 

These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions 

identified in the EIR. 

L3-11: This comment requests that Section 4.2, Air Quality, be 

clarified regarding the existing Conditional Use Permit 

(CUP) from the City for the existing Ray Stoyer WRF and 

the future CUP that would be required once the ECAWP 

Project is completed. The City understands that the existing 

CUP would be replaced by the new CUP because the 

ECAWP Project would require replacement and upsizing of 

the WRF. The Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 

Declaration (IS/MND) for the ECAWP Project (SCH No. 

2018091029) describes the ECAWP Project’s required odor 

control measures. Under CEQA, the EIR must rely on the 

current permits in effect at the time the EIR is prepared and 

approved. The City acknowledges that when the ECAWP  
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Project is completed, a new CUP would take effect, and the 

necessary odor control measures would be implemented at 

that time. No changes to the EIR have been made in 

response to this comment. 

L3-12: This comment requests clarification to the total water use 

per home in PDF-UT-4 in Table 4.7-6, Project Design 

Features, to be consistent with Appendix O1, Water 

Service Study. The City agrees with this request. The 

following statement has been revised in EIR Table 4.7-6 

and Table I in Appendix H, Greenhouse Gas Analysis, to 

be consistent with Appendix O1:  

 With an estimated total water use of 500 340 gpd per 

home and . . . 

 This revision does not change the reduction calculations 

from water conservation because the GHG reduction 

was calculated based on a 20 percent reduction 

compared to the statewide water consumption. 

Therefore, these revisions are for clarification purposes 

and do not change the calculations, analysis, or 

conclusions identified in the EIR. 

L3-13: This comment requests revisions to the discussion of the 

PDMWD WRF treatment capacity in Section 4.8.1.3, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Padre Dam Municipal 

Water District Wastewater Treatment Plant, to be 

consistent with Appendix O2, Sewer Service Study. The  
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City agrees with this request, and the statement in Section 

4.8.1.3 has been revised to state the following: 

Of the 5.2 4.43 million gallons of wastewater 

managed by PDMWD per day, 450 percent 

(approximately 2.01 million gallons) is diverted to 

the PDMWD Ray Stoyer WRF for treatment.  

These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions 

identified in the EIR.  

L3-14: This comment requests revisions to Section 4.9.5.2, 

Threshold 2: Ground Water Supplies, to delete the 

reference to the ECAWP Project. The City agrees with 

this request. Section 4.9.5.2 has been revised for clarity 

as follows:  

The project site would receive Advanced Treated 

Water from Padre Dam Municipal Water District 

through its Advanced Water Purification Program, 

which would provide the proposed project with a 

local, reliable, and sustainable water supply. No 

groundwater would be used for project construction 

or operation activities. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not adversely affect or deplete 

groundwater supplies due to water demand 

generated by the proposed development. 
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L3-15: This comment suggests that the EIR consider the noise 

impact of air compressors, motors, air bleed valves, and 

backup generators associated with the pump stations. 

Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: Exceedance of Noise 

Standards, did address typical equipment associated with 

pump stations, which includes air compressors, motors, 

air bleed valves, and back-up generators. To further 

clarify this in the text, the discussion of on-site water 

infrastructure has been modified as follows to 

specifically reference the listed equipment: 

Following construction, proposed underground 

pipelines and aboveground storage tanks would be 

passive and would not generate operational noise. 

However, two pump stations are proposed to provide 

potable water to the project site. Noise sources at typical 

pump stations include air compressors, motors, air bleed 

valves, and backup generators. 

These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions 

identified in the EIR.  

L3-16: This comment requests clarifications to the description 

of the ECAWP Project in Section 4.17.5.2, Threshold 2: 

Water Supply Availability. While not required under 

CEQA, the City agrees to make the suggested 

clarifications to Section 4.17.5.2 as follows: 
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The ECAWP Program Project, which is currently in 

the project procurement and permitting phase, is 

anticipated to treat the combined 2025 wastewater 

flow of approximately 15 million gallons per day 

(MGD) and produce up to 12,880 acre-feet per year 

(AFY), or 11.5 MGD, of new, reliable, and locally 

controlled potable water supply which represents 

approximately 30% of East County San Diego’s 

water demand. expected to produce up to 11.5 mgd 

to be pumped into Lake Jennings for surface water 

augmentation, created from 15 mgd recycled water 

from the upgrade of the Ray Stoyer WRF by the end 

of 2025. If the ECAWP Project Program is 

implemented, based on this projected time frame, the 

proposed project would utilize be able to fully use 

purified water from the ECAWP Project Program 

within the 20-year water supply planning horizon 

and beyond. However, the this program ECAWP 

Project is would not be necessary for PDMWD to 

meet the demand associated with the proposed 

project but could provide an additional supply source 

for further water supply security to the proposed 

project and other PDMWD customers if it is 

implemented. Further, PDMWD plans to reduce its 

dependence on imported supplies from the SDCWA 

by continuing permanent water conservation efforts. 
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These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions 

identified in the EIR.  

L3-17: This comment requests clarifications to the description 

of the proposed public wastewater treatment system in 

Section 4.17.5.3, Threshold 3: Wastewater Treatment 

Capacity. The City agrees with this request. Section 

4.17.5.3 has been clarified as follows: 

As described in Section 4.17.5.1, the proposed 

project would construct new public sewer 

infrastructure that would be owned, operated, and 

maintained by PDMWD. Sewage generated on the 

project site would be treated at two gravity discharge 

locations: the existing Ray Stoyer WRF or at the new 

WRF to be constructed as part of the ECAWP 

Project. In instances where the WRF is offline for 

maintenance, capital improvement, etc., sewage 

generated on the project site would be diverted to the 

City of San Diego’s Metropolitan Sewerage System. 

through a new headworks facility or the Ray Stoyer 

WRF to the Metro system. PDMWD plans to expand 

the Ray Stoyer WRF to ultimately provide highly 

purified water to enhance PDMWD’s water supply 

portfolio as part of the ECAWP Program.  
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L3-18: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter L4: San Diego Association of Governments, July 13, 2020 

 

L4-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

L4-2: This comment states that an increase in traffic 

congestion has the potential to occur with induced 

demand and cause negative progress toward climate 

change goals and general plans. Given the nature of the 

additional traffic and the percentage of the traffic 

generated during peak hours, it was determined that the 

majority of the significant impacts would be most 

effectively mitigated with the addition of travel lanes. 

Mitigation on the “demand side” is also recommended 

in terms of a robust Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) Plan.  

L4-3: This comment includes a suggestion that more 

significant improvements for walking and biking be 

included in the mitigation strategy. As shown on Figures 

3-9 and 3-10 in Chapter 3, Project Description, the 

proposed project includes pedestrian and bicycle 

amenities and extensive on- and off-site pedestrian and 

bicycle circulation systems. Discussions with local 

transit providers revealed that extending bus service into 
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the project site would not result in adequate ridership to 

be sustainable. 

L4-4: This comment states that the project should consider 

providing access to transit. Please refer to response to 

comment L4-3, which addresses the same issue raised in 

this comment.  

L4-5: This comment states that the plan should include Class IV 

separated bikeways and sidewalks on both sides of lanes 

with more than one lane in each direction as mitigation. 

Please refer to response to comment L4-3, which addresses 

the same issue raised in this comment.  

L4-6: This comment states that SANDAG appreciates the 

proposed traffic calming features, trails, and bike 

parking in the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

L4-7: This comment states that the proposed project is not in a 

Smart Growth Opportunity Area identified on the Smart 

Growth Concept Map. The comment also requests that 

access to any planned transit routes and services in the 

plan area be facilitated. Please refer to response to 

comment L4-4, which addresses the same issue raised in 

this comment.  
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L4-8: The comment questions if the biological mitigation is 

relying on the completion of the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan, which is still in process, and further 

questions if the project will conduct Section 7 pursuant 

to permit with USACE or Section 10 if the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan is not completed.  

The proposed project’s mitigation is not reliant on the 

completion of the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. The 

EIR provides mitigation to reduce impacts to less than 

significant in accordance with CEQA requirements. 

Although the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan has not 

yet been approved or permitted, it is still used as the 

guidance document for projects occurring in the City. 

Therefore, the EIR is also consistent with the Draft 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, which would serve as an 

HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of FESA and as an 

NCCP pursuant to the California NCCP Act of 1991. 

However, because the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan 

is still a draft and is not complete, the EIR cannot rely 

upon the protections of the plan. 

As stated in the comment, if the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan is not approved, the project would seek 

take authorization through FESA Section 7 or an 

individual Section 10 permit; however, take 

authorization is not a CEQA issue. The EIR adequately 

identifies the proposed project impacts to biological 
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resources in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and 

recommends mitigation measures that would reduce 

impacts to less than significant. With implementation of 

these mitigation measures, and regardless of the MSCP, 

Section 7, or Section 10 permitting process, impacts 

would be reduced to less than significant. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan. 

L4-9: The comment requests that the Habitat Preserve design 

specifically for wildlife connectivity to be consistent 

with the MSCP General Preserve design criteria a 

through e. The comment then asks if Streets “V” and 

“W” will have wildlife undercrossings.  

In response to this request, the criteria listed in the 

MSCP General Preserve Design (referenced as “a 

through e” in the comment) (City of San Diego 1998) 

and how the proposed Habitat Preserve design is 

consistent with these criteria and to the NCCP/HCP 

conservation standard are as follows:  

High biodiversity land as indicated by spatially 

representative examples of extensive patches of 

sensitive vegetation communities ranked as Very High 

and High biological value by the MSCP habitat 

evaluation map (Figure 2-3);  
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Response a – The vegetation communities in the 

Habitat Preserve are ranked according to Figure 2-3 in 

the MSCP Plan (City of San Diego 1998) as Very High, 

High, and Moderate. It should be noted that the vast 

majority of the project site receives a Very High ranking.  

Large blocks of unfragmented habitat, following natural 

topography (ridges and watersheds);  

Response b – As stated in Section 4.3.7, Comparison 

of Proposed Project to 2007 Project, the majority of 

the Habitat Preserve is contained within an 

approximately 900-acre block of contiguous open 

space. The Habitat Preserve contains a variety of 

topographic features, including flat low lands 

containing vernal pools, grasslands, and wetlands, as 

well as canyon slopes and ridges containing coastal 

sage scrub and chaparral.  

Large, interconnected blocks of habitat that contribute to 

the preservation of wide-ranging species;  

Response c – The Habitat Preserve design process 

was informed by the wildlife movement field studies 

intended to ensure ease of movement for wide-

ranging species, such as mule deer (Odocoileus 

hemionus), and would contain an approximately 900-

acre block connected to other preserves within the 

vicinity (generally by 1,000 feet or more).  
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Key existing linkage areas between core habitat blocks; 

restore or enhance as necessary the connections to other 

private or public open space lands and to other subareas 

and/or habitat patches outside the subarea plan area;  

Response d – The Habitat Preserve would maintain 

connectivity with open space areas on MCAS 

Miramar (to the west) and in the County (to the north 

and east), which are outside the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan boundary. The Habitat Preserve would 

be included in the MHPA boundaries and be subject 

to in-perpetuity, adaptive management that would 

restore or enhance habitat as necessary according to 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1. See Thematic Response – 

Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity. 

(e) Configuration that minimizes edge effects between 

habitat preserves and development and edge-to-preserve 

area ratio.  

Response e – As stated in Section 4.3.5.6, Threshold 

6: Habitat Conservation Plan, the current project 

footprint has been reduced from the previous 

development hardline footprint identified in the 

approved 1998 MSCP Plan (City of San Diego 

1998). A large development bubble in the southern 

portion of the site from the 1998 project design was 

removed, increasing the size of the current Habitat 
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Preserve by more than 200 acres. As result, edge 

effects were minimized by consolidating all of the 

development in two, rather than three, development 

bubbles and by providing edge treatments, such as 

wider brush management areas, to buffer 

development impacts from the Habitat Preserve. 

Additionally, Section 4.3.4, Method of Analysis, 

states that the project proposes to close off and 

revegetate a large proportion of the existing trails 

and to realign existing trails to minimize overlap of 

human and sensitive resources. Furthermore, the 

Habitat Preserve would be subject to in-perpetuity, 

adaptive management outlined in EIR Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1 and the Preserve Management Plan 

(Appendix P to EIR Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report). The Habitat Preserve 

management would reduce and prevent permanent 

edge effects caused by proximity to development, 

see the Preserve Management Plan (Appendix P to 

EIR Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical 

Report) for details.  

In response to the second part of the comment, the 

wildlife crossings at Streets “V” and “W” will be at 

grade (i.e., there are no wildlife undercrossings or 

culverts on these Streets). If wildlife crossings were 

installed along Streets “V” and “W” the streets would 

have needed to be much wider than currently proposed 
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to accommodate the topography at those locations. 

Potential direct impacts to wildlife crossing the 

roadways would be mitigated by Mitigation Measure 

BIO-20 (Wildlife Protection) that incorporates features 

that would allow wildlife to cross the roadways more 

safely, including a 25 mile-per-hour speed limit, street 

signs, speed bumps, and other traffic-calming devices. 

Each of these features are included in the corridor design 

criteria to minimize impacts to wildlife movement in the 

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. Mitigation Measure 

BIO-22 (Wildlife Corridors) includes Measure 6, in 

which safety lighting for Streets “V” and “W” would be 

button started with a timer shut-off delay so that lighting 

is not on at night except for emergency purposes or 

pedestrian safety. 

L4-10: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter T1: Kumeyaay Heritage Preservation Council, June 10, 2020 

 

T1-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

T1-2:  This comment requests that the City of Santee (City) 

allow the Kumeyaay Heritage Preservation Council 

(KHPC) to preview plans for all construction in the City, 

including the proposed project. Further, this comment 

requests KHPC to be able to preview and monitor all 

approved land disturbances in the City using personnel 

certified by their organization. The City responded to this 

comment letter on June 11, 2020, stating the following: 

“The City of Santee has included your name on the 

notification list for future projects undergoing 

environmental review under the California 

Environmental Quality Act and the notice list maintained 

by the City pursuant to AB 52 (tribal cultural resources). 

If you wish to inspect confidential documents related to 

cultural resources for the Fanita Ranch Project, please fill 

out the attached form and send a representative to the City 

to review them in person. Alternatively, you can request 

copies of the confidential documents from the SCIC. 

Appointments can be made by contacting Chris Jacobs at 

619‐258‐4100, ext 182 orcjacobs@cityofsanteeca.gov.” 
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The City attached the Fanita Ranch Confidential 

Documents Review Conditional Use agreement to this 

correspondence. With regard to tribal cultural resources 

monitoring for the proposed project, Mitigation Measure 

CUL-6, Native American Construction Monitoring, 

requires that Native American monitors be of Kumeyaay 

descent.  

T1-3:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter T2: Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, June 18, 2020 

 

T2-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. It correctly states that cultural resources have been 

located on or adjacent to the project site. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

T2-2:  The comment states that a Kumeyaay cultural monitor 

should be on site for ground-disturbing activities and to 

inform the commenter of new developments, such as 

inadvertent discoveries. Mitigation Measures CUL-1, 

CUL-2, CUL-4, CUL-5, CUL-6, CUL-7, CUL-9, and 

CUL-11 in Section 4.4.5, Project Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures, of the EIR specify that a Native American 

monitor would be present for ground-disturbing 

activities related to the various preconstruction and 

construction activities and that the Native American 

monitor would be of Kumeyaay descent. The measures 

also address communications with consulting Native 

American groups. Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure 

CUL-6 has been revised to further clarify the 

qualifications of the Native American monitor:  

CUL-6: Native American Construction Monitoring. A 

minimum of one Native American Monitor shall be 

present during ground-disturbing activity for project 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-T2-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

construction, including but not limited to site 

clearing, grubbing, trenching, and excavation, for the 

duration of the proposed project or until the qualified 

archaeologist determines monitoring is no longer 

necessary. The Native American monitors shall be of 

Kumeyaay descent with ancestral ties to the San 

Diego region and at minimum 1 year of monitoring 

experience within Kumeyaay ancestral territory. The 

Native American monitors shall prepare daily logs 

and submit weekly updates to the qualified 

archaeologist and the Project Planner at the City of 

Santee. In addition, the Native American monitors 

shall prepare and submit a summary statement upon 

completion of monitoring to include in the Cultural 

Resources Monitoring Report prepared for the 

proposed project (see Mitigation Measure CUL-5). 

The Project Planner at the City of Santee shall review 

and include the summary statement as part of the 

cultural resources monitoring report prepared for the 

proposed project. 

In addition, the Native American monitoring 

requirements identified in Mitigation Measures CUL-1, 

CUL-2, CUL-4, CUL-5, CUL-7, CUL-9, and CUL-11 

have been revised to require the same qualifications as 

Mitigation Measure CUL-6. 

T2-3:  This is a closing comment offering Native American 

monitoring services. It does not raise a significant 
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environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

Please refer to response to comment T2-2 for revisions 

made to Mitigation Measure CUL-6.  

In addition, the Native American monitoring 

requirements identified in Mitigation Measures CUL-1, 

CUL-2, CUL-4, CUL-5, CUL-7, CUL-9, and CUL-11 

have been revised to require the same qualifications as 

Mitigation Measure CUL-6. 
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Comment Letter T3: Kumeyaay Heritage Preservation Council, June 30, 2020 

 

T3-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

T3-2:  This comment requests the Kumeyaay Heritage 

Preservation Council (KHPC) receive formal notification 

of proposed projects within Kumeyaay tribes’ geographic 

area of traditional and cultural affiliation, which includes 

the entirety of the City of Santee (City) and the proposed 

project. Further, this comment requests a 30-day extension 

to submit their comments and requests a site inspection of 

the project site. In addition, the KHPC requests 

consultation regarding all potential impacts to Kumeyaay 

cultural resources caused by the proposed project. The City 

formally responded to this comment letter on July 2, 2020, 

stating the following: “This email is in response to the 

attached letter received from you on behalf of the 

Kumeyaay Heritage Preservation Council on June 30. 

On June 10, we also received an email from you on 

behalf of KHPC, to which we replied on June 11 that 

your name has been included on the notification list for 

future projects undergoing environmental review under 

the California Environmental Quality Act, Public 

Resources Code section 21080.3.1 (AB 52) regarding 
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tribal cultural resources. That correspondence is attached 

for your convenience.  

Regarding your request for consultation, as explained in 

Section 4.4 of the EIR (Cultural and Tribal Resources) 

for the proposed Fanita Ranch project, on September 7, 

2018 the City provided notification of the proposed 

project to the tribes that had formally requested notice of 

City projects under AB 52. Thus, the 30-day time period 

to request consultation under Public Resources Code 

section 21080.3.1(b) has expired.  

Lastly, the City denies your request for a 30-day 

extension of the comment period on the EIR for the 

proposed Fanita Ranch project due to Covid-19. There is 

no requirement under CEQA to extend or suspend public 

review periods due to the pandemic. This was affirmed 

in Executive Order N-54-20 issued by Governor 

Newsom on April 22, 2020.” 
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Comment Letter T4: Barona Band of Mission Indians, July 9, 2020 

 

T4-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. On July 31, 2020, the City of Santee 

(City) sent a letter to the commenter concluding 

Assembly Bill 52 consultation under California Public 

Resources Code, Section 21080.3.2, and addressing the 

proceeding points in the comment letter.  

T4-2:  This comment concerns the condition of approval 

addressing areas outside the area of potential effect (see 

Section 4.4.5.2, Threshold 2: Archaeological Resources, 

in the EIR). The City shall include in the EIR and related 

entitlement documents for the proposed project the 

following amended condition of approval to be 

completed prior to the issuance of grading permits:  

In an effort to cooperate with Barona, the City has 

agreed that a surface inventory of sensitive areas 

adjacent to the proposed project’s development 

footprint (but outside of the APE) shall be a condition 

of approval for the proposed project and shall be 

completed prior to the issuance of grading permits. 

This inventory shall be completed by a qualified 

archaeologist who meets or exceeds the Secretary of 
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Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for 

archaeology and a Native American monitor of 

Kumeyaay descent. The inventory shall be limited to 

100 300 feet from the development footprint and shall 

be focused on areas that are known to be sensitive for 

cultural resources. In the event a cultural resource or 

TCR is identified adjacent to the proposed project’s 

development footprint, the resource shall be recorded 

using the California Department of Parks and 

Recreation Series 523 forms, and environmental 

sensitive area fencing shall be put in place to protect 

the resource prior to ground-disturbing activities and 

shall remain in place until project-related ground 

disturbance is complete. Because these areas are 

outside of the proposed project’s development 

footprint and would not be impacted by the proposed 

project development, no further analysis beyond a 

surface inventory shall be completed. 

T4-3:  This comment states that the capping of sensitive areas 

noted in Mitigation Measure CUL-1 and described in a 

drawing dated March 19, 2019, is essential, and if fully 

implemented, this measure would be satisfactory. This 

commitment is reflected in Mitigation Measure CUL-1 

(Site Capping Program). All mitigation measures 

identified in the EIR would be made enforceable 

conditions of approval for proposed project, if approved by 

the City, consistent with California Public Resources Code, 
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 Section 21081.6(b) and CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15126.4(a)(2). The City would also adopt a mitigation 

monitoring and reporting program that is designed to ensure 

compliance with all mitigation measures during project 

implementation, consistent with California Public Resources 

Code, Section 21081.6(a)(1).  

T4-4:  This comment refers to the special fragment discovered on 

the surface in CA-SDI-8345. The special fragment will be 

reburied in place to a depth of at least 6 feet by Kumeyaay 

representatives and with appropriate reverence and dignity 

per the commenter’s request. This requirement would be a 

condition of approval for the proposed project, as currently 

documented in Confidential Appendix E3, Confidential 

Tribal Cultural Resources Consultation Efforts 

Memorandum, of the EIR (see heading AB 52 Consultation 

Results to Date, Response to Item 4) and would, therefore, be 

included on grading plans for the proposed project. A 

confidential figure showing the revised survey buffer is 

attached to the City’s letter concluding consultation under 

Assembly Bill 52.  

T4-5:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-T4-4 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-T5-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter T5: Kumeyaay Heritage Preservation Council, July 10, 2020 

 

T5-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

T5-2: The comment includes a request to include the Kumeyaay 

Heritage Preservation Council in formal notification for 

future projects in the City of Santee (City). As 

communicated to the commenter on June 11, 2020, the 

City has included the commenter’s name on the 

notification list for future projects undergoing 

environmental review under CEQA and the notice list 

maintained by the City pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 

52 (tribal cultural resources).  

As also communicated to the commenter on July 2, 

2020, the time period to request consultation on the 

proposed project under AB 52 has expired. The City sent 

AB 52 notification letters to the three tribal contacts that 

formally requested notification of City projects 

undergoing environmental review as required under 

California Public Resources Code, Section 

21080.3.1(b), on September 7, 2018. The tribes had 30 

days from receipt of the notification letters to request 

consultation under AB 52. The Kumeyaay Heritage 
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Preservation Council did not request notice of City 

projects or consultation regarding the proposed project 

under AB 52 until June 10 and June 30, 2020, after the 

EIR for the proposed project was released for public 

review on May 29, 2020, and more than a year and a half 

after the City notified requesting tribes of the proposed 

project. Nonetheless, on August 8, 2020, the City sent an 

email to the commenter requesting a time to discuss their 

comments on the proposed project outside of the AB 52 

process. See also response to comment I114-3 

(Comment Letter I114, Margaret Field, July 12, 2020), 

which addresses the same issue raised in this comment.  

T5-3: This comment speaks to the cultural significance of the 

project site but does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required. 

T5-4: This comment speaks to the cultural significance of the 

project site but does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required. 
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T5-5: This comment speaks to the cultural significance of the 

project site but does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required. 

T5-6: This comment discusses the prehistoric and historical 

use of the region and the overall archaeological 

sensitivity of the region. The concern of the commenter 

is noted. The City and a Secretary of the Interior 

qualified archaeologist retained by the City worked 

diligently with the most likely descendant (MLD) and 

consulting tribe to address the heritage value of the 

resources. Mitigation measures were developed by the 

qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the MLD 

and consulting tribe, and received concurrence from the 

lead agency. With incorporation of the mitigation 

measures in the EIR, the proposed project would result 

in a less than significant impact to cultural resources.  

T5-7: This comment discusses the prehistoric and historical 

use of the region and the overall archaeological 

sensitivity of the region. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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T5-8: This comment provides an opinion regarding the 

archaeological sensitivity of the region. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required.  

T5-9: This comment provides alternative uses for the project 

site. This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

T5-10: This comment discusses capping sensitive cultural sites. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1 (Site Capping Program) requires 

placement of a cap on sites with human remains. See response to 

comment I114-5 (Comment Letter I114, Margaret Field, July 12, 

2020), which addresses the same issues raised in this comment.  

T5-11: This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  
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T5-12: This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required.  

T5-13: The commenter has expressed concerns for the 

identification, treatment, and protection of human remains 

and requests the use of “cadaver dogs during a more 

extensive survey of the area” and Kumeyaay monitors. 

Section 4.4.5.3, Threshold 3: Human Remains, of the EIR 

addresses the treatment of human remains discovered during 

construction of the proposed project. The City, based on 

recommendations from its qualified archaeologist, in 

consultation with the consulting tribe and representative of 

the MLD, disagrees that the use of cadaver dogs is required 

to adequately determine the presence of human remains 

associated with CA-SDI-8243 and CA-SDI 8345. Use of 

cadaver dogs is not standard practice for Phase I surveys or 

Phase II testing and evaluation, and neither the MLD nor the 

consulting tribe recommends it. Moreover, it had already 

been established that human remains were present in these 

areas and, therefore, would not change the California 

Register of Historical Resources eligibility of these 

resources. In response to the commenter’s concern 

regarding a Kumeyaay monitor, the Phase III data recovery 

excavation program mitigation measure requires that all 

work related to this effort be observed by a Kumeyaay 

monitor (see Mitigation Measure CUL-2).  
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T5-14: This comment echoes Dr. Field’s concerns related to the 

eligibility recommendations of some of the resources on 

the project site. See responses to comments I114-10 and 

I114-11 (Comment Letter I114, Margaret Field, July 12, 

2020), which address the same issues raised in this 

comment.  

T5-15: This comment provides an opinion regarding the 

archaeological sensitivity of the region. See responses to 

comments T5-2 to T5-14. This comment does not raise 

any additional environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

T5-16: This comment reiterates the commenter’s request for 

consultation on the proposed project under AB 52. See 

responses to comments T5-2 and I114-3 (Comment 

Letter I114, Margaret Field, July 12, 2020), which 

address the same issues raised in this comment.  
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Comment Letter O1: San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc., June 10, 2020 

 

O1-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O1-2:  The comment requests edited copies of the confidential 

cultural resources reports found in Confidential 

Appendices E1, E2, and E4. Redacted versions of these 

confidential appendices were provided to the commenter 

on June 30, 2020, and the commenter confirmed receipt.  

O1-3:  The comment further explains the request for edited 

copies of the confidential cultural resources reports 

found in Confidential Appendices E1, E2, and E4. See 

response to comment O1-2.  

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O1-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

O1-4:  The comment says that, overall, the cultural and tribal 

resources mitigation measures are comprehensive and 

well done. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O1-5:  This comment is the same as comment O2-5 submitted by 

the commenter in their July 6, 2020, letter on the EIR 

(Comment Letter O2, San Diego County Archaeological 

Society, Inc., July 6, 2020). See response to comment O2-5.  

O1-6:  This comment is the same as comment O2-6 submitted by 

the commenter in their July 6, 2020, letter on the EIR 

(Comment Letter O2, San Diego County Archaeological 

Society, Inc., July 6, 2020). See response to comment O2-6.  

O1-7:  This comment is the same as comment O2-7 submitted by 

the commenter in their July 6, 2020, letter on the EIR 

(Comment Letter O2, San Diego County Archaeological 

Society, Inc., July 6, 2020). See response to comment O2-7.  

O1-8:  This comment is the same as comment O2-8 submitted by 

the commenter in their July 6, 2020, letter on the EIR 

(Comment Letter O2, San Diego County Archaeological 

Society, Inc., July 6, 2020). See response to comment O2-8.  

O1-9:  This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required. 
 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O2-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter O2: San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc., July 6, 2020 

 

O2-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

O2-2:  This comment relates to concerns regarding potential 

indirect impacts to sites CA-SDI-8243 and CA-SDI-

8345. As explained in Section 4.4.5.2, Threshold 2: 

Archaeological Resources, of the EIR, because portions 

of these archaeological sites are in the development 

footprint of the proposed project, impacts to these 

resources would be potentially significant. The proposed 

project has been designed to avoid or cap a minimum of 

40 percent of CA-SDI-8243 and avoid a minimum of 60 

percent of CA-SDI-8345 as shown on the Vesting 

Tentative Map. The Site Capping Program is set forth in 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1 and requires a minimum of 

24 inches of fill material to be maintained between the 

surface of the archaeological cap and any ground-

disturbing activities.  

An Active Adult facility would be constructed, and a 

defensible space/fuel modification zone would be 

maintained near the avoided portions of CA-SDI-8243 

(Appendix P1). It is unlikely that residents of the facility 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O2-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

would engage in unauthorized planting of vegetation or 

encroachment within the defensible space/fuel 

modification zone. The Cuyamaca Street extension and 

a single water storage tank would be near portions of 

CA-SDI-8345 that would be avoided by the proposed 

project; however, no residences are planned adjacent to 

this locality. These uses are unlikely to result in the type 

of inadvertent impacts opined by the commenter. The 

MLD and the consulting tribe have concurred with this 

proposed plan for capping. 

O2-3:  This comment relates to the effect of vegetation 

management on subsurface components of sites. Pursuant 

to Mitigation Measure CUL-2 (Phase III Data Recovery 

Excavation Program), a Phase III archaeological data 

recovery program would take place for the proposed 

project where impacts would occur; this includes 

vegetation management areas within the site boundaries. 

Additionally, archaeological and Native American 

monitoring would take place during all ground-disturbing 

activities related to the proposed project; this includes the 

clearing of fire protection areas (see Mitigation Measures 

CUL-5 and CUL-6). 

O2-4:  This comment again relates to indirect impacts to sites 

SDI-8243 and SDI-8345. The commenter suggests 

permanent fencing or capping be used to avoid indirect 

impacts to additional portions of the two archaeological 
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sites. Please refer to response to comment O2-2, which 

addresses the same issue as this comment. 

O2-5:  This comment requests incorporation of planting and 

fertilizer restrictions for the cap (with capping soil being 

visually distinct from native soil below), as well as 

access restrictions, in Mitigation Measure CUL-1. The 

capped area will be a public park. The City agrees with 

these requests, and the following portion of Mitigation 

Measure CUL-1 has been revised to state the following:  

Capping soils shall be visually distinguishable from 

the native soils below. A minimum of 24 inches of 

fill material shall be maintained between the surface 

of the archaeological cap and any ground disturbing 

activities. Ground disturbing activities include but 

are not limited to grading; excavation; compaction; 

placement of soil, sand, rock, gravel, or other 

material; clearing of vegetation; construction, 

erection, or placement of any, underground utilities, 

building or structure. Restrictions shall be applied 

regarding species planted within the cap (deep-  
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rooted species would be avoided in areas where the cap 

does not exceed 10 feet). Additionally, chemical agents 

such as fertilizer shall be avoided in areas where the cap 

does not exceed 24 inches. 

O2-6:  This comment involves replacing the term “San Diego 

Archaeological Society” with “San Diego 

Archaeological Center.” The City agrees with this 

request, and the following portion of Mitigation Measure 

CUL-2 (Phase III Data Recovery Excavation Program) 

has been revised to state the following:  

 Following the completion of the Phase III data 

recovery fieldwork, the results shall be summarized in 

a Phase III Data Recovery Report. The report shall be 

completed by a qualified archaeologist and shall 

include the results of the fieldwork and laboratory 

analysis and address the research questions established 

in the Phase III Data Recovery Plan. The report shall 

also include the California Department of Parks and 

Recreation Series 523 form updates for the sites CA-

SDI-8243 and CA-SDI-8345. The report shall be 

submitted to the consulting Native American groups 

and the Project Planner at the City of Santee for review. 

Upon acceptance of the final report, an electronic 

version of the final report shall be submitted to the 

South Coastal Information Center and the San Diego 

Archaeological Center Society. 
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O2-7:  This comment relates to the curation of archaeological 

finds. The City agrees with this request, and Mitigation 

Measure CUL-8 (Curation of Archaeological 

Resources) has been revised to state the following:  

 Upon completion of project construction, 

archaeological collections that have not been repatriated 

or buried on site (per Mitigation Measure CUL-11), 

along with final reports, field notes, and other standard 

documentation collected, shall be permanently curated 

at a facility in San Diego County that meets the State 

Historical Resources Commission’s Guidelines for the 

Curation of Archaeological Collections. A qualified 

archaeologist who meets or exceeds the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for 

archaeology shall be required to secure a written 

agreement with a recognized museum repository 

regarding the final disposition and permanent storage 

and maintenance of all archaeological resources 

recovered as a result of the Phase III archaeological 

investigations and monitoring activities that have not 

been repatriated or buried on site. The written agreement 

shall specify the level of treatment (preparation, 

identification, curation, cataloging) required before the 

collection would be accepted for storage. The cost of 

curation is assessed by the repository and is the 

responsibility of the applicant. 
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O2-8:  This comment relates to state and federal curation 

regulations. The City agrees with this request, and the 

following portion of Mitigation Measure CUL-11 

(Treatment and Disposition of Tribal Cultural 

Resources) has been revised to state the following:  

The applicant shall relinquish ownership of all non-

burial related tribal cultural resources collected 

during the grading monitoring program and to the 

extent performed by the applicant, from any previous 

archaeological studies or excavations on the project 

site to the most likely descendant tribe for proper 

treatment and disposition per the Cultural Resources 

Mitigation and Monitoring Program (Mitigation 

Measure CUL-4). Any burial related tribal cultural 

resources (as determined by the most likely 

descendant) shall be repatriated to the most likely 

descendant as determined by the Native American 

Heritage Commission pursuant to California Public 

Resources Code, Section 5097.98. If none of the 

consulting tribes accept the return of the cultural 

resources, then the cultural resources shall be subject 

to the curation requirements stipulated in Mitigation 

Measure CUL-8) In the event that curation of tribal 

cultural resources is required by a superseding 

regulatory agency, curation shall be conducted by an 

approved facility and the curation shall be guided by 

the State Historical Resources Commission’s 
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Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological 

Collections. In the event the superseding agency is a 

federal agency, Title 36 of the Code of Federal 

Regulations, Part 79, shall be followed . . . .  

O2-9:  This comment thanks the City for providing redacted 

versions of the confidential appendices requested by the 

commenter on June 10, 2020. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter O3: Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter, July 11, 2020 

 

O3-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

O3-2: This comment provides background information on the 

project site, including location and a brief summary of 

the types of resources present on the project site, 

including coastal sage scrub, vernal pool habitat, rare 

plants, Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha 

quino), coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila 

californica californica), San Diego fairy shrimp 

(Branchinecta sandiegonensis), and willowy monardella 

(Monardella viminea). The comment makes a general 

statement that “development in this area will degrade the 

biological resources in this region.” The EIR addresses 

impacts to biological resources in Section 4.3, Biological 

Resources. Please also refer to Thematic Responses – 

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly, Coastal California 

Gnatcatcher, and Wildlife Movement and Habitat 

Connectivity. The comment does not raise a specific 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required.  
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O3-3: This comment restates information in the EIR. The 

comment does not raise a specific significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

O3-4: This comment summarizes the findings from the EIR that 

that proposed project would result in direct and indirect 

impacts of habitat loss for special-status species. The 

comment further restates the findings from the EIR 

regarding the potential disruption or abandonment of 

raptors’ foraging areas. The comment expresses the opinion 

of the commenter that “mitigation factors are of no value 

when the degradation and loss of habitat induce forced 

dispersal of the above special status and listed species.”  

Impacts to biological resources are analyzed in Section 

4.3, Biological Resources. Special-status species and 

foraging habitat are discussed in Section 4.3.5.1, 

Threshold 1: Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status 

Species, and impacts are summarized in Table 4.3-8a, 

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife Species. As 

described therein, the proposed project would result in 

potentially significant impacts to special-status species, 

and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts 

to less than significant. Mitigation measures include 

Preserve Management Plan (BIO-1), Upland Restoration 

Plan (BIO-2), Narrow Endemic Plant Species (BIO-3), 
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Oak Tree Restoration Plan (BIO-4), Preconstruction 

Surveys and Avoidance and Minimization Measures for 

Special-Status Plant Species (BIO-5), Land Use 

Adjacency Guidelines (BIO-6), Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (BIO-7), Approved Biologist (BIO-8), 

Habitat Preserve Protection (BIO-9), Weed Control 

Treatments (BIO-10), Argentine Ant Control and 

Monitoring (BIO-11), Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan (BIO-

12), Western Spadefoot Relocation (BIO-13), Nesting 

Bird Survey (BIO-14), Wetland Mitigation Plan (BIO-

15), Coastal Cactus Wren Habitat Management (BIO-16), 

Brown-Headed Cowbird Trapping (BIO-17), Restoration 

of Suitable Habitat for Quino Checkerspot Butterfly and 

Hermes Copper Butterfly (BIO-18), African Clawed Frog 

Trapping (BIO-19), Wildlife Protection (BIO-20), and 

Fire Protection Plan (BIO-21). These measures have been 

prepared in compliance with CEQA requirements for 

mitigation measures using the best available scientific 

information and would be implemented through a 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, including 

permanent funding of the costs to manage and monitor the 

preserve to ensure they are implemented. No specific 

inadequacy with the mitigation measures is identified in 

the comment; therefore, no more specific response can be 

provided or is required. 

O3-5: This comment states that Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report, of the EIR “use[d] models 
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of the prevalence of various species rather than careful 

field studies and observations that are more definitive in 

the location of sensitive species.” The comment 

expresses the commenter’s opinion that “there simply 

are no substitutes for careful field studies and ground 

truthing of habitats” and that “less than comprehensive 

studies and analysis jeopardizes Santee’s quality of life 

for all established and future residents.” The EIR 

summarizes site-specific surveys in Section 4.3.1.1, 

Biological Survey Methods. As described therein, a 

substantial amount of field studies were conducted, 

including over 760 person-days of site-wide and focused 

surveys on the project site, including a focused survey 

exclusively for willowy monardella and rare plants (40 

person-days) and 8 sensitive wildlife species, including 

Quino checkerspot butterfly (413 person-days), 

burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia; 17 person-days), 

coastal California gnatcatcher (118 person-days), least 

Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus; 10 person-days for 

riparian birds collectively), southwestern willow 

flycatcher, coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus 

brunneicapillus sandiegensis; 3 person-days), San 

Diego fairy shrimp (40 person-days for fairy shrimp 

collectively), Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus 

woottoni), Hermes copper butterfly (Lycaena hermes; 75 

person-days plus 15 person-days in 2020), and western 

spadefoot (Spea hammondii; 3 person days plus USGS 

survey). In addition, previous wetlands jurisdictional 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O3-5 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

delineations (22 person-days plus additional surveys in 

2020) were updated and verified. These surveys are 

further described in Section 3, Survey Methodologies, of 

Appendix D. Survey results are presented in Section 

4.3.1.2, General Biological Survey Results; Section 

4.3.1.3, Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources; Section 

4.3.1.4, Special Biological Resources; and Section 

4.3.1.5, Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages.  

With respect to the use of models, as described in 

Section 3.3, Habitat Modeling, of Appendix D, “suitable 

habitat for all special-status wildlife species that occur 

or have potential to occur on site was modeled to help 

evaluate impacts to habitat for special-status wildlife 

species.” Further, “most of the suitable habitat models 

are based on the vegetation communities found on site, 

but some also incorporated additional information, such 

as slope, distance from known occurrences from survey 

data, and presence of host plants.” Thus, the modeling 

supplemented and was based on actual site-specific data 

and, therefore, represents a comprehensive analysis of 

the on-site conditions of the project site. 
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O3-6: This comment states that the loss of coastal sage scrub 

and chaparral is a major cost because these ecosystems 

consist of biologically important plants and animals. The 

EIR addresses impacts to biological resources in Section 

4.3, Biological Resources. The comment does not raise 

a specific significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

O3-7: This comment states destroying the native environment 

will remove a major source of carbon sequestration and 

will contribute to increased greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions. The EIR adequately addresses this issue. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-5 requires that the proposed 

project plant at least 26,705 trees and at least 237.4 acres 

of bushes and hedges on site. As shown in Table M, 

Estimated Gains and Losses of Sequestered Carbon, in 

Appendix H, Greenhouse Gas Analysis, of the EIR the 

recommended mitigation would ensure that the proposed 

project would result in a net annual reduction of 530.70 MT 

CO2e in GHG emissions. Therefore, the project would 

fully mitigate for the loss of sequestered carbon on site. 

O3-8: This comment restates information from the EIR 

regarding mitigation ratios for impacts to vernal pools. 

The comment questions the effectiveness of the 

mitigation measures and states that mitigation measures 

must be “real, additional, observable, enforceable, and 
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located in San Diego County.” The comment expresses 

the commenter’s opinion that mitigation must “add 

additional elements, not just preserve an existing parcel, 

project or species.” 

The comment conflates a recent Court of Appeals ruling 

on the County of San Diego Climate Acton Plan with 

mitigation for direct project impacts to biological 

resources. Implementation of wetland and vernal pool 

restoration and re-creation is a long-accepted form of 

mitigation for impacts to these resources. Such 

restoration plans require a 5-year management and 

monitoring period, with success criteria guiding the 

management following a lengthy permitting process 

whereby the appropriate agencies (i.e., CDFW, ACOE, 

and SDRWQCB) determine the adequacy of mitigation 

sites and ratios. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 states that 

management shall occur in perpetuity, which includes 

monitoring. This is further described in the Preserve 

Management Plan (Appendix P of Appendix D). 

O3-9: This comment states that the EIR fails to address the 

carbon absorbing potential of coastal sage scrub and 

chaparral. The commenter is mistaken. Appendix H 

includes a full discussion of carbon sequestration under 

the title, Landscaping Sequestration and Net 

Gains/Losses in Carbon Emissions. As shown in Table 

M, Estimated Gains and Losses of Sequestered Carbon,  
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included in Appendix H, implementation of Mitigation 

Measure GHG-5 would ensure that the proposed project 

results in a net annual reduction of 530.70 MT CO2e in 

GHG emissions. Therefore, the project would fully 

mitigate for the loss of sequestered carbon on site. 

O3-10: This comment states the proposed project would produce 

massive amounts of GHGs during construction, operation, 

and with vehicle miles traveled that cannot be fully 

compensated for. Each of the recommended mitigation 

measures, which require on-site construction or operational 

changes to the proposed project, would ensure that the 

proposed project reduces all GHG emissions below a level 

of significance as required by CEQA. Therefore, this issue 

is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

O3-11: This comment states that merely listing mitigation 

measures without calculating the degree to which each 

mitigation measure reduces GHG is specious and 

deceptive. Tables 4.7-10, GHG Emissions with On-Site 

Mitigation, Preferred Land Use Plan with School, and 

4.7-11, GHG Emissions with On-Site Mitigation, Land 

Use Plan Without School, in Section 4.7, Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions, include a full overview of the reduction 

calculations of the proposed mitigation. Additional 

detail is provided in Appendix H to demonstrate how the 

measures reduce GHG emissions. 
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O3-12: This comment indicates that the proposed project is 

inconsistent with state and regional GHG reduction 

goals. Contrary to that statement, the EIR demonstrates 

that the proposed project, after implementation of the 

recommended mitigation, would not result in a 

significant GHG emission impact. Therefore, the 

proposed project would not conflict with state and 

regional GHG reduction goals.  

Moreover, as explained in Section 4.7.5.2, Threshold 2: 

Consistency with Applicable Plan, of the EIR, satisfaction 

of the per capita GHG threshold, which was developed 

based on the demographic and land use forecasts in the 

Santee General Plan, quantitatively demonstrates that the 

proposed project would conform to the GHG reduction 

targets identified in the Sustainable Santee Plan and help 

the City meet its GHG reduction commitments in 

furtherance of state and regional goals. 

O3-13: This comment attacks the validity of the Sustainable 

Santee Plan, which was approved by the City on January 

8, 2020. For clarification, the Sustainable Santee Plan 

does not rely on Screening Tables (see Chapter 5, 

Tracking Tools, explaining replacement of the Screening 

Tables with Climate Action Plan Consistency 

Checklist). Further, the February 7, 2020, lawsuit filed 

by Preserve Wild Santee, Climate Action Campaign, and 

the Center for Biological Diversity challenging the City’s 
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adoption of the Sustainable Santee Plan and certification 

of the related Environmental Impact Report (Preserve 

Wild Santee et al. v. City of Santee, San Diego Superior 

Court Case No. 37-2020-00007331-CU-TT-CTL) has 

been settled. The lawsuit was dismissed, with prejudice, 

on July 8, 2020. Because the comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR, no 

further response is required. 

O3-14: This comment alleges that the EIR’s GHG analysis of 

the proposed project relies on Screening Tables included 

in the Sustainable Santee Plan. The comment is 

incorrect. As explained in detail in Section 4.7.3, 

Thresholds of Significance, the per capita GHG 

threshold was customized for the purposes of this 

analysis to address new development projects in the 

City; it did not rely on a point-based system to analyze 

the proposed project’s GHG emissions. See also 

response to comment O3-13. 
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O3-15: This comment attacks the validity of the Sustainable 

Santee Plan. The comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. Please also see response to 

comment O3-13. 

O3-16: This comment attacks the validity of the Sustainable 

Santee Plan. Please refer to response to comment O3-13, 

which addresses the status of the prior Sustainable Santee 

Plan litigation.  

CEQA requires that an EIR consider whether 

implementation of a proposed project would conflict with 

an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of reducing GHG emissions. As part of the 

analysis required to respond to that question, Table 4.7-

13, Sustainable Santee Plan Community GHG Reduction 

Strategies (After Mitigation), was included in the EIR to 

demonstrate that the proposed project, following 

implementation of the recommended mitigation 

measures, would be consistent with the applicable 

reduction strategies of the Sustainable Santee Plan. 
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O3-17: This comment alleges deficiencies in the Sustainable 

Santee Plan. Please refer to response to comments O3-

12, O3-13, O3-14, and O3-16, which address the 

proposed project’s GHG analysis and the validity of the 

Sustainable Santee Plan.  

O3-18: This comment is a summary of the EIR’s VMT analysis 

and the conclusions of that analysis. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

O3-19: This comment repeats the proposed project’s 

construction GHG emissions. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

O3-20: This comment repeats the EIR’s overview of the proposed 

project’s landscape maintenance needs. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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O3-21: This comment incorrectly states that the EIR fails to 

address the potential impacts caused by landscaping 

equipment. Mitigation Measure AIR-10 requires that the 

applicant or its designee shall provide evidence to the City 

that the design plans for residential structures include 

electrical outlets in the front and rear of the structure to 

facilitate use of electrical lawn and garden equipment. 

O3-22: This comment discusses the City’s adoption of a 

Community Choice Energy program. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

O3-23: This comment repeats the EIR’s conclusions regarding 

the potential GHG emissions impacts associated with the 

proposed project prior to implementation of 

recommended mitigation. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

O3-24: The comment criticizes the fact that the proposed project 

would include six open gas fireplaces, but fails to note that 

Mitigation Measure GHG-4 requires that the proposed 

project includes all electric homes, thereby prohibiting 

gas fireplaces in any of the residential units. The six 

allowed fireplaces, which are limited to the community 
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areas of the villages by PDF-AQ/GHG-1, were included 

in the proposed project’s pre-mitigation GHG emissions 

analysis. As explained thoroughly in the EIR, the 

recommended mitigation measures would ensure that the 

proposed project reduces all GHG emissions below a 

level of significance as required by CEQA. Therefore, this 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

O3-25: This comment provides the natural gas emissions from 

the proposed project prior to the implementation of 

mitigation. This comment overlooks the fact that 

Mitigation Measure GHG-4 requires that the proposed 

project include all-electric homes. Tables N and O in 

Appendix H demonstrate that implementation of this 

mitigation significantly reduces the energy demand of 

the proposed project. 
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O3-26: This comment provides the commenter’s view on natural 

gas. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O3-27: This comment alleges that the EIR includes “false 

mitigation” and references the inclusion of hedges and 

bike lanes as examples. Contrary to the comment’s 

statements, the EIR includes a number of valid 

mitigation measures, each of which helps ensure that the 

proposed project reduces all GHG emissions below a 

level of significance as required by CEQA. Therefore, 

this issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. In addition, 

please refer to Thematic Response – 2017 Scoping Plan. 

O3-28: This comment incorrectly states that the EIR concludes the 

proposed project would result in a potentially significant 

GHG emissions impact. In fact, the EIR demonstrates that 

the recommended mitigation measures would ensure the 

proposed project reduces all GHG emissions below a level 

of significance as required by CEQA. 

O3-29: This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Per the explanation in 

Section 4.16.5, Transportation, Project Impacts and 

Mitigation Measure, the applicant has privately funded 
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the PSR-PDS, with an attachment included in the 

appendix to the Transportation Impact Analysis 

(Appendix N). Per the PSR-PDS included in Appendix 

N, the applicant has entered into an agreement with 

Caltrans to identify operational improvements to SR-52 

that are intended to relieve congestion.  

O3-30: This comment is a summary of the SR-52 impacts and 

mitigation discussion in the EIR. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

O3-31: This comment is a summary of the SR-52 impacts and 

mitigation discussion in the EIR. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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O3-32: This comment states that the EIR does not provide a 

description of how improvements to SR-52 will be 

funded or if such improvements will be made. Per the 

explanation in Section 4.16.5, Project Impacts and 

Mitigation Measure, the applicant has privately funded 

the PSR-PDS, with an attachment included in the 

appendix to the Transportation Impact Analysis 

(Appendix N). Per the PSR-PDS included in the 

appendix, the applicant has entered into an agreement 

with Caltrans to identify operational improvements to 

SR-52 that are intended to relieve congestion. 

O3-33: This comment states that the EIR provides no mention of 

or increase in public transportation in the vicinity of the 

proposed project. Section 15.2 of the Transportation 

Impact Analysis (Appendix N) discusses transit in relation 

to the project site. The Transportation Impact Analysis did 

not assume any increase in transit service to the site in the 

forecasting of project trips the site would generate. 

O3-34: This comment states the conclusions of the EIR that 

impacts to SR-52 are significant and unavoidable. Per 

the explanation in Section 4.16.5, Project Impacts and 

Mitigation Measure, the applicant has privately funded 

the PSR-PDS as provided in the appendix to the 

Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N). Per the 

PSR-PDS included in the Appendix N, the applicant has 

entered into an agreement with Caltrans to identify 
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operational improvements to SR-52 that are intended to 

relieve congestion. 

O3-35: This comment commends the EIR for recommending 

more fireproof construction. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

O3-36: This comment states building standards are insufficient 

to prevent fire injuries and losses. The City requires 

projects like the proposed project to provide a fire 

protection system, not simply rely on building standards. 

Ignition-resistant building standards do perform quite 

well at protecting structures, particularly when ember-

resistant vents are applied, from direct flame ignitions 

and airborne ember penetration and interior ignition. 

However, in addition to these requirements, the Fire 

Protection Plan (Appendix P1) details a fire protection 

system that includes landscape restrictions, customized 

fuel modification zones, access to code, fast fire and 

medical emergency response, water availability to code, 

ongoing maintenance and monitoring, and funded 

enforcement. The Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1) 

considers the type of fire hazards and risks unique to the 

site and provides a customized, layered, and redundant 

system of fire protection features to address them. Please 

refer to Thematic Response – Fire Protection and Safety 

for details regarding the fire protection and safety 
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features required for the proposed project. The result is 

a project that meets or exceeds applicable codes and is 

appropriately protected from the fire environment in 

which it is located. 

O3-37: This comment recommends the restriction of all 

development within areas of the project site designated 

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Please refer to 

Thematic Responses – Fire Protection and Safety and 

Fire Ignition and Risk for a more detailed discussion of 

how projects can be built safely and risk reduced to 

acceptable levels within Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zones. It is important to understand that the Very High 

Fire Hazard Severity Zone designation does not equate 

to a restriction on development; however, it does require 

development to incorporate specific protection features, 

including Chapter 7A of the California Building Code’s 

ignition-resistant construction materials and methods. 

Additionally, this comment inaccurately states that 

numerous structures built to the same ignition-resistance 

level as those planned for the proposed project have been 

lost in recent fires. While the homes referred to may have 

had some ignition-resistant features, they did not include 

a system of protection, nor did they include ember 

resistant vents, which are features the proposed project 

would be required to include. Embers are the leading 

cause of wildfire-caused structure losses. Ember-

resistant vents would drastically reduce potential  
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exposure and structure ignitions, particularly on the 

project site, where the combined fire protection system 

would provide large separation between structures and the 

wildland areas and ongoing maintenance would occur to 

ensure the intended landscape/ Fuel Modification Zone 

functions. These designations equate to the need to apply 

Chapter 7A of the Building Code, which results in ignition 

resistant exteriors. With the addition of these features, 

along with the ember-resistant vents and the system of fire 

protection planned for the proposed project, the 

development would be appropriately protected and the 

potential risk would be reduced to acceptable levels. 

O3-38: This comment states that, due to the proposed project’s 

proximity to open space regional parks and military 

lands, the project site is at great risk for wildfire. The 

commenter is referred to the Thematic Responses – Fire 

Protection and Safety and Fire Ignition and Risk. The 

proposed project’s Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1) 

has contemplated recurring wildfire and has designed a 

fire protection system that would appropriately protect 

the community and its assets. 

O3-39: This comment states that the EIR does not adequately 

address the increased risk of wildfire for the proposed 

project given climate change projections. It is 

speculative to assume climate change will have a 

significant impact on fire behavior in Southern 
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California, specifically given recent research that 

suggests that there will not be as significant of an impact 

on Southern California shrublands as is anticipated in the 

coniferous forests of the Sierra Nevada and Northern 

California.1 Indeed, the researchers demonstrated that 

drier conditions in California’s forests will certainly 

increase potential for large, severe fires there; in 

Southern California shrublands, however, the impact 

will be significantly less, owing to the fact that the region 

already experiences a severe annual drought.  

Additionally, if climate change results in a condition that 

makes it more likely that ignitions will occur, it could 

potentially cause large areas of chaparral to type-convert 

into grasslands. In that case, contradicting the comment’s 

assertion that fire hazard and risk would increase, more 

frequent fires occurring at the project site would cause the 

shrub vegetation to convert to flashy fuels. Flashy fuel-

dominated landscapes may be more prone to ignitions, but 

the resulting wildfires would be less intense and produce 

much lower flame lengths than shrub fuels, on the order 

of three to five times or more shorter flame lengths and 

fire intensity. Therefore, the comment confuses the long-

term impact of climate changes and refutes previously 

referenced research that indicates that impacts in 

Southern California shrublands are expected to be 

significantly less than in higher elevations. 

                                                 
1 Keeley, J., and A. Syphard. 2016. “Climate Change and Future Fire Regimes: Examples from California.” Geosciences 6:37. 14pp.  
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O3-40: This comment states a specific area of concern is the 

Vineyard Village of the proposed project given its 

elevated topography, surrounding vegetation, and 

direction of egress toward a Santa Ana-driven wildfire. 

The Vineyard Village has been planned to be appropriate 

for the fire environment in which it is located. Fuel 

Modification Zones have been increased by 50 percent 

to account for the chaparral occurring on some of the 

slopes below the development area. All of the required 

ignition resistant features are planned for this site, and 

ember-resistant vents would be mandated, which would 

result in a hardened village that addresses the higher 

hazard and reduces risk to acceptable levels. Please refer 

to Thematic Response – Fire Protection and Safety for 

more information regarding how the proposed project is 

protected from anticipated fire events.  

Regarding evacuation, the comment expresses confusion 

regarding the evacuation routes for Vineyard Village 

residents by suggesting that evacuees would need to 

drive into a Santa Ana wind-driven fire. While it is true 

that a small percentage of residents would travel a short 

distance to the east/northeast, they would be completely 

within the development footprint, essentially a protected 

corridor, and not exposed to wildland fuels, to access the 

evacuation route. Once on the evacuation route, 

residents would travel west (away from an approaching 

Santa Ana wind-driven fire) and then south out of the 
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area. Please refer to the Thematic Response – 

Evacuation for more information on how evacuations are 

planned and implemented in the City of Santee and the 

County of San Diego. 

O3-41: This comment states evacuation of the proposed project is 

infeasible due to an already overburdened City circulation 

system, as well as an increased burden from residents of 

neighboring communities who may also need to evacuate 

using the proposed project’s primary evacuation routes, 

SR-52 and Mast Boulevard. Evacuations are fluid events 

that require real-time information and the ability to 

change approaches in a short time frame. San Diego 

County Sheriff’s Department, Office of Emergency 

Services, fire agencies, and all related agencies and 

organizations have a long track record of successful, large 

evacuations, and hundreds of millions of dollars have 

been invested in emergency-aiding technology and 

resources toward provisions for safe evacuations. The 

commenter’s opinion that the provided and existing road 

system would be inadequate for evacuation is not 

supported by data. The commenter is referred to Thematic 

Response – Evacuation regarding how evacuations are 

planned and implemented in the City of Santee and 

County of San Diego. 

O3-42: This comment states that the EIR suggests that the 

proposed project would install overhead power lines that 

could increase the risk of wildfire on the project site, and  
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inquires about the status of power lines to be constructed for 

the proposed project. The proposed project would 

underground all power lines, as stated in Appendix P1, Fire 

Protection Plan, specifically Section 3, No. 3. The passage 

regarding power lines that the comment quotes is actually a 

significance threshold question used to assess whether a 

project may introduce potential fire ignition sources. As 

previously stated, in Appendix P1, specifically Sections 3 

and 6.2.17, all power lines would be underground and would 

not be a potential ignition source. 

O3-43: This comment contains inconsistent statements 

regarding information provided in the EIR. The EIR 

provides substantial evidence to support its findings, as 

demonstrated in Sections 4.1 through 4.18. As 

summarized in Section 1.0 Executive Summary, Table 

1-1, Proposed Project Environmental Impacts and 

Mitigation Measures, the EIR provides mitigation 

measures that would reduce impacts to biological 

resources; cultural and tribal cultural resources; geology, 

soils, and paleontological resources; GHG emissions; 

and hazards and hazardous materials to below a level of 

significance. The EIR also provides mitigation measures 

that would reduce some, but not all, impacts to air 

quality, noise, transportation, utilities and service 

systems, and recreation. Please refer to responses to 

comments O3-2 through O3-42. 
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Comment Letter O4: California Chaparral Institute, July 13, 2020 

 

O4-1: The comment claims that if approved, the City would be 

making a fatal mistake. The opinion expressed by the 

commenter is noted but lacks substantiation by 

supporting data. The proposed project’s Fire Protection 

Plan (Appendix P1) provides a detailed and robust fire 

protection system that is similar to but more robust than 

other master planned communities’ systems that have 

performed very well when faced with wildfire (e.g., 

Cielo in Rancho Santa Fe, 4S Ranch in San Diego, 

Serrano Heights in Anaheim Hills, Stephenson Ranch in 

Valencia, and others). No further response is required. 

O4-2: This comment states that the proposed project in Santee, 

California, is similar to historical fire patterns in Santa 

Rosa, California. Please refer to Thematic Responses – 

Fire Protection and Safety and Northern California 

Contrast for comprehensive descriptions of these 

important topics. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

O4-3: This comment compares the City of Santa Rosa’s 

conclusion regarding the Fountaingrove II development, 

specifically loose interpretations on general plan goals 

and policies, poorly prepared environmental analysis,  
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 and erroneous conclusion that generated vague 

conditions and requirements, to the proposed project. 

The comment provides the commenter’s opinion and 

background information for a Northern California 

community. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O4-4: This comment cites the number of deaths and damaged 

structures that resulted from the 2017 Tubbs Fire, which 

occurred in the Fountaingrove II community, and 

compares the proposed project’s safety features and fuel 

treatments to those prescribed for the Fountaingrove II 

development. The comment incorrectly states that the 

fire protection features provided in the Fountaingrove II 

development are similar to those proposed for the 

proposed project. The Fountaingrove II development 

was built in the early 2000s and included basic exterior 

features that help protect against direct flame and heat 

contact. However, the Fountaingrove II development did 

not have ember-resistant vents, a critical component to 

protection structures from wildfire. This was the reason 

these homes were lost. Please refer to the Thematic 

Response – Northern California Contrast for more 

details on why the 2017 Tubbs Fire and other Northern 

California fires are not appropriately compared to the 

proposed project. Please also refer to Thematic Response 
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– Fire Protection and Safety for details on the fire 

protection system required for the proposed project, and 

note that these same requirements were not in place in 

the Fountaingrove II development. The protection of the 

proposed project’s residents and assets was 

comprehensively analyzed and adequately addressed in 

the EIR. No further response is required. 

O4-5: This comment states that the 2003 Cedar Fire occurred 

on the project site, which demonstrates the risks 

associated with building in an area that has a history of 

fire. As detailed in the Fire Protection Plan (Appendix 

P1), and in the comment, the analysis considered the 

area’s fire history and fire behavior based on site-

specific fire environment inputs among the 

comprehensive fire environment assessment factors. 

Based on that fire history, Section 2.2.7 of the Fire 

Protection Plan (Appendix P1) states that the site will 

experience wildfire again, and because of that, the 

proposed project has incorporated design features that 

have demonstrated minimizing wildfire exposure and 

impacts to persons and property. Many wildfires occur 

within the same footprints that they occurred previously, 

largely because there are available vegetative fuels to 

facilitate fire spread. For example, the 2017 Tubbs Fire 

followed in almost the exact same footprint as the 1964 

Hanley Fire. What differed from 1964 and 2017 was the 

number of fire-prone homes that were built in the area. 
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Had these homes been built with fire-resistant materials, 

such as those required by Chapter 7A of the California 

Fire Code, and included the ember-resistant vents the 

proposed project would be mandated to use, it is highly 

unlikely that the level of devastation would have been 

the same. Please refer to the Thematic Response – Fire 

Protection and Safety for additional details regarding the 

wildfire protection features customized for the proposed 

project. The comment raises no new issues that have not 

been adequately addressed in the EIR. No additional 

response is necessary. 

O4-6: This comment states the proposed project does not 

incorporate key scientific findings on the influence of 

human communities on wildfire, recorded observations 

of recent historical wildfire event patterns, the public 

interest in preserving the aesthetic beauty of native 

ecosystems, and protecting individual rights to life, 

liberty and property. Please refer to Thematic Response 

– Ignition and Risk regarding the referenced research on 

human influence. The research cited and additional work 

by the referenced authors does not specifically consider 

the types of fire protection features required for the 

proposed project, and in fact, indicate that these features 

significantly reduce risk. The comment raises no new 

issues that have not been adequately addressed in the 

EIR. Therefore, no additional response is necessary. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 
 

Final Revised EIR 4-O4-5 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

O4-7: This comment quotes fire ecologist Jon Keeley and 

states the approval of the proposed project would put 

individuals closer to dangerous fuels. This comment 

continues the comparison of the 2017 Tubbs Fire in 

Northern California, where fire-vulnerable homes that 

were not built to the ignition- and ember-resistant levels 

of that required in the City were lost. Please refer to 

response to comments O4-5 and O4-6 for additional 

details regarding the differences between these fire 

environments and that of the proposed project. Please 

also refer to Thematic Responses – Fire Protection and 

Safety and Northern California Contrast for 

comprehensive descriptions of these important topics. 

This comment raises no new issues that have not been 

adequately addressed in the EIR. Therefore, no 

additional response is necessary. 

O4-8: This comment states that the proposed project’s Fire 

Protection Plan (Appendix P1) does not evaluate the 

cause of nearly all fatalities and damages associated with 

fires, specifically windblown embers. The comment 

appears to ignore the numerous references to and analysis 

of airborne embers in the Fire Protection Plan (Appendix 

P1) that identify this wildfire issue as one of the priority 

concerns for protection structures. Flying embers, along 

with other potential fire threats to the proposed project 

structures, have been evaluated and addressed/disclosed 

in the Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1). For example, 
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embers are mentioned 270 times in the Fire Protection 

Plan, including in Section 6.4.1, where it states that 

embers are one of two primary concerns for the site’s 

structures. Because the comment provides inaccurate 

information and ignores the EIR’s extensive analysis 

regarding airborne embers, the comment raises no new 

issues and requires no additional response. 

O4-9: This comment states that all inhabitable structures in the 

VHFHSZ should include both interior and exterior 

sprinkler systems. While exterior fire sprinklers may 

have some application in forested areas to protect 

individual homes and buildings, they have not been 

considered for application on a master planned 

community like the proposed project because they are 

not necessary. Per Thematic Response – Fire Protection 

and Safety and the Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1), 

the potential fire issues regarding direct flame 

impingement, radiant and/or convective heat, and 

airborne embers are all addressed through the fire 

protection system. Interior fire sprinklers are effective, 

and contrary to the comment’s downplaying, are very 

effective as a redundant back up should an ember blow 

into a house from an inadvertent window that was left 

open. Interior sprinklers are out of the weather, in 

controlled spaces, and are easily tested. Exterior 

sprinklers would require high maintenance, regular 

testing and inspection, and are not tested and approved  
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 for this application, besides being unnecessary to protect 

master planned community structures. Where they are 

effective, on individual homes that lack appropriate 

ignition and ember resistance and fuel modification 

zones, they may be a consideration as they would 

provide a level of protection and compensation for the 

vulnerabilities. This comment provides an opinion 

regarding additional fire protection that is not justified or 

necessitated at the site. It raises no new issues that have 

not been adequately addressed in the EIR. Therefore, no 

additional response is necessary. 

O4-10: This comment references Comment Letter O7 (Preserve 

Wild Santee, July 13, 2020), and states support for the 

comments made in that letter. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Please refer to responses to Comment Letter O7, 

which address the issues raised in this comment. 

O4-11: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter O5: California Native Plant Society, July 13, 2020 

 

O5-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O5-2: This comment states that the proposed project footprint 

would constrain public safety and public resources and asks 

that a full conservation alternative be analyzed. In addition, 

the comment states that an environmentally superior 

alternative suggested by the California Native Plant Society 

(CNPS) in a Notice of Preparation (NOP) letter in 2018 was 

not considered. The EIR analyzes five alternatives selected 

for evaluation to represent a reasonable range of potentially 

feasible alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the 

basic project objectives but would avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed project 

in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6. A 

full conservation alternative would fail to meet all the project 

objectives and not comply with the aforementioned CEQA 

Guidelines. The environmentally superior alternative 

requested in the CNPS 2018 NOP letter details an alternative 

“that focuses on a single, compact development, with the 

perimeter for the brush management zone minimized. The 

project site contains substantial, high value wildlands, and a 

simple design to preserve them would be useful. As the 

wildlife agencies have asked for something similar, please 
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include an analysis of this project alternative in the DREIR.” 

The EIR analyzed a similar alternative, the Modified 

Development Alternative, in which development would be 

compacted in the southern half of the project site, 

minimizing the brush management perimeter. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. The EIR analyzes the 

biological resources (Section 4.3), greenhouse gas emissions 

(Section 4.7), and wildfire (Section 4.18) impacts of the 

proposed project and mitigates all impacts to less than 

significant in compliance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15126.4. In addition, please refer to Thematic Response – 

2017 Scoping Plan regarding this topic.  

O5-3: This comment states that the commenter supports the No 

Project Alternative and an opinion that there is little 

demand for high-end, low-density housing. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O5-4: This comment states an opinion that the proposed project 

is designed for a twentieth century vision of the future 

and that it fails to take seriously the current legislative 

and regulatory guidance on issues including climate 

change, wildfire, or loss of wild species. The City of 

Santee (City) disagrees with the second portion of the 

comment. The EIR considers all applicable legislative 

and regulatory guidance. In compliance with CEQA, the 
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EIR analyzes all environmental impacts in accordance 

with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G questions related to 

Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Section 4.18, 

Wildfire; and Section 4.3, Biological Resources. Every 

EIR section includes a regulatory framework discussion 

to illustrate the most current and relevant legislation. 

O5-5: The comment states that the survey data from 2004 for 

special-status plants is inadequate and questions how 

many plants have died and/or grown in the following 16 

years given the drought conditions over that time. The 

comment suggests that there are potentially fewer 

species/individuals left to be impacted than were 

recorded in 2004.  

As described in Section 4.3.1.4, Sensitive Biological 

Resources, through discussions between the City and 

resource agencies, it was determined that the 2004 plant 

surveys were useful for analysis purposes because they 

occurred right after the Cedar Fire, which burned years 

of debris, allowing the ground to be the most visible it 

could be; appropriate rainfall during the winter 

following the fire allowed for good growth of these 

species; and periods of subsequent growth of non-native 

annual grasses combined with drought left the project 

site in a current condition that was densely covered by a 

debris layer that created poor survey visibility. It was 

determined that follow-up surveys would likely result in  
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fewer detections; therefore, the 2004 surveys were 

considered to be the most conservative existing dataset and 

were used for analysis. Although comprehensive surveys 

for special-status plants were not conducted in 2016 

(surveys focused only on willowy monardella where 

observations had been previously recorded), spot-

checking previously detected locations confirmed 

continued presence of populations (See Section 4.5.2, 

Special-Status Plants of Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report). 

O5-6: The comment states that survey areas 27 and 28 were not 

surveyed for special-status plants and that this is 

described in Appendix D, pages 64–66.  

The comment is referring to Table 3-1 in Appendix D, 

Biological Resources Technical Report, which includes 

survey conditions for rare plant survey areas 1–26. The 

rare plant survey was broken down into 26 survey areas 

that covered all on-site areas of the project site. The rare 

plant survey only included 26 survey areas. It should be 

noted that also included in Table 3-1 are the 28 survey 

areas for Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha 

quino), but these are unrelated to the 26 rare plant survey 

areas. There are 13.44 acres of off-site impacts that were 

not surveyed for special-status plants, but in accordance 

with Mitigation Measure BIO-6, the area would be 

surveyed prior to construction and avoidance, 
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minimization, and mitigation would be required if 

special-status plants were found. 

O5-7: With respect to plants, the comment states that on page 

583 in Appendix D, the map shows two section 22’s and 

multiple unlabeled survey areas around Survey Area 21. 

The comment infers that this means the entire site was 

not surveyed for special-status plants.  

First, Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical 

Report, page 583, is a focused survey report for Quino 

checkerspot butterfly and is not related to special-status 

plants. Second, all on-site areas on the project site were 

surveyed for special-status plants as discussed in Section 

3.2.5, Special-Status Plant Species, of Appendix D. 

There are 13.44 acres of off-site impacts that were not 

surveyed for special-status plants, but in accordance with 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6, the area would be surveyed 

prior to construction, and avoidance, minimization, and 

mitigation would be required if special-status plants 

were found. 

O5-8: The comment states that thread-leaved brodiaea 

(Brodiaea filifolia) was not surveyed for during the 

special-status plant survey. The comment also states that 

the survey dates for Orcutt’s brodiaea (Brodiaea 

orcuttii) were not recorded in the EIR. The comment 

continues and asks how many other focused surveys 

were performed and what their results were. 
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Surveys for thread-leaved brodiaea were conducted 

during the blooming period for the species, but none 

were observed. The focused surveys conducted on the 

project site are described in Section 3.2 of Appendix D, 

Biological Resources Technical Report. The dates of 

each special-status plant survey are included in Table 3-

1 in Section 3.1 of Appendix D, Biological Resources 

Technical Report.  

The EIR summarizes site-specific surveys in Section 

4.3.1.1, Biological Survey Methods. As described 

therein, a substantial amount of field studies were 

conducted, including over 760 person days of site-wide 

and focused surveys on the project site, including a 

focused survey exclusively for willowy monardella 

(Monardella viminea), rare plants (40 person-days) and 

eight sensitive wildlife species, including Quino 

checkerspot butterfly (413 person-days), burrowing owl 

(Athene cunicularia; 17 person-days), coastal California 

gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica; 118 

person-days), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus; 10 

person-days for riparian birds collectively), 

southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii 

extimus), coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus 

brunneicapillus sandiegensis; 3 person-days), San 

Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis; 40 

person-days for fairy shrimp collectively), Riverside 

fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni), Hermes copper 
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butterfly (Lycaena hermes; 75 person-days plus 15 

person-days in 2020), and western spadefoot (Spea 

hammondii; 3 person-days plus the U.S. Geological 

Survey survey). In addition, previous wetland 

jurisdictional delineations (22 person-days plus 

additional surveys in 2020) were updated and verified. 

These surveys are further described in Section 3, Survey 

Methodologies, of Appendix D, Biological Resources 

Technical Report. Survey results are presented in 

Section 4.3.1.2, General Biological Survey Results; 

Section 4.3.1.3, Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources; 

Section 4.3.1.4, Special Biological Resources; and 

Section 4.3.1.5, Wildlife Corridors and Habitat 

Linkages, in the EIR. 

O5-9: The comment questions why ashy spike-moss 

(Selaginella cinerascens), a California Rare Plant Rank 

(CRPR) 4.2, was not mapped during special-status plant 

surveys, when San Diego County viguiera (Viguiera 

laciniata), also a CRPR 4.2, was mapped. As stated in 

Section 5.1.2 of Appendix D, Biological Resources 

Technical Report, the CRPR List 4 species mapped on 

site are fairly common in that area of the County of San 

Diego (County) and are not considered significantly rare. 

Impacts to the CRPR List 4 species observed in the study 

area were not considered significant. Thus, impacts to 

ashy spike-moss are not considered significant. As noted 

in Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report, 

Table 5-3, Summary of Direct Impacts to Special-Status 
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Plant Species within the Project Area, due to their 

prevalence on site and the fact that the species has a 

CRPR of 4, ashy spike-moss was not mapped. San Diego 

County viguiera was mapped because, at the time, there 

was consideration of seeking coverage for it under that 

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan due to the apparent 

numbers on site. Other CRPR List 4 species (San Diego 

sagewort [Artemisia palmeri], small-flowered morning-

glory [Convolvulus simulans], Palmer’s grapplinghook 

[Harpagonella palmeri], graceful tarplant [Holocarpha 

virgata ssp. elongata], California adder’s tongue 

[Ophioglossum californicum], chaparral rein orchid 

[Piperia cooperi], and Engelmann oak [Quercus 

engelmannii]) were mapped due to their rarity on site. 

Thus, the lack of mapping the precise occurrences does 

not affect the significance analysis under CEQA. 

O5-10: The comment states that it was not possible to survey for 

Campbell’s liverwort (Geothallus tuberosus), a CRPR 

List 1B species, in 2004 because, prior to 2017, there 

were no photographs of the species and the habitat 

descriptions that existed at that time were incorrect. 

Additionally, Campbell’s liverwort and bottle liverwort 

(Sphaerocarpos drewei), also a CRPR List 1B species, 

are only visible from December to March, outside of the 

2004 survey window.  

The comment, when providing input on the County Otay 

Ranch Village 14 and Otay Ranch Village 13 EIRs, as 
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with this comment, notes that there had been 

misinformation given by CNPS regarding what 

constituted suitable habitat for Campbell’s liverwort. 

The comment then describes both species as occurring 

on undisturbed cryptogamic crusts and old, open 

chaparral, and perched water tables (CNPS 2018, 2019). 

Perched water tables on the project site only occur in the 

valley where the vernal pools and other ponded features 

are located—none of these occur within old, open 

chaparral or chaparral at all. As noted in Appendix M of 

the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix 

D), the assessment in the potential to occur table for 

these species was that they had low potential to occur. 

Regardless, two biologists who were trained to identify 

Campbell’s liverwort by the commenter surveyed in and 

near the vernal pool areas in April 2020 while obtaining 

additional wetland delineation data on the vernal pools 

(see Dudek, USACE 2020 for a subset of the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers Aquatic Resource Delineation 

Report for the proposed project). The 2020 surveys were 

performed during a second wet pulse, and conditions 

were suitable for detection (i.e., saturated) throughout 

the survey period. Surveys included vernal pools and 

other basin-like depressions in the largest concentration 

of the highest quality natural pools on the project site 

(see Figure 5 in Dudek, USACE 2020). The two 

liverwort species were not incidentally observed during 

the 2020 survey effort in these more suitable portions of 
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the project site. It should also be noted that, since their 

training on Campbell’s liverwort, these biologists have 

identified new occurrences of this species in the County, 

including naturally recolonizing occurrences at a vernal 

pool restoration site that was entirely recontoured. Based 

on the negative results in the vernal pool area on the 

project site and lack of perched water elsewhere, the low 

potential to occur conclusion remains unchanged. 

 Finally, 14 CCR Section 15204 provides, “CEQA does not 

require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all 

research, study, and experimentation recommended or 

demanded by commenters.” The adequacy of an EIR is 

determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible. 

O5-11: The comment questions why surveys for Campbell’s 

liverwort were not conducted. See response to comment 

O5-10. 

O5-12: The comment questions if special-status plants would be 

missed by surveying in the spring and not in the summer 

or fall. Appendix M of Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report, evaluates the potential for 

each special-status plant species known to occur in the 

surrounding region whether or not they were detected 

during the surveys. 

 All of the special-status plants that are known to occur 

within the vicinity of the proposed project and bloom in 

fall or summer are either (1) not expected to occur or 
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have a low potential to occur for reasons such as no 

suitable vegetation is present, suitable soils are not 

present, the site is outside of the known elevation range 

of the plant, or it is outside of the geographic range of 

the species (i.e., the plant occurs on the coast), or (2) the 

plant would have been observed if present because it is 

a shrub that is detectable during the survey time frames.  

O5-13: The comment questions what would happen to the 

145.51-acre surplus of land in the Habitat Preserve if 

restoration of vegetation communities is successful. The 

comment also questions what would happen if more than 

145.51 acres is permanently impacted by accident.  

The 145.51-acre surplus land in the Habitat Preserve 

would remain conserved regardless of whether or not it 

is used to compensate for temporary impacts.  

The second part of the comment’s question is unclear. It 

should be noted that all permanent and temporary 

impacts resulting from project implementation to 

sensitive vegetation communities would be mitigated 

according to the ratios determined in the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan, and impacts would be reduced to a 

less than significant level in accordance with CEQA. 

Additionally, the 145.51-acre surplus of lands in the 

Habitat Preserve would only be used to mitigate for 

temporary impacts if in-place restoration is not  
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considered appropriate or deemed infeasible. It is unlikely 

that restoration of all temporary impact areas, which include 

manufactured slopes adjacent to the Habitat Preserve and 

grading buffers that would be revegetated following 

construction, would be feasible. Thus, the 145.51-acre 

surplus of lands is enough to mitigate all temporary impact 

areas deemed inappropriate for in-place restoration. 

O5-14: The comment asks how mitigation measures related to 

narrow endemic plant species are enforceable if the 

measures follow the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan 

(note: the comment refers to this mitigation measure as 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3 in the EIR, but it is 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4 in the Biological Resources 

Technical Report [Appendix D]; see Table 6-1).  

The mitigation measure related to narrow endemic 

species applies the mitigation goals (i.e., 80 percent 

conservation of the species either through conservation 

or translocation outlined in the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan). However, the mitigation measure does 

not rely on the plan to be implemented. Mitigation 

Measure BIO-4 in the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D) requires that 80 percent of the 

species impacted by conserved and/or translocated and 

conserved. An Upland Restoration Plan (Appendix Q of 

Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report) 

discusses appropriate methods for plant salvage and/or 
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growing and planting; in general, the impacted 

population of the sensitive plant shall be targeted for 

salvage and translocation in order to meet the 80 percent 

minimum translocation survival rate. Where this is not 

feasible, germination and growing of appropriate genetic 

stock shall occur and be planted on site in suitable 

receptor sites. Success of the translocation program in 

the receptor sites are established such that the plant and 

acreage goals as required in Table 4.3-10 and shall be 

measured through 5 years of monitoring and annual 

reporting to the City. 

O5-15: The comment states the perceived issues with Mitigation 

Measure BIO-4, including boring beetles that affect 

acorn production, slow maturation rates of oaks, and 

climate change, and concludes that the mitigation 

measure is unacceptable and avoidance oak tree removal 

is best. The City agrees that avoidance of oak trees is 

preferable. The Habitat Preserve would include 89 

percent (26.36 acres, approximately 351 individual oak 

trees) of all oak woodland on the project site. Therefore, 

the oak trees conserved in the Habitat Preserve would be 

capable of continuing their normal acorn production. 

Habitat for oak-dependent wildlife species would still be 

provided in the conserved 26.36 acres of oak woodland 

present in the Habitat Preserve. The comment incorrectly 

states that no care for the replanted oak trees would 

occur. The replanted oak trees would be provided care as 
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directed by the Wetland Mitigation Plan (Appendix S to 

Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report).  

The comment states that “established” as a standard of 

mitigation is not acceptable. “Established” was defined in 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4 as 5 years of sustained life 

without the assistance of irrigation and growth rates that 

are similar to those of naturally occurring reference oak 

trees. Adaptive management and remedial measures 

would occur according to the Wetland Mitigation Plan 

(Appendix S to Appendix D, Biological Resources 

Technical Report) and Preserve Management Plan 

(Appendix P to Appendix D, Biological Resources 

Technical Report) to ensure the persistence of oak 

woodland in the Habitat Preserve. Based on the expert 

opinion of the biologists who prepared the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D to the EIR), the 

City has concluded that the mitigation provided in the EIR 

for impacts to oak trees and oak woodland is sufficient to 

reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

O5-16: The comment suggests that Mitigation Measure BIO-6 

be a preconstruction survey for the entire site versus the 

off-site impact areas (note: Mitigation Measure BIO-5 in 

the EIR is the same as Mitigation Measure BIO-6 in the 

Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]). 

The comment continues and states that the number of 

plants being protected is meaningless due to the age of 
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the data, the sloppiness of the surveys, and the changes 

since the survey.  

As described in responses to comments O5-5 and O5-8, 

the special-status plant surveys conducted for the 

proposed project are considered adequate to prepare an 

impact analysis, prescribe appropriate mitigation 

measures in compliance with CEQA, and reach the 

conclusion that the impacts would be less than 

significant after mitigation. 

O5-17: The comment questions how immediately adjacent is 

defined, whether plants would be removed from 

residents’ yards, and how would the mitigation apply to 

private property. Mitigation Measure BIO-6 includes 

land use adjacency guidelines that require that all open 

space slopes immediately adjacent to the Habitat 

Preserve to be planted with native species that reflect the 

adjacent native habitat and that no invasive non-native 

plants shall be introduced into these areas. 

The intent of the mitigation measure is that temporary 

impacts between the development and the Habitat 

Preserve, that is the open space areas, shall be planted 

with native species and that no invasive non-native 

plants shall be planted in these areas. 

In addition to revegetating temporary impacts with 

native species, the proposed project’s Fire Protection 
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Plan (Appendix P1) includes a list of approved plant 

species. Refer to Appendix F of the Fire Protection Plan 

(Appendix P1), which outlines those plants species 

acceptable in the fuel modification zone (FMZ) areas 

that surround the project site and are adjacent to the 

Habitat Preserve. Non-native plants would not be 

removed from off-site residential properties. 

O5-18: The comment questions the use of cactus, poison oak, 

and stinging nettle as a deterrent to incursions into open 

space by domestic pets and people. The comment asks 

who is liable for this mitigation measure, where the 

poison oak will be obtained, and whether the cactus can 

be locally native. The comment also states the rare 

species are expensive and are readily poached, prickly 

pears are destroyed by golf clubs, and nettles are foraged 

for food. The comment continues to state that the site 

needs a ranger to keep domestic pets and people out of 

open space. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9 (which is the same as 

Biological Resources Technical Report Mitigation 

Measure BIO-19) will be revised to clarify that the 

cactus planted would be native and that no poison oak or 

stinging nettle would be used.  

BIO-9: Habitat Preserve Protection. In order to help 

protect against incursions by domestic pets, children, 

or recreationists, brush management zones, 
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temporary impact zones between roadways, 

manufactured slopes in development areas, and open 

space shall be planted with native cactus species, 

poison oak, stinging nettle, and redberry buckthorn 

as appropriate. Native Ccactus shall be planted so 

that it does not hinder fire access, but will be 

clustered so that it discourages or inhibits 

encroachment. An added benefit is that these areas 

eventually could support coastal cactus wren. 

Suitable areas, acreages, and methods are addressed 

within the Preserve Management Plan. 

Plant species that are readily poached and prickly pears 

will not be planted.  

Additionally, an on-site Preserve Management Plan, 

included as Appendix P of the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D), has been prepared for 

the proposed project. One of the main purposes of this 

document is to monitor compatible (and incompatible) 

uses within and adjacent to the Habitat Preserve such 

that effects on biological resources are avoided or 

minimized. The on-site Preserve Management Plan 

would provide monthly monitoring of the overall 

conditions of the Habitat Preserve and determine if any 

management tasks are required. The monitoring would 

include evaluating whether or not the proposed natural 

barriers to the Habitat Preserve are effective or causing 

any issues with human or domestic pets.  
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Questions of the City’s liability related to 

implementation of mitigation measures recommended in 

the EIR are not relevant to the sufficiency of the EIR to 

assess the impacts of the proposed project, the 

significance of impacts, or the effectiveness of 

mitigation measures. Therefore, no further response to 

this aspect of the comment is provided. 

O5-19: The comment questions the EIR’s use of the CEQA 

wildfire specific impact determination trigger threshold 

questions in Section 4.18.3, Thresholds of Significance. 

The EIR’s use of the four trigger threshold questions is 

accurate and required by CEQA. These questions are 

found in Appendix G of the 2019 and 2020 CEQA 

handbook. Prior to 2019, these questions were not part 

of the EIR analysis process. 

O5-20: The comment suggests that the EIR is flawed by not 

addressing potential wildfire risks in the Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials section of the EIR. This section, on 

page 4.8-12, directs the reader to Section 4.18, Wildfire, 

for a comprehensive analysis of potential wildfire 

impacts. As explained in CEQA Guidelines, Appendix 

G, Section XX, Wildfire, for projects proposed in very 

high fire severity zones, a more detailed analysis of 

wildfire risk is required, and the thresholds of 

significance are tailored to the unique risks associated 

with placing people and structures in very high fire risk 
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areas. These thresholds expand on and in some instances 

replicate the wildfire-related thresholds in Appendix G, 

Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

Analyzing and answering the four wildfire specific 

threshold questions in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, 

Section XX, Wildfire, regarding (i) emergency response 

plans, (ii) wildfire risks and exposure of project 

occupants to pollutant concentrations or the uncontrolled 

spread of wildfire, (iii) installation of infrastructure that 

increases risk, and (iv) exposing people to risk of 

downstream flooding or landslides as a result of wildfire, 

necessarily addresses the fire environment and the 

potential risk, including property loss, injury, and death, 

that project occupants may be subject to over the life of 

the proposed project, adequately addresses the proposed 

project’s unique risks associated with placing people and 

structures in a very high fire severity zone. Applying 

these standards, the EIR concludes that the potential 

impacts associated with wildfire, under all applicable 

thresholds, are less than significant. To be clear, the 

proposed project would not expose people or structures, 

either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 

injury or death involving wildland fires. Please refer to 

Section 4.18, Wildfire, and in particular Sections 

4.18.2.1 and 4.18.2.2, which address the state and local 

requirements specifically intended to minimize injuries, 

loss of life, and property damage resulting from fire 

hazards. The wildfire analysis in the EIR addresses in 
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depth the extensive “fire protection features that form a 

redundant system of protection to minimize the 

likelihood of wildfire exposing people or structures to a 

significant risk of loss injury or death involving wildland 

fires.” See also Thematic Responses – Evacuation, 

Ignition and Risk, and Fire Protection and Safety. 

Moreover, the 2020 Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1) 

analyzes the proposed project’s impact from and to 

wildfire and concludes (Section 8) that the proposed 

project complies with the requirements of the 2019 

Codes and County Fire Protection Plan Guidelines for 

Determining Significance (2010). The recommendations 

in this document meet or exceed fire safety, building 

design elements, infrastructure, fuel management/ 

modification, and landscaping recommendations of the 

applicable codes. Further, with all of the features and 

measures identified in the Fire Protection Plan 

(Appendix P1, Tables 7 and 8), the proposed project’s 

impact on fire safety would be less than significant. 

O5-21: The comment suggests that the analysis is fatally flawed 

because the significance question in CEQA Guidelines, 

Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, was not 

cited for determining significance. Please refer to response 

to comment O5-20, which addresses the same issue. 

O5-22: The comment states that buildings cannot be made 

fireproof and refers to homes/buildings lost in Northern 

California fires between 2016 and 2018. The comment 
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questions how buildings will be constructed to mitigate 

wildfire impacts, if these are unmitigated impacts, and 

how many homes are likely to be damaged or lost in an 

extreme, wind driven wildfire. The proposed project’s 

buildings would incorporate the latest in fire protection, 

which focuses on exterior hardening and ember 

protection, along with interior life safety systems. Please 

refer to Thematic Response – Fire Protection and Safety 

for details on the site’s ignition resistance buildings and 

the other components of the fire protection system 

required for the proposed project. The comment 

inaccurately refers to homes and buildings lost in 

Northern California fires as examples of what would 

occur at the proposed project. There are many 

differences between the building ignition resistance 

levels and the fire environments that result in vastly 

different hazards and risks. Please refer to Thematic 

Response – Northern California Contrast for details on 

why the type of wildfire and structure loss would not be 

realized at the proposed project. 

O5-23: The comment provides opinions regarding vegetation 

management limitations, ember-caused ignitions, and 

landscape plantings and their potential impact on fire 

safety. The proposed project’s Fire Protection Plan 

(Appendix P1) analyzes and provides site features to 

provide a buffer between unmaintained open space fuels 

and the developed areas. The site-wide landscape would 
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be required to be maintained in a fire safe condition. 

Twice annual inspections by a third-party inspector 

would provide assurance that the landscape in FMZs do 

not accumulate prohibited plant species near residences. 

The homeowners association would proactively 

communicate with the homeowners/residents regarding 

their limitations, and the Fire Protection Plan would be 

provided to every homeowner with the covenants, 

conditions, and restrictions. Regarding embers, the 

comment appears to ignore the numerous references to 

and analysis of airborne embers in the Fire Protection 

Plan (Appendix P1), identifying this wildfire issue as 

one of the priority concerns for the protection of 

structures. Flying embers, along with other potential fire 

threats to the proposed project structures, have been 

evaluated and addressed/disclosed in the 2020 Fire 

Protection Plan (Appendix P1). For example, embers are 

mentioned 270 times in the Fire Protection Plan, 

including in Section 6.4.1, where it states that embers are 

one of two primary concerns for the site’s structures. 

Because the comment provides inaccurate information 

and ignores the EIR’s extensive analysis regarding 

airborne embers, the comment raises no new issues and 

requires no additional response. 
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O5-24: The comment questions if the proposed project can be 

safely evacuated during a wind-driven fire, requests 

analysis, and provides its own analysis of evacuation 

times. Project evacuation is addresses in Section 

4.18.5.1. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 

would not obstruct or impede an adopted emergency 

response or evacuation plan. Moreover, a Wildfire 

Evacuation Plan for the proposed project has been 

prepared and is included at Appendix P2. Please refer to 

the Thematic Response – Evacuation, which details 

evacuation planning and implementation in the City and 

the County. If a wildfire occurs that does not enable 

timely evacuation, the proposed project is capable of 

providing temporary on-site refuge if emergency 

managers determine it is safer than an evacuation option. 

The acreage based evacuation timeframe offered in the 

comment is overly simplistic and assumes burn 

characteristics that are not consistent with actual fire 

spread. Under CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency is not 

required to conduct every test or perform all research, 

study, or experimentation recommended or requested in 

comments. Furthermore, while the EIR must evaluate 

the potential wildfire impacts, this evaluation need not 

be exhaustive. Rather, the sufficiency of an EIR is 

considered in light of what is reasonably feasible.  

As discussed more fully in Thematic Response – 

Evacuation and the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 
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(Appendix P2), there are many variables at issue when 

modeling fire behavior and measuring corresponding 

response and evacuation times, and it is infeasible to 

account for every potential scenario. The number of 

variables and assumptions that would be necessary to 

accurately model all potential evacuation scenarios 

would render the results of little or no value in an 

emergency situation as emergency response agencies 

managing an evacuation are not likely to refer to a 

project-specific evacuation plan, relying instead on their 

own pre-fire planning and evacuation protocols along 

with the emergency-specific appropriate actions. In an 

effort to account for evacuation in a range of fire 

situations, the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix 

P2) prepared for the proposed project discusses 

community readiness and, in Sections 1.1 through 1.4, 

provides a quick reference for future proposed project 

residents so that they are familiar with the potential for 

evacuations and various actions they may be asked to 

take. Section 1.2 provides information and a link for 

residents to sign up for emergency alerts so they receive 

emergency messaging, which would assist in their early 

notification. The remainder of the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan provides information pertaining to the 

typical evacuation process, the evacuation road network, 

and evacuation procedures. The information in the 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan is designed to assist 

evacuation efficiencies by creating an aware community 
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that is ready to go when directed to do so, or remain in 

their homes if considered safer than evacuating. Further, 

Section 6 of the Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1) 

provides a detailed discussion of the site’s fire safety 

requirements including defensible space, infrastructure 

and building ignition resistance. In Section 5, the Fire 

Protection Plan evaluates the ability to provide fast 

emergency response throughout the proposed project, 

with modeled results indicating all proposed project 

structures are within 4 minutes travel time from the on-

site fire station. The system of protections considers the 

fire environment and the type of wildfire it may produce 

and provides for evacuation or temporary on-site refuge 

in protected buildings or designated areas. 

O5-25: The comment questions if the evacuation routes will be 

blocked by fire and states that evacuations will occur 

through smoke and flames. Please refer to Thematic 

Response – Evacuation for a summary of how 

evacuations are planned and implemented in the City and 

the County. While it is true that the proposed project’s 

evacuation routes travel short distances through 

undeveloped landscapes, these roads would be wide with 

multiple lanes and roadside FMZs that would provide a 

hardened corridor through which vehicles would travel. 

Understanding the evacuation process is important 

regarding the comment’s assumptions that people would 

be evacuated if a wildfire is burning in the area. Wildfire 
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evacuations are fluid and rely on situational awareness. 

When a wildfire breaks a demarcated trigger threshold 

where continuing evacuation would potentially put 

residents in harm’s way, the proposed project offers the 

contingency option of temporary on-site refuge in 

protected homes, at the school, the Village Center, or 

other locations designated during a wildfire. Evacuation 

managers would not send vehicles into conditions that 

were considered unsafe when they have the option of 

letting a fire burn around the proposed project’s wide 

ignition resistant landscapes and FMZs. This comment 

provides opinions that are not supported with 

corresponding data. Evacuations have been adequately 

analyzed in the EIR, according to CEQA, and require no 

additional response. 

O5-26: The comment asks if all parts of the proposed project 

connect directly to high volume exit roads. The proposed 

project includes internal circulation roads that meet the 

City’s requirements for width, grade, parking, and 

surfacing. These roads provide access to the primary 

proposed project access roads of Fanita Parkway and 

Cuyamaca Street, with connection to Magnolia Avenue. 

These routes are considered to provide adequate capacity 

to move vehicles during an evacuation. The comment 

consists of a series of questions and raises no new issues 

that have not been adequately addressed in the EIR. No 

additional response is required.  
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O5-27: The comment asserts that Magnolia Avenue is the only 

“high volume” road serving the proposed project. It also 

states that Development Area C does not connect to 

Magnolia Avenue and questions how Area C would 

evacuate, if there are gates, and whether they would have 

time to evacuate. It is not defined in the comment what 

“high volume” is referring to or where Area C is located, 

but all proposed project roads lead to an internal 

circulatory road system that would enable access to 

Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street and then to Magnolia 

Avenue. The Special Use area in the southwestern 

portion of the project site does not have a separate 

connection to Magnolia Avenue and is not proposed for 

residential uses but would be used for other purposes. 

Please refer to response to comment O5-26 for more 

information regarding road circulation. Gates are not 

proposed in the proposed project, but should any gates 

be approved, they would meet all Santee Fire 

Department requirements. Please refer to responses to 

comments O5-24 and O5-25 for additional details 

regarding evacuations of the proposed project’s 

residents and why late evacuations would not be 

attempted. The comment provides opinions and asks for 

additional information, none of which raises new issues 

that have not been adequately addressed in the EIR. No 

additional response is required. 
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O5-28: The comment asks whether there are safe zones planned 

in the community in the case of a failed evacuation. As 

detailed in the Thematic Responses – Fire Protection and 

Safety and Evacuation, the entire proposed project is 

considered to provide emergency management with the 

ability to direct residents to temporarily refuge in their 

protected homes or at other site locations. These areas 

could include the school, the Village Center, in vehicles 

on interior streets and may include all or a portion of the 

proposed project population. The comment requests 

information that was provided in the Appendices P1 and 

P2 and does not raise a new issue with the EIR’s analysis 

adequacy. No additional response is required. 

O5-29: The comment asks why its comments on the 2018 NOP 

were ignored and provides introductory remarks for 

following comments. The comments provided by CNPS 

were not ignored. The fire environment analysis, 

following a standard fire protection plan format, 

provided a comprehensive assessment of the site, its risk 

and informed development of a fire protection system 

that would result in a fire hardened community 

appropriate for the fire environment in which it would be 

located. The comments provided CNPS in 2018 are re-

provided in the next four comments and are addressed 

individually. The comment raises no new issues that 

have not been addressed by the EIR. Therefore, no 

additional response is required.  
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O5-30: Please refer to response to comment O5-20. The Wildfire 

section in the EIR directly addresses the extensive “fire 

protection features that form a redundant system of 

protection to minimize the likelihood of wildfire exposing 

people or structures to a significant risk of loss injury or 

death involving wildland fires.” See also, Thematic 

Responses – Evacuation, Fire Ignition and Risk, and Fire 

Protection and Safety. Moreover, Appendix P1, the Fire 

Protection Plan, analyzes the site’s impact from and to 

wildfire and concludes (Section 8) that the proposed 

project complies with the requirements of the 2019 codes 

and County Fire Protection Plan Guidelines for 

Determining Significance (2010).  

O5-31: The comment questions whether the site includes 

specific buildings and design to be used for on-site 

sheltering and provides an example of where sheltering 

has occurred successfully during wildfire. Please refer to 

the Thematic Responses – Fire Protection and Safety and 

Evacuation for details on the site’s ability to be 

designated for temporary on-site refuge when an 

evacuation is considered unnecessary or less safe. The 

proposed project includes the same features provided in 

the Rancho Santa Fe “shelter in place” communities that 

have been tested by wildfire and have performed well. 

Even with these shelter-in-place communities, the 

preferred approach is early evacuation. This would be 

the case for the proposed project because getting people  
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out early is the safest approach when wildfire 

threatens. However, when circumstances arise where 

evacuation is considered less safe, a contingency option is 

necessary. Therefore, the approach with the proposed project 

is to provide a comprehensive system of protection that 

enables the entire site to be considered for temporary on-site 

refuge while a wildfire burns around the project site. The 

concept of on-site sheltering has been thoroughly analyzed 

and addressed in the EIR (Appendix P1). The comment also 

requests information and provides opinions but does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, 

no further response is required. 

O5-32: The comment suggests that the evacuation program known 

as Ready, Set, Go should not be used in the proposed 

project’s evacuation plan and conflicts with approaches 

used by Cal Fire and County Sheriff’s Department. The 

comment inaccurately describes Ready, Set, Go program 

as conflicting with the City and the County’s approach to 

evacuations. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Evacuation for details regarding evacuation planning and 

implementation in the City and the County. Further, the 

Ready, Set, Go program focuses on maintaining an aware 

and ready populace. It provides personal action plans so 

residents are aware of the potential hazards and are ready 

to implement their personal plans and evacuate when 

directed. The phased evacuation approach dovetails with 
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the Ready, Set, Go program in that phased evacuations still 

rely on a ready and aware population. The more ready and 

aware, the more seamless and efficient phased evacuations 

are. Similarly, the Ready, Set, Go concept easily facilitates 

an on-site refuge option, especially in a proposed project 

where the homeowners association would actively provide 

educational outreach to its residents. Residents would be 

ready to act and understand that the direction to remain on 

site means that emergency managers have determined that 

it is the safest alternative. The comment raises no new 

issues with the adequacy of the EIR’s analysis or 

conclusions. No additional response is necessary. 

O5-33: The comment describes phased evacuation failures from 

the Camp Fire in Paradise, California, and suggests that 

the reverse 911 system was not robust enough to manage 

a phased evacuation. Please refer to the Thematic 

Responses – Evacuation and Northern California 

Contrast for details regarding reasons why Paradise’s 

evacuation failed and how evacuation planning and 

implementation occurs in the City and the County, 

including the very robust Alert San Diego system that is 

capable of contacting a significant number of phone 

numbers simultaneously, as it has done in several 

wildfires dating back to 2007. In addition, the County 

has a multi-pronged messaging approach that does not 

rely solely on the Alert San Diego system and includes 

social media, radio, television, and airborne and ground 
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based notifications, where necessary. The County 

system of messaging is sophisticated and more advanced 

than the system used in Paradise and the track record of 

successfully using its systems separates the County from 

Paradise. This comment advises against using a phased 

approach if the alert system is not capable of handling it 

and that clearly is not the case in the County. Therefore, 

the comment does not raise any issues that have not 

already been analyzed and adequately addressed in the 

EIR. No additional response is necessary. 

O5-34: The comment suggests providing a project alternative 

that minimizes fire risk and provides a list of 

features/design attributes that would result in 

achievement of the suggested alternative. The comment 

lists the following recommendations for achieving a 

minimized fire risk alternative: (1) fire safe housing 

design, (2) 5 feet of hardscape around every structure, 

(3) plantings well away from homes, (4) irrigated native 

plantings, (5) compact community design at the southern 

end of the site, (6) multi-lane avenues in and out to ease 

evacuations, (7) minimized brush management zones, 

and (8) not positioning vulnerable people on the 

windward side of the development. Of these eight 

recommendations, all but limiting development to the 

southern end of the site would be applied by the 

proposed project. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Fire Protection and Safety regarding the proposed 
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project’s achievement of these fire safety and risk 

minimizing measures. The proposed project’s Fire 

Protection Plan (Appendix P1) provides for each of these 

recommendations as follows: (1) fire safe housing 

design – Section 6.4, (2) 5 feet of hardscape – Section 

6.1.1.1, (3) plantings well away from homes – Section 

6.1, (4) irrigated native plantings – Section 6.1.1 and 

Appendix G, (6) multi-lane avenues in and out to ease 

evacuations – Section 6.3, (7) minimized brush 

management zones – Section 6, and (8) positioning of 

vulnerable people – Section 4. Recommendation 5 is 

partially achieved by creating higher density developed 

areas, which compresses the development footprint. 

Limiting the developed area to the southern portions of 

the project site would place development and residents 

incrementally closer to urbanized areas of the City, 

resulting in incrementally faster evacuation times. 

However, the proposed project is considered to represent 

a viable minimized fire risk alternative negating the need 

to consider additional project location options. The 

comment suggests several recommendations for 

minimizing fire risk, all but one of which have been 

contemplated and are being provided for the proposed 

project. The comment raises no new issues that have not 

been adequately addressed in the EIR. Therefore, no 

additional response is required. 
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O5-36: This comment provides a summary of federal vehicle 

standards. Because California vehicle fuel standards are 

more stringent than federal vehicle standards, they were 

not included (also see response to comment O5-35). This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O5-37: This comment provides a summary of AB 197, which is 

a companion bill to SB 32. Note that AB 197 requires 

particular representation of state agencies on a joint 

legislative committee on climate change policies, which 

has no relevance to the analysis of GHG emissions under 

CEQA or the focus of Section 4.7 of the EIR, which is to 

determine if project-generated GHG emissions would 

create a significant impact to the environment. Because 

this companion bill had no relevance to the analysis it was 

not included in the EIR. 
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O5-38: This comment addresses Executive Order B-55-18, which 

sets a non-legislative statewide goal of net carbon 

neutrality (zero net emissions after offsets) by 2045. 

Section 4.7.2.3 of the EIR discusses the statewide 2045 

goal in the context of the Sustainable Santee Plan. For 

additional clarity, the following paragraph is added to 

Section 4.7.2.2 in the Final EIR describing Executive 

Order B-55-18: 

Executive Order B-55-18 

On September 12, 2018, California Governor Jerry 

Brown announced, through Executive Order B 55-

18, the following GHG emissions target: 

 By 2045, California shall achieve statewide net 

carbon neutrality. 

The emission reduction target of net carbon 

neutrality is a long-term goal. The order includes 

specific CARB actions including setting a goal of 5 

million zero emission vehicles and doubling the 

reduction of carbon fuels by 2030 and developing a 

forest carbon plan with specific regulations to reduce 

statewide sources of GHG emissions toward carbon 

neutrality. The Executive Order does not include a 

specific guideline for local governments. 

This clarification does not affect the analysis or 

conclusions provided in the EIR.  
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O5-39: The comment refers to the proposed project’s solar 

commitment. Please refer to Thematic Response – 2017 

Scoping Plan. Please also refer to comment O7-101 

(Comment Letter O7, Preserve Wild Santee, July 13, 2020), 

which addresses the same issue raised in this comment. 

O5-40: The comment asks why California Public Resource 

Code, Division 15, Chapter 12 (PRC D15 Ch12), Solar 

Shade Control (1974), is not mentioned in the EIR and 

claims that tree planting might violate this statute. 

Section 4.7 of the EIR discusses the proposed project’s 

tree planting commitments. Pursuant to Mitigation 

Measure GHG-5, the proposed project must include 

26,705 trees and at least 237.4 acres of bushes and 

hedges on site. The City shall review the proposed 

project’s landscape plans to ensure this requirement has 

been satisfied. Moreover, Mitigation Measure GHG-1 

requires that a solar feasibility study be performed prior 

to the installation of solar panels in order to ensure that 

rooftop solar is not shaded prior to construction of each 

phase. Therefore, the proposed project would comply 

with all existing laws, including California Public 

Resources Code D15 Ch12. Nevertheless, the applicant 

has agreed to add the following Condition of Approval: 

All public, homeowner association and private 

landscape installations shall be subject to the Solar 
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Shade Control Act of 1979, Public Resources Code 

Sections 25980–25986. 

O5-41: The comment asks whether the landscape architect was 

involved in the proposed project design. The landscape 

architect was consulted as part of the proposed project 

design. Project landscape concepts and design guidelines 

were performed by professional landscape architects 

registered in the State of California.  

O5-42: The comment asks why there is a plan to pipe natural gas 

into the proposed project. For non-residential uses, 

depending on the end user, electricity only may not be 

feasible or practical. However, Mitigation Measure 

GHG-4 requires all-electric homes in the proposed 

project. As demonstrated in Section 4.7.5.1, with 

mitigation, GHG emissions would be less than 

significant even with natural gas being included for the 

non-residential use on site.  

O5-43: The comment refers to the proposed project’s solar 

commitment. Please refer to response to comment O7-101 

(Comment Letter O7, Preserve Wild Santee, July 13, 2020), 

which addresses the same issue raised in this comment. 

O5-44: The comment refers to the proposed project's battery 

storage. Please refer to response to comment O7-101 

(Comment Letter O7, Preserve Wild Santee, July 13, 2020), 

which addresses the same issue raised in this comment. 
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O5-45: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter O6: Center for Biological Diversity, July 13, 2020 

 

O6-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O6-2: This comment states that the EIR relies on a 

fundamentally flawed statement of objectives. This is a 

heading statement that provides reasoning for this 

conclusion in the preceding paragraphs of this letter. 

Therefore, please refer to responses to comments O6-3 

through O6-7 to address this comment.  

O6-3: This comment states that the CEQA Guidelines require 

an EIR to include a statement of objectives for a 

proposed project and that these objectives must outline 

the purpose of the project and assist in the development 

of the project objectives. The City of Santee (City) 

concurs with this comment as a summary of CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15124. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

O6-4: This comment claims the first project objective is flawed 

because it “requires that sweeping aspects of the Project” 

be designed in conformance with the Santee Draft 
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Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 

Subarea Plan and that such plan is “not likely” to be 

approved by the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (CDFW) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS). A lead agency has broad discretion in crafting 

project objectives (see, for example, California Oak 

Foundation v. Regents of University of California 

[2010] 188 Cal.App.4th 227, 276). The comment 

mischaracterizes Project Objective 1, which allows for a 

mixture of land uses “while preserving large blocks of 

significant natural open space areas as a habitat preserve 

dedicated to the City of Santee’s Draft Multiple Species 

Conservation Program Subarea Plan for permanent 

preservation and management.” Requiring the proposed 

project to be consistent with the City’s Draft MSCP 

Subarea Plan ensures that the City will be able to 

complete the Subarea Plan as contemplated in the MSCP 

and the City’s Enrollment Agreement for the Natural 

Community Conservation Planning program. It further 

ensures that projects processed by the City while the 

SAP is being completed are collectively contributing to 

the conservation of the species (per the minimum criteria 

in the MSCP), as opposed to mitigating impacts on a 

project-by-project basis. In other words, requiring the 

proposed project’s habitat preserve to be consistent with 

the Subarea Plan essentially requires the proposed 

project to be consistent with the MSCP, an approved 

regional plan. 
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Preliminary statements made by USFWS staff members 

are not and could not be determinative of whether or not 

the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan will be approved 

by USFWS. Otherwise such statements would be 

impermissibly pre-decisional. No determination by 

USFWS has been issued regarding the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan submitted to USFWS and CDFW 

in December 2018. The City is still in the process of 

considering and discussing input received from the 

agencies on the plan. Once that process concludes, the 

City would submit its application for a Section 10 permit 

for all covered projects in the City, including 

development of the proposed project. However, for the 

purposes of the EIR’s analysis of the proposed project, 

the Court of Appeal has already upheld reliance on the 

approved MSCP to conclude that cumulative biological 

impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant 

level (see Preserve Wild Santee v. City of Santee [2012] 

210 Cal.App.4th 260, 278). Please also refer to Thematic 

Response – Santee MSCP Subarea Plan for additional 

discussion of this topic. 

O6-5: This comment claims the proposed project may rely on 

the Section 7 process as opposed to obtaining take 

coverage for impacts to species under an approved 

MSCP Subarea Plan. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 
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Therefore, no further response is required on this point. 

Nonetheless, Section 4.3.2.3 of the EIR recognizes that, 

“if the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan is not approved, 

the proposed project would seek take authorization 

through FESA Section 7 or an individual Section 10 

permit.” The Fanita Ranch Subunit would represent over 

half of the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan Preserve System 

and includes habitat for a number of Covered Species. 

The proposed project was designed to be consistent with 

the City’s Draft MSCP Subarea Plan, which, as the EIR 

recognizes, has not yet been approved or permitted. 

However, the plan is used by the City as the guidance 

document for projects occurring in the City. The 

proposed project’s mitigation does not rely on the 

completion of the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, 

however, and adoption of the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan is not assumed or required for the 

approvals for the proposed project. See also response to 

comment O6-4 and Thematic Response – Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan for further details. 

O6-6: This comment claims Project Objective 1 is flawed as it 

relates to the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, that such 

plan is not likely to be approved by CDFW and USFWS, 

and an adequate alternatives analysis has been precluded. 

See response to comment O6-4 and Thematic Response – 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan for further details. Because 
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there is no flaw in Project Objective 1, an adequate 

alternatives analysis in the EIR has not been precluded.  

This comment also mischaracterizes the conclusions in 

the EIR regarding the ability of the alternatives to satisfy 

Project Objective 1 as it relates to the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan. The analysis concludes that, 

similar to the proposed project, the alternatives would not 

conflict with the provisions of the City’s Draft MSCP 

Subarea Plan. None of the alternatives were deemed 

unable to meet Project Objective 1 based on the Habitat 

Preserve consistency aspect of that objective. The only 

exception is the No Project/No Build Alternative, which 

would not benefit from large blocks of open space 

actively managed has Habitat Preserve because the site 

would remain unmanaged and continue to be susceptible 

to degradation over time (see Section 6.2.1.2 of the EIR).  

O6-7: This comment claims Project Objective 1 is flawed as it 

relates to the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, that such 

plan is not likely to be approved by CDFW and USFWS, 

and an adequate alternatives analysis has been 

precluded. See response to comment O6-4 and O6-6 and 

Thematic Response – Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. 

Because there is no flaw in Project Objective 1, an 

adequate alternatives analysis in the EIR has not been 

precluded, and no revision to or recirculation of the EIR 

under CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, is required. 
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O6-8: This comment states that the EIR fails to adequately 

assess and mitigate impacts to western spadefoot (Spea 

hammondii). Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Western Spadefoot. 

This comment notes a difference in the number of 

occupied features (i.e., pools) listed in the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D to the EIR), 

with 38 features, and Appendix N in the Biological 

Resources Technical Report, with 42 features, 

respectively. Both numbers are correct. Appendix N in 

the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix 

D) provides the number of occupied western spadefoot 

pools per year, which should not be summed due to 

duplicate counting of four pools across multiple years. 

Therefore, the Biological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix D) correctly states that there is a total of 38 

distinct occupied pools. 

O6-9: This comment states there is a discrepancy in the “BIO” 

mitigation measure numbering between the EIR and the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D). 

Table 6-1 in the Biological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix D) provides a crosswalk for the numbering of 

the mitigation measures used in the EIR and Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D). Therefore, 

the mitigation measures numbering in the EIR and the 
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Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) 

are both correctly stated. 

This comment also states that it is unclear if the 42 

occupied features are included in the acreage 

calculations for existing and impacted suitable habitat 

and/or occupied habitat ON the project site. As noted in 

response to comment O6-8, there are 38 distinct 

occupied pools that were used in the impact analysis for 

the proposed project. The City disagrees that the number 

of occupied features in the impact analysis was not 

clearly stated. Table 4.3-8, Direct Impacts to Special-

Status Wildlife Species, states that a total of 24 occupied 

features would be conserved in the Habitat Preserve and 

14 occupied features would be impacted by the proposed 

project (i.e., summing to 38 occupied features). Table 

4.3-8 also includes the impact and conservation acreages 

for suitable habitat for western spadefoot. 

O6-10: This comment states that the methodology to identify 

potential suitable spadefoot habitat in the project area is 

flawed. The City disagrees with this comment. The 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) 

was prepared by biological experts and reflects the best 

available science as to the appropriate methodology to 

use for this purpose.  

This comment states that it is unclear if the 300-meter 

buffer is applied to unoccupied vernal pools and 
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reiterates text from the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D) regarding the modeled suitable 

habitat parameters: within 984 feet (300 meters) of 

occupied features; within vernal pool, open woodlands, 

non-native grassland, native grassland, coastal sage 

scrub, or other open lands; and less than 20 percent 

slope. The City disagrees that the 300-meter buffer 

parameter was unclear. As stated in Table 3-2, Suitable 

Habitat Models for Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Present or with Moderate Potential to Occur within the 

Project Area (including Off-site Areas), in the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D), a 300-meter 

buffer around occupied pools was used for the western 

spadefoot suitable habitat model.  

This comment raised the issue that the 300-meter buffer 

is “insufficient to fully capture the potential travel 

distance of spadefoots from breeding pools; accordingly, 

the project could be impacting a much greater area of 

spadefoot habitat needed for the entire life cycle and 

metapopulation dynamics.” The model parameter of 300 

meters is based on the best available movement and 

habitat selection data for western spadefoot in the 

Southern California region based on Baumberger et al. 

(2019), which was cited in the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D) and satisfies CEQA 

requirements for best available data. The 300-meter 

parameter is also consistent with the general 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O6-9 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

recommendations of USFWS and U.S. Geological 

Survey. Please refer to Thematic Response – Western 

Spadefoot for details on the methods used to identify 

suitable habitat for western spadefoot.  

This comment states that the Baumberger et al. (2019) 

study was limited due to a small sample size conducted 

during a drought year with study sites that were spatially 

close together, which does not depict the full range of 

movement. The City disagrees with this comment. Based 

on studies, such as Baumberger et al. (2019) and 

Semlitsch and Bodie (2003), for amphibians in general, 

while the 230 acres of impacted modeled habitat, based 

on a 300-meter buffer, likely does not fully capture 100 

percent of the habitat that could be used by western 

spadefoot on the project site, the literature supports the 

conclusion that this buffer sufficiently captures the core 

upland habitat that supports the large majority of 

spadefoots on site, and the habitat most critical for 

maintaining the viability of the local breeding sites. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Western Spadefoot 

for details. 
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O6-11: This comment suggests that, in years with heavier 

rainfall, spadefoot may travel further than the 

Baumberger et al. (2019) study found to be the 

maximum. The model parameter of 300 meters is based 

on the best available movement and habitat selection 

data for western spadefoot in the Southern California 

region based on Baumberger et al. (2019), which was 

cited in the Biological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix D) and satisfies CEQA requirements for best 

available data. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Western Spadefoot for further details. 

O6-12: This comment states the EIR mitigation measures are 

insufficient to mitigate the proposed project’s impacts to 

western spadefoot to less than significant and do not 

incorporate the best available science. The City 

disagrees with this comment. The mitigation measures 

were prepared by biological experts and reflect their 

knowledge of the western spadefoot’s life history needs, 

based on the scientific literature and their direct 

experience with the species, as to the appropriate 

mitigation measures to use for this purpose and as to 

their opinion that the mitigation measures reduce 

impacts to less than significant. The mitigation strategy 

should be taken as a whole and includes a combination 

of preservation of existing resources, restoration, and 

enhancement of currently unsuitable habitat and long-

term monitoring and adaptive management of resources, 
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including threat reduction. Please refer to Thematic 

Response – Western Spadefoot for details on mitigation. 

It is also noted that the comment’s statement that the 

conclusions about the effectiveness of the western 

spadefoot mitigation are “proponent claims” is incorrect. 

As stated above, these determinations were made by 

expert biologists, who are certified by the County of San 

Diego, preparing the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D) and EIR biological analysis. 

O6-13: This comment states that the EIR undercuts mitigation 

for impacts to western spadefoot and their habitat by 

relying on a “mish-mash of compensatory mitigation” 

for sensitive habitats and vernal pools and should instead 

have specifically provided a mitigation ratio for impacts 

to occupied and modeled spadefoot habitat. The City 

disagrees with this comment. The mitigation strategy 

was prepared by biological experts and reflects their 

opinion as to the appropriate suite of mitigation 

measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. 

CEQA does not specify required approaches to 

accomplish mitigation or mitigation ratios that must be 

met to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Rather than only focusing on mitigation ratios, the 

mitigation strategy should be taken as a whole; that is, 

the EIR recommends a mitigation strategy using a 

combination of preservation of existing resources, 

restoration and enhancement of currently unsuitable  
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habitat, and long-term monitoring and adaptive 

management of resources, including threat reduction. 

The EIR concludes that the recommended mitigation 

reduces impacts to western spadefoot to less than 

significant. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Western Spadefoot for details on mitigation. 

O6-14: This comment states that mitigation of 0.5 acre of vernal 

pools does not account for the associated upland habitat 

western spadefoots need. The mitigation provided 

includes a minimum of 0.50 acre and up to 2.92 acres of 

vernal pool mitigation, which would provide up to an 8:1 

mitigation ratio for areal extent of suitable western 

spadefoot breeding habitat impacted by the proposed 

project. Additional upland mitigation would be provided 

by EIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Preserve 

Management Plan). Based on the opinion of the 

biological experts who prepared the analysis, the EIR 

concludes that the recommended mitigation reduces 

impacts to western spadefoot to less than significant. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Western Spadefoot 

for further details on mitigation. 

O6-15: This comment states that the EIR should provide higher 

mitigation ratios specific to permanent and temporary 

impacts to historical, occupied, and potentially suitable 

western spadefoot habitat. CEQA does not specify 

required mitigation ratios that must be met to reduce  
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impacts to a level less than significant. Based on the 

opinion of the biological experts who prepared the 

analysis, the EIR concludes that the recommended 

mitigation reduces impacts to western spadefoot to less 

than significant. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Western Spadefoot for details on the project-specific 

mitigation program. 

O6-16: This comment states that scientific studies speak to the 

need for higher mitigation ratios to improve adequate 

mitigation for impacts to habitat and species. CEQA 

does not specify required mitigation ratios that must be 

met to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 

prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes that the 

recommended mitigation reduces impacts to western 

spadefoot (vernal pools and other aquatic resources as 

well as sensitive upland habitats) to less than significant. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Western Spadefoot. 
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O6-17: This comment states that higher mitigation ratios coupled 

with extended years of effective monitoring and adaptive 

management strategies are needed to improve chances of 

establishing equivalent ecological functions as the lost 

habitat for species like western spadefoot when mitigation 

includes enhanced, restored or created habitats. The 

mitigation strategy should be taken as a whole; that is, a 

combination of preservation of existing resources, 

restoration and enhancement of currently unsuitable 

habitat, and long-term monitoring and adaptive 

management of resources, including threat reduction. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 

prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes that the 

recommended mitigation reduces impacts to western 

spadefoot to less than significant. Please refer to Thematic 

Response – Western Spadefoot. 

The comment recommends that a hydroperiod of at least 30 

days be included in the success criteria for the created pools. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who prepared 

the analysis, as well as the overall biological objectives of 

the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, the comment’s 

recommended success criteria have not been included in the 

EIR. In order to guarantee that all the pools hold water for at 

least 30 days, even in an above average rainfall year, they 

would all have to be made relatively deep, which would not 

be conducive to the development of a naturally diverse floral 

and faunal complex and would certainly preclude the 
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introduction of sensitive species other than those that are 

more aquatic such as western spadefoot. For example, the 

introduction of plant species, like the San Diego mesa mint 

(Pogogyne abramsii), would be limited by the deeper pools. 

The mitigation design will include pools that will be 

expected to pond (in an average rainfall year) anywhere 

from 2 to 4 weeks, and this will be tied to specific success 

criteria in the mitigation plan. Please refer to Thematic 

Response – Western Spadefoot for details. 

O6-18: This comment states that the Western Spadefoot Relocation 

Plan could not be located in Appendix R, Vernal Pool 

Mitigation Plan, to the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D). The Western Spadefoot Relocation 

Plan is outlined in Section 8.4.3 of the Vernal Pool 

Mitigation Plan; it is not a separate, stand-alone plan. The 

City agrees further clarification is warranted and has revised 

Mitigation Measure BIO-13 in the EIR as follows to clarify 

that the relocation effort is not a separate, stand-alone plan, 

but is included in the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan. This 

measure is also being modified to address a different 

comment from USFWS, and the text shown below includes 

those modifications, as well as the above clarification. 

BIO-13: Western Spadefoot Relocation. During the wet 

season prior to clearing or grading operations, 

biologists shall collect western spadefoot adults from 

areas within 300 meters of known occupied pools. 

Adults shall either be held by a U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
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Service or California Department of Fish and Wildlife-

approved biologist to be released back onto the site 

after construction activities using standard methods or 

be relocated to another area on the project site that has 

suitable breeding habitat and few or no western 

spadefoot individuals. 

A Western Spadefoot Relocation Plan is Details on the 

western spadefoot relocation effort are included as a 

component of the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan 

(included in the Biological Technical Report for the 

Fanita Ranch Project as Appendix R), available to the 

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) for review, and is 

subject to approval by the wildlife agencies (U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service and California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife) . . .  

The comment also states that the EIR fails to adequately 

mitigate impacts to western spadefoot. The City disagrees 

with this comment. Based on the opinion of the biological 

experts who prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes that 

the recommended mitigation reduces impacts to western 

spadefoot to a less than significant level. Please refer to 

Thematic Response – Western Spadefoot. 

The comment also states that the EIR fails to adequately 

assess impacts to western spadefoot. However, the 

comment provides no further information on the basis of 

this aspect of the comment, beyond the comments on the  



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O6-17 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

relocation effort as a component of the overall mitigation 

strategy, which are addressed in this response. The 

assessment of impacts to western spadefoot was prepared 

by biological experts and reflects their professional 

opinion as to the proper assessment of those impacts. 
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O6-19: This comment states that it is unclear where relocation sites 

would be, if they would have appropriate hydrological and 

biological conditions, and if they would have sufficient and 

suitable upland habitat and connectivity.  

Appendix R, Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) 

outlines the implementation procedure for restoring 

habitat and implementing the restoration and 

enhancement program (refer to Section 5.5 of Appendix 

R). Implementation of restoration and relocation plans 

includes western spadefoot translocation, inoculum/seed 

salvage and collection, vernal pool native plant seed 

collection and bulking program, site preparation (fence 

installation, dethatching, and invasive removal), plant 

salvaging, site contouring and grading, and hydrological 

testing. Implementation of mitigation would occur 

within the proposed project’s hardline Habitat Preserve 

(see Section 2.3 of Appendix R). Therefore, the EIR 

includes a description of the relocation sites, procedures 

for appropriate restoration hydrological and biological 

conditions, and installation of native and suitable upland 

habitat sufficient and connected to suitable habitat. 

The comments concerning the details of a relocation 

plan, such as timing of collection efforts, the scope of the 

collection area, appropriate relocation sites, etc. are all 

important considerations for a final relocation plan to be 
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approved by the wildlife agencies. As required in 

Mitigation Measure BIO-13, the final relocation effort is 

subject to approval by the wildlife agencies. The details 

provided in the EIR as to the relocation effort were 

developed by biological experts and reflect their opinion 

that the description of the relocation effort is sufficient 

for CEQA purposes to support the conclusion that the 

impacts to the species are less than significant with this 

and other proposed mitigation. As part of the required 

approval process under Mitigation Measure BIO-13, the 

wildlife agencies shall review and typically shall add 

additional refinements to the relocation procedures per 

their jurisdictions under the species protection laws. Any 

more restrictive measures these agencies impose would 

also be implemented. 

O6-20: This comment states that it is unclear what will be done 

to mitigate impacts to western spadefoots should 

relocation be required during a drought year. Based on the 

opinion of the biologist experts who prepared the 

description of the relocation effort and the impact 

conclusion for this species, the western spadefoot 

relocation component of the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan 

(Appendix R of the Biological Resources Technical 

Report [Appendix D]) is sufficient for CEQA purposes to 

support the conclusion that the impacts to the species are 

less than significant with this and other proposed 

mitigation. As part of the required approval process under 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-13, the wildlife agencies will 

review and typically will add additional refinements to the 

relocation procedures per their jurisdictions under the 

species protection laws. Any more restrictive measures 

these agencies impose will also be implemented. 

O6-21: This comment states that documentation of metamorphs 

leaving the pools should be included in the success 

criteria for created pools and relocated western 

spadefoots and questions the monitoring duration. Based 

on the opinion of the biologist experts who prepared the 

analysis and impact conclusion for this species, the 

western spadefoot relocation component of the Vernal 

Pool Mitigation Plan (Appendix R of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]), and Section 

8.4.3 in particular, is sufficient for CEQA purposes to 

support the conclusion that the impacts to the species are 

less than significant with this and the other mitigation. 

Proof of metamorphs leaving the pools is not necessary 

nor practicable. In order to implement this kind of 

intensive monitoring, each pool would need to be 

enclosed by silt fence and multiple daily visits made by 

biologists to merely document their presence against the 

fence – presumably indicating that they were leaving the 

particular pool. The resulting matrix of silt-fence that 

would encircle up to 100 or more restored or enhanced 

pools (many of which would abut one another; see 

Figure 4 in Appendix R of the Biological Resources 
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Technical Report [Appendix D]) and would result in an 

untenable mass of silt fencing that would cause 

unanticipated impacts on its own. Each silt-fence area 

would need to be dug into the ground and compacted, 

thus disrupting the integrity of the enhancement efforts 

and long-term habitat suitability, and the network would 

constrain other reptile, small mammal, amphibian and 

invertebrate larvae movement across the area.  

The comment also states that 5 to 6 years of monitoring is 

likely not enough time to determine functional equivalency 

of the wetlands or the future survival of the western 

spadefoot. The City disagrees that only five or six years of 

monitoring will occur. According to the Vernal Pool 

Mitigation Plan (Appendix R to the Biological Resources 

Technical Report [Appendix D]) Section 7, 7 years of 

vernal pool monitoring would occur in the Habitat Preserve 

for the created, restored, and enhanced vernal pools. Based 

on the experience of the expert biologists who developed 

the mitigation plan, this is enough time to determine if the 

enhancement/restoration has been successful and 

additional success criteria is not necessary. Additionally, 

the vernal pools included in the Habitat Preserve would be 

managed according to the Preserve Management Plan 

(Appendix P to the Biological Resources Technical Report 

[Appendix D]), which will be implemented in-perpetuity. 

As discussed in Table 2 and Section 4.2.5 of Appendix P 

(Preserve Management Plan) to Appendix D (Biological 
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Resources Technical Report), additional species 

monitoring will occur at 5-year intervals and threat surveys 

performed at 3-year intervals in perpetuity. These will be 

consistent with SDMMP monitoring protocols. Please 

refer to Thematic Response – Western Spadefoot. 

O6-22: This comment states that the lack of adequate details 

regarding the Western Spadefoot Relocation Plan does 

not allow the public and decision makers to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measure. As 

noted in responses to comments O6-18 through O6-21, 

details of the relocation effort are set out in the Vernal 

Pool Mitigation Plan (Appendix R of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]). In the 

opinion of the expert biologists who prepared the 

relocation measures, the details in the Vernal Pool 

Mitigation Plan are sufficient to support the conclusion 

that impacts are less than significant with this and other 

proposed mitigation. Also as noted above, additional 

details of the relocation methods will be developed with 

input from the wildlife agencies responsible for 

protecting this species. As required in Mitigation 

Measure BIO-13, the final relocation plan is subject to 

approval by the wildlife agencies. Please refer to 

Thematic Response – Western Spadefoot. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O6-23 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

O6-23: This comment states that the EIR fails to adequately 

evaluate likely project impacts to coastal California 

gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) Critical 

Habitat outside the project site. In response to this 

comment, Biological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix D) Figure 2-1, USFWS-Designated and 

Proposed Critical Habitat within the Project Site, has 

been revised to show the location of the surrounding 

USFWS-designated Critical Habitat within a 1-mile 

buffer around the project site. Section 4.3.5, Project 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures, addresses both direct 

and indirect impacts to special-status wildlife species 

and to sensitive natural communities, which include 

impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher and its Critical 

Habitat. Therefore, the mitigation provided in the EIR 

for direct and indirect impacts to special-status wildlife 

species and sensitive natural communities would also 

reduce impacts to the surrounding Critical Habitat areas 

to less than significant. Please refer to Thematic 

Response – Coastal California Gnatcatcher. 

O6-24: This comment states that the proposed project’s new 

road extensions outside of the project site would 

fragment designated Critical Habitat for coastal 

California gnatcatcher. The EIR acknowledges that there 

will be permanent habitat loss to the USFWS-designated 

Critical Habitat from the off-site road extensions. 

However, the impacts along the off-site road extensions 
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would be minimal (14.69 acres of permanent impacts to 

Critical Habitat modeled as suitable habitat for coastal 

California gnatcatcher) compared to the entire South San 

Diego County Unit, which comprises approximately 

20,935 acres. With respect to potential habitat 

fragmentation, coastal California gnatcatcher would 

have no trouble accessing the Critical Habitat areas 

adjacent to the new road extensions. Therefore, 

significant impacts to off-site Critical Habitat areas are 

not anticipated. Additionally, based on the opinion of the 

biological experts who prepared the analysis, the EIR 

describes how the proposed mitigation strategy for direct 

and indirect impacts to special-status wildlife species 

and sensitive natural communities would also reduce 

impacts to the surrounding Critical Habitat areas to less 

than significant. Furthermore, habitat connectivity to 

off-site areas would be consistent with the generally 

accepted principles of wildlife movement and the Draft 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan Guidelines. Please refer to 

Thematic Response – Coastal California Gnatcatcher for 

further details.  

The comment correctly states that several use areas do 

not occur within the suitable modeled habitat, as shown 

on Figure 5-5b in the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D). Figure 5-5b of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) contained an 

error (i.e., a GIS query was left on, which filtered out 
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some of the suitable modeled habitat shown on 

Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix D] 

Figure 3-4) that has been revised to correctly show the 

suitable habitat areas on the project site. The error 

revision on Figure 5-5b of the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D) will be included in the 

Errata to the Final EIR and does not change any 

conclusions of the CEQA analysis. 

O6-25: The comment states that the EIR downplays impacts to 

coastal California gnatcatcher and does not include 

impacts to potential suitable habitat or designated 

Critical Habitat. The City disagrees with this comment. 

The impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher described 

in the EIR reflect the opinion of the biological experts 

who prepared the impact analysis in Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D). Please refer 

to Thematic Response – Coastal California Gnatcatcher. 
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O6-26: This comment states that the modeled coastal California 

gnatcatcher habitat neglects non-scrub habitat that 

coastal California gnatcatcher could potentially use, as 

well as potential suitable habitat in areas where targeted 

surveys were not conducted. The City disagrees with this 

comment. Based on the opinion of the biological experts 

who prepared the EIR analysis, the appropriate habitat 

has been considered. While it is accurate to say that the 

species may occur in other nearby plant communities, it 

is generally accepted that coastal California gnatcatchers 

are closely tied to coastal sage scrub communities to 

meet their life history needs, especially for reproduction 

(USFWS 2010). Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Coastal California Gnatcatcher for further details.  

This comment states that it is unclear how Use Areas are 

defined and should be included in the impact analysis. 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) 

Section 4.5.3.2 defines a coastal California gnatcatcher 

Use Area as a specific area of habitat that each coastal 

California gnatcatcher pair was observed using (i.e., 

nesting and/or foraging in). Both Use Areas and suitable 

habitat are included in the EIR impact analysis, which 

was prepared by biological experts. Please refer to 

Thematic Response – Coastal California Gnatcatcher for 

further details. 
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The comment also states that the EIR underestimates the 

amount of potential suitable habitat for coastal California 

gnatcatcher and fails to adequately describe, assess, and 

mitigate impacts to this species and USFWS-designated 

Critical Habitat. The City disagrees with this comment. 

The estimate of potential suitable habitat and the 

description, assessment and recommended mitigation for 

impacts to this species were based on modeled suitable 

habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher described in the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) 

Table 3-2, Suitable Habitat Models for Special-Status 

Wildlife Species Present or with Moderate Potential to 

Occur within the Project Area (Including Off-Site Areas), 

reflects both the scientific literature and opinion of the 

biological experts who prepared this information. The 

EIR impact analysis for coastal California gnatcatcher 

includes both Use Areas and suitable modeled habitat, 

which are based on field surveys conducted specifically 

for the proposed project and applies to the project site as 

a whole and to designated Critical Habitat. The mitigation 

provided in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which would 

conserve 1,017.61 acres of existing suitable modeled 

habitat, 1,372.74 acres of coastal California gnatcatcher 

Critical Habitat, and 25 Use Areas, would provide other, 

non-coastal sage scrub habitat types for use by coastal 

California gnatcatcher. Please refer to Thematic Response 

– Coastal California Gnatcatcher for further details. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O6-28 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

O6-27: This comment states that the modeled suitable habitat for 

coastal California gnatcatcher is flawed and does not 

include areas where coastal California gnatcatchers were 

observed and potential suitable habitat in its designated 

Critical Habitat. The comment correctly states that several 

Use Areas do not occur within the suitable modeled 

habitat, as shown on Figure 5-5b in the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D). Figure 5-5b 

of the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix 

D) contained an error (i.e., a GIS query was left on, which 

filtered out some of the suitable modeled habitat shown 

on Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix D] 

Figure 3-4) that has been revised to correctly show the 

suitable habitat areas within the project site. The error 

revision on Figure 5-5b of the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D) does not change any 

conclusions of the CEQA analysis.  

This comment states that the EIR fails to use the best 

available science to analyze the ecological impacts of 

removing and fragmenting designated Critical Habitat, 

fails to adequately assess and mitigate impacts of 

fragmentation and edge effects, and it is more likely that 

the project site would be permanently impacted by the 

project due to reduced connectivity, edge effects, and 

increased wildfire frequency. The City disagrees with 

this comment. Based on the opinion of the biological 

experts who prepared the Biological Resources 
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Technical Report (Appendix D), the best available 

science was used. The EIR acknowledges that there will 

be permanent habitat loss and some fragmentation to the 

designated Critical Habitat on the project site. However, 

the EIR describes how the proposed mitigation strategy 

would maintain the functions of both the existing 

suitable habitat included in the Habitat Preserve through 

a combination of preservation of existing resources 

(including 1,107.61 acres of suitable habitat for coastal 

California gnatcatcher), restoration and enhancement of 

currently unsuitable habitat, and long-term monitoring 

and adaptive management of resources, as well as habitat 

connectivity consistent with the generally accepted 

principles of wildlife movement and the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan Guidelines.  

Fire frequency is expected to decrease with project 

implementation. See the Fire Protection Plan (Appendix 

P1) for details. Additionally, Section 4.6 of the Preserve 

Management Plan (Appendix P to the Biological 

Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]) includes 

adaptive management strategies for revegetation of the 

Habitat Preserve after a fire. Based on the opinion of the 

biological experts, the indirect impacts to coastal 

California gnatcatcher and other special-status wildlife 

species, including human activities from traffic, lighting, 

noise, domestic pets, pollutants, invasive weeds and 

increased fire frequency are addressed in the EIR and 
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would be reduced to less than significant through 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Preserve Management 

Plan), Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Land Use Adjacency 

Guideline), Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan), Mitigation Measure BIO-9 

(Habitat Preserve Protection), Mitigation Measure BIO-

10 (Weed Control Treatment), Mitigation Measure BIO-

20 (Wildlife Protection), Mitigation Measure BIO-21 

(Fire Protection Plan, Appendix P1) and Mitigation 

Measure BIO-22 (Wildlife Corridor). With respect to 

domestic pets, Section 4.2.4, Predator/Pest Control, of 

the Preserve Management Plan (Appendix P to the 

Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]) 

includes management strategies conducted by the 

Preserve Manager for domestic animal control in the 

Habitat Preserve, thereby reducing impacts from free-

roaming dogs and cats on the wildlife species, including 

coastal California gnatcatcher, in the Habitat Preserve. 
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O6-28: This comment states that the EIR fails to adequately 

assess and mitigate impacts to habitat connectivity for 

coastal California gnatcatcher. The City disagrees with 

this comment. Based on the opinion of the biological 

experts who prepared the assessment and the 

recommended mitigation, the impacts to habitat 

connectivity for this species have been appropriately 

assessed and the recommended mitigation reduces 

impacts to less than significant, As described in the 

Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement and Habitat 

Connectivity, studies conducted by Soulé and colleagues 

in the 1990s suggest that an intact 900-acre habitat block 

would be large enough to sustain commonly occurring 

species in the coastal San Diego region, even if habitat 

connectivity to off-site habitat areas were severely 

constrained. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Coastal California Gnatcatcher. 

O6-29: This comment states that the EIR fails to consider edge 

effects of human activities on wildlife, wildlife 

movement, and habitat connectivity. This comment 

states that the EIR fails to consider edge effects of human 

activities on wildlife, wildlife movement, and habitat 

connectivity. The comment also includes a statement 

that negative edge effects can occur from anthropogenic 

features up to 300 meters away according to 

Conservation Thresholds for Land Use Planners 

(Environmental Law Institute 2003). The City disagrees 
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with this comment. Indirect impacts to coastal California 

gnatcatcher and other special-status wildlife species, 

including human activities from traffic, lighting, noise, 

domestic pets, pollutants, invasive weeds, and increased 

fire frequency are addressed in the EIR and would be 

reduced to less than significant through Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1 (Preserve Management Plan), 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Land Use Adjacency 

Guideline), Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan), Mitigation Measure BIO-9 

(Habitat Preserve Protection), Mitigation Measure BIO-

10 (Weed Control Treatment), Mitigation Measure BIO-

20 (Wildlife Protection), Mitigation Measure BIO-21 

(Fire Protection Plan, Appendix P1), and Mitigation 

Measure BIO-22 (Wildlife Corridor). The Conservation 

Thresholds for Land Use Planners (Environmental Law 

Institute 2003) recommends a 300-meter buffer, and the 

project design provides the functional equivalent 

through wide fuel modification zones (i.e., 115 feet to 

165 feet in some areas) around the two villages, outside 

the Habitat Preserve, which would buffer development 

from the Habitat Preserve while maintaining native 

vegetation. In addition to the physical buffer of the fuel 

modification zones, the in-perpetuity management 

would control for edge effects within the Habitat 

Preserve. Based on the opinion of the biological experts 

who prepared the analysis, edge effects have been 

appropriately considered in the impact analysis, in the 
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identification of recommended mitigation, and in the 

conclusion that the impacts would be less than 

significant after mitigation.  

Please also refer to Thematic Response – Coastal 

California Gnatcatcher and response to comment O6-27.  

O6-30: This comment states that impacts of noise could affect 

much of the proposed project’s Habitat Preserve based on 

a recent study that found bird species were negatively 

affected at a mean distance of 700 meters from roads. As 

discussed in Dooling and Popper (2007), noise impacts on 

birds is highly species specific, so it is difficult, or even 

inappropriate, to broadly generalize impacts to a 

particular bird species from studies on other species. In 

their paper, they cite Awbry et al. (1995) regarding a 

pertinent species, the California gnatcatcher, stating, 

“there are several studies (e.g., Awbry et al. 1995) 

showing that birds (as well as other animals) adapt quite 

well, and even appear sometimes to prefer, environments 

that include high levels of traffic noise.” It should also be 

noted that, according to CEQA requirements, an 

evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed 

project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an 

EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably 

feasible. Based on the opinion of the biological experts 

who prepared the analysis, impacts of noise to the relevant 

bird species are appropriately assessed in the EIR. 
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O6-31: This comment states that the EIR fails to adequately 

assess and mitigate impacts of edge effects, including 

free-roaming dogs and cats. The City disagrees with this 

comment. Based on the opinion of the biological experts 

who prepared the analysis, edge effects, including from 

domestic dogs and cats, have been appropriately 

considered in the impact analysis, in the identification of 

recommended mitigation, and in the conclusion that the 

impacts are less than significant after mitigation. Please 

refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement and 

Habitat Connectivity and response to comment O6-27. 

O6-32: This comment states that the EIR fails to assess and 

mitigate impacts of increased fire frequency due to the 

proposed project to coastal California gnatcatcher and 

designated habitat. Fire frequency is expected to 

decrease with project implementation. See the Fire 

Protection Plan (Appendix P1) for details. Additionally, 

Section 4.6 of the Preserve Management Plan (Appendix 

P to the Biological Resources Technical Report 

[Appendix D]) anticipates the possibility of a wildfire 

affecting the Habitat Preserve and includes adaptive 

management strategies for revegetation of the Habitat 

Preserve after a fire, which were prepared by the 

biological experts and reflect their opinion. Please refer 

to Thematic Response – Coastal California Gnatcatcher. 
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O6-33: The comment states that the EIR’s mitigation does not 

address impacts of habitat fragmentation, edge effects, 

or increased wildfire risk and the mitigation measures do 

not adequately mitigate impacts. The City disagrees with 

this comment. Based on the opinion of the biological 

experts who prepared the analysis, the recommended 

suite of mitigation measures would reduce impacts from 

habitat fragmentation, edge effects, and wildfire risk to 

a less than significant level. Section 4.3.5, Project 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures, addresses both direct 

and indirect impacts to special-status wildlife species 

and to sensitive natural communities. The EIR describes 

how the proposed mitigation strategy would maintain the 

functions of both the existing suitable habitat included in 

the Habitat Preserve through a combination of 

preservation of existing resources (including 1,107.61 

acres of suitable habitat for coastal California 

gnatcatcher), restoration and enhancement of currently 

unsuitable habitat, and long-term monitoring and 

adaptive management of resources, as well as habitat 

connectivity consistent with the generally accepted 

principles of wildlife movement and the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan Guidelines. Therefore, the 

mitigation provided in the EIR for direct and indirect 

impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher would reduce 

impacts to less than significant. Please refer response to 
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comment O6-27 and to Thematic Response – Coastal 

California Gnatcatcher for further details. 

O6-34: This comment states the EIR incorrectly lists the 

mountain lion as occurring on the project site but with 

no other status besides an MSCP species and that the 

EIR fails to adequately describe, assess, and mitigate 

impacts to mountain lions, which are a special-status 

species under the California Endangered Species Act. 

Mountain lion was petitioned for listing on July 16, 

2019, which only initiates a CDFW review process to 

determine if there is enough evidence to warrant 

elevation to the next step of review. It was designated as 

a Candidate on April 21, 2020, meaning that it satisfied 

criteria for additional review, thus providing it with the 

same interim protections as a listed species until a 

decision is made. These dates were after the issuance of 

the Notice of Preparation for the proposed project’s EIR, 

which was issued on November 10, 2018. Pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines, Section15125, the EIR did not 

describe the mountain lion as a Candidate species. 

Mountain lion is a “specially protected mammal” under 

California Fish and Game Code, and if a project planned 

in an area where a specially protected mammal occurs, 

an applicant must design the project to avoid take. 

Although mountain lion was recorded on the project site 

based on sign (i.e., scat and no individuals were 

observed during the wildlife corridor camera study), 
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based on the opinion of the biological experts who 

prepared the analysis, take directly attributable to the 

proposed project is not anticipated with project 

implementation. Please refer to Thematic Responses – 

Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity and 

Mountain Lion for further details. 

O6-35: This comment states that land use planning that does not 

integrate adequate habitat connectivity can have adverse 

impacts on mountain lions and the EIR fails to 

adequately describe, assess, and mitigate impacts to 

mountain lion. The City disagrees with this comment. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 

prepared the Biological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix D), the EIR appropriately describes and 

assesses the impacts to mountain lion, recommends 

appropriate mitigation, and concludes that the impacts 

are less than significant after mitigation. Although 

mountain lion was recorded on the project site based on 

sign (i.e., scat and no individuals were observed during 

the wildlife corridor camera study), take directly 

attributable to the proposed project is not anticipated 

with project implementation. The Habitat Preserve 

design would facilitate continued movement by wildlife 

through the project site, including occasionally 

mountain lions, and maintain connectivity to 

surrounding preserves. While mountain lions may 

occasionally hunt on the project site, the site is not  
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considered to support major or critical populations of 

this species, nor does it support suitable denning habitat. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Mountain Lion. 
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O6-36: This comment states that the EIR fails to assess and 

mitigate impacts to mountain lions in terms of human 

disturbances. The City disagrees with this comment. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 

prepared the analysis, the EIR appropriately assesses 

impacts to mountain lion, recommends appropriate 

mitigation, and concludes that the impacts are less than 

significant after mitigation. The project site is not 

considered to support major or critical populations of 

this species and is likely to only support around 3 percent 

of a female’s much smaller range. Habitat for this 

species would be protected within the Habitat Preserve 

and the Preserve Design will bolster and buffer adjacent 

open space areas. Please refer to Thematic Responses – 

Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity and 

Mountain Lion.  
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O6-37: This comment states that the EIR fails to adequately 

describe, assess, and mitigate impacts to wildlife movement 

and connectivity to less than significant. The City disagrees 

with this comment. Based on the opinion of the biological 

experts who prepared the analysis, the EIR appropriately 

describes and assesses impacts to mountain lion, 

recommends appropriate mitigation, and concludes that the 

impacts are less than significant after mitigation. The EIR 

discusses wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity in 

Section 4.3.1.5, Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages. 

The EIR describes how the proposed project would maintain 

the functions of both regional and local wildlife movement 

and habitat connectivity consistent with the generally 

accepted principles of wildlife movement and the Draft 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan Guidelines and thus reduce 

impacts to a less than significant level. Please refer to 

Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement and Habitat 

Connectivity for further details. 

O6-38: This comment states that the EIR fails to adequately 

describe the project area’s importance in wildlife 

connectivity. The City disagrees with this comment. Based 

on the opinion of the biological experts who prepared the 

description, the EIR appropriately describes the importance 

of the project site and vicinity to wildlife connectivity. The 

EIR discusses wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity in 

Section 4.3.1.5, Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement 

and Habitat Connectivity. 
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O6-39: This comment states that the EIR fails to adequately 

assess impacts to wildlife movement and habitat 

connectivity within and adjacent to the proposed project, 

and the proposed wildlife corridors and Habitat Preserve 

do not mitigate impacts to wildlife movement and 

habitat connectivity to less than significant. The City 

disagrees with this comment. Based on the opinion of the 

biological experts who prepared the analysis, the EIR 

appropriately assesses impacts to wildlife movement and 

habitat connectivity within and adjacent to the project 

site, recommends appropriate mitigation, including the 

Habitat Preserve in Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Preserve 

Management Plan), and concludes that the impacts to 

wildlife movement and habitat connectivity are less than 

significant after mitigation. The EIR notes that the 

project site serves as live-in habitat for a variety of large 

and small wildlife, including at least partial territories for 

several mid-sized large mammals, including mountain 

lion, bobcat, mule deer, and coyote, with local 

movement occurring throughout the project site. The 

EIR also states that the project site contributes to 

regional wildlife movement between County open space, 

MCAS Miramar, and Santee Lakes Recreation Preserve 

as shown on the City’s Draft MSCP Subarea Plan 

Preserve System Map (see Figure 4.3-3, Regional 

Planning Context – Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan). 

The EIR describes how the proposed project would 
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maintain the functions of both regional and local wildlife 

movement and habitat connectivity consistent with the 

generally accepted principles of wildlife movement and 

the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan Guidelines and 

thus reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement 

and Habitat Connectivity. 
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O6-40: This comment states that the EIR fails to adequately 

assess and mitigate impacts to functional connectivity and 

ignores the best available science. This comment states 

that Mitigation Measure BIO-22 (Wildlife Corridor) is 

insufficient to mitigate impacts to wildlife movement and 

habitat connectivity to less than significant. The City 

disagrees with this comment. Based on the opinion of the 

biological experts who prepared the assessment, the 

recommended mitigation is appropriate, is based on the 

best available science, and will reduce impacts to less than 

significant. Through implementation of Mitigation 

Measure BIO-22 (Wildlife Corridor) and as shown on 

Figure 4.3-9, Local Wildlife Corridors, wildlife 

movement and habitat connectivity will be preserved 

along the northwestern and northern boundary of the 

project site, with Habitat Preserve widths between 

permanent development and the project site boundary 

ranging from 619 feet to more than 1,400 feet, providing 

a buffer between development and off-site open space 

north of the project site protected and managed as part of 

County of San Diego Park Preserve lands. Please refer to 

Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement and Habitat 

Connectivity for further details.  

O6-41: This comment states that the two wildlife crossings are 

insufficient to mitigate impacts to connectivity and 

would essentially isolate the approximately 900 acres in 

the southern portion of the Habitat Preserve and would  
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fail to meet the needs of the diverse species that use or 

potentially use the area. Based on the opinion of the 

biological experts who recommended this mitigation as 

sufficient to reduce impacts to less than significant, the 

City disagrees that the mitigation is insufficient to 

mitigate impacts to habitat connectivity and wildlife 

movement. Please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife 

Movement and Habitat Connectivity for further details. 

O6-42: This comment states that one large undercrossing on the 

eastern side and one small undercrossing on the western 

side of the project site are grossly insufficient to meet the 

needs of the diverse species that use the project site. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 

recommended the undercrossings, the City disagrees 

with this conclusion. Based on the crossing spacing 

guidelines in the Gunson et al. (2016) study as cited in 

the comment, only one crossing would be recommended. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement 

and Habitat Connectivity. 

O6-43: This comment states that the project proponent needs to 

construct associated crossing infrastructure to improve 

the chances of wildlife using the crossings. Based on the 

opinion of the biological experts that recommended the 

wildlife crossings, the recommended undercrossings as 

proposed will adequately facilitate wildlife use. As 

stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-23 (Wildlife 
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Undercrossings) wildlife undercrossings shall be 

designed to provide a greater than 0.6 openness ratio, 

raised floor, and directional curbs, which are intended to 

allow western spadefoot and other wildlife to cross. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement 

and Habitat Connectivity. 
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O6-44: This comment states that the EIR’s lack of sufficient 

wildlife crossings dismisses the need for corridor 

redundancy. The City disagrees with this comment. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts that 

recommended the wildlife crossings, the recommended 

undercrossings as proposed will adequately facilitate 

wildlife movement and provide sufficient connectivity. 

According to the Gunson et al. (2016) study cited in the 

comment, crossing structures should generally be spaced 

about every 300 meters (984 feet) where roadways bisect 

large expanses of continuous habitat. Under this 

recommendation, only one crossing would be 

recommended, whereas the project would construct two. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement 

and Habitat Connectivity. 

O6-45: The comment reiterates Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Land 

Use Adjacency Guidelines) and states that this is 

unacceptable. This comment also states that the EIR does 

not provide adequate buffers to protect important 

ecosystems. The City disagrees with this comment. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6 comes directly from the Draft 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, which does not require 

buffers. However, based on the opinion of the biological 

experts who prepared the analysis, the design of 

development on the project site provides adequate 

buffers. Buffers on the project site are important for 

buffering development from the Habitat Preserve, which  
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is broadly connected to surrounding off-site open space. 

The project design includes wide fire-protection zones 

(i.e., 115 feet to 165 feet in some areas) around the two 

villages, outside the Habitat Preserve, which will buffer 

development from the Habitat Preserve while maintaining 

native vegetation. Please also refer to Thematic Response 

– Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity. 

O6-46: This comment states that the EIR fails to adequately 

assess and mitigate impacts to riparian habitat and 

provides insufficient compensatory mitigation provided 

for areas designated as “Impact Neutral.” The City 

disagrees with this comment, based on the opinion of the 

biological experts who prepared the analysis, identified 

the recommended mitigation, and concluded that 

impacts are less than significant after mitigation. As 

stated in Section 4.3.4, impact neutral areas are areas that 

are not impacted by the proposed project, but for which 

the proposed project would not be requesting 

preservation credit because they are not included in the 

Habitat Preserve. However, the project design would 

preserve connectivity from the impact neutral areas 

containing ephemeral streams and riparian habitat to 

Sycamore Canyon Creek through culverts, thus 

providing additional habitat value overall. Therefore, 

functionality and habitat value of the impact neutral 

areas would be maintained. As shown on the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D), Figures 5-



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O6-48 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

1g, 5-1l, and 5-1m, the two impact neutral areas 

containing riparian habitat are both buffered by upland 

vegetation, including grassland and coastal sage scrub 

communities. The distance between development and 

the riparian area in the northern impact neutral area is 

between approximately 5 feet and 69 feet, with an 

average of 39 feet. The distance between development 

and the riparian area in the southern impact neutral area 

is between approximately 4 feet and 253 feet, with an 

average of 60 feet. Wetland buffers are typically 

determined on a case-by-case basis in consultation with 

CDFW, USFWS, and USACE. The width of the buffer 

is determined by factors such as type and size of 

development, sensitivity of the wetland resource to edge 

effects, topography, and the need for upland transition. 

O6-47: This comment summarizes the importance of riparian 

ecosystems and states that the EIR should require a 

minimum buffer of 300 feet or more from all perennial 

and intermittent streams and wetlands throughout and 

adjacent to the project area. As a recommendation, this 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required on this point. However, the project 

design includes wide fuel modification zones (i.e., 115 

feet to 165 feet in some areas) around the two villages, 

outside the Habitat Preserve, which will buffer  
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development from the Habitat Preserve while maintaining 

native vegetation. Furthermore, Sycamore Canyon Creek 

is buffered by approximately 700 feet to 1,000 feet by 

Habitat Preserve and fuel modification zones, with the 

exception of the portion that occurs adjacent to the 

detention basin, which is buffered by approximately 70 

feet. It should be noted that the 70-foot buffer is from 

manufactured slopes and does not account for 

topography, which may increase the distance from the 

edge of development to Sycamore Canyon Creek. Based 

on the opinion of the biological experts who prepared the 

analysis, the buffers provided are sufficient in the context 

of the comment’s buffer recommendations.  

The comment also states that the EIR fails to adequately 

assess and mitigate impacts to wildlife movement and 

habitat connectivity. Response to comments O6-37 

through O6-44 address the same point. Also, please 

refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement and 

Habitat Connectivity. 

O6-48: This comment states that the EIR fails to adequately 

assess and mitigate impacts to wildlife connectivity in 

oak woodlands. The City disagrees with this comment. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 

prepared the analysis, the EIR adequately assesses 

impacts to wildlife connectivity in oak woodlands, 

recommends appropriate mitigation, and concludes that 
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such impacts will be less than significant after 

mitigation. Oak woodlands are a relatively small 

component of the project site, comprising 29.68 acres, of 

which 26.36 acres (89 percent) would be protected and 

managed in the Habitat Preserve per Mitigation Measure 

BIO-1 (Preserve Management Plan) and Mitigation 

Measure BIO-9 (Habitat Preserve Protection). Please 

refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement and 

Habitat Connectivity for further details. 
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O6-49: This comment states that the proposed project would 

impact over 580 acres of potential Quino checkerspot 

butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino) habitat and 

fragment the remainder. The EIR includes an analysis of 

impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly and wildlife 

corridors for wildlife movement. Please refer to 

Thematic Responses – Quino Checkerspot Butterfly and 

Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity. 

O6-50: This comment states that biologists did not survey the 

project site or conduct systematic search for Quino 

checkerspot butterfly eggs, larvae, and pupae. Focused 

Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys were conducted in 

accordance with the USFWS 2002 and 2016 protocol, and 

host plant mapping surveys were conducted according to 

the USFWS 2014 protocol. Immature life history stages 

were not recorded during focused surveys for Quino 

checkerspot butterfly in 2004, 2005, and 2016 or during 

host plant mapping surveys in 2016 and 2017. Please refer 

to Thematic Response – Quino Checkerspot Butterfly. 

O6-51: This comment states that the EIR does not take into 

account how the project site is connected to nearby 

habitat patches, whether core or satellite, and its role in 

a Quino checkerspot butterfly metapopulation. Please 

refer to Thematic Response – Quino Checkerspot 

Butterfly. Further, based on the opinion of the biological 

experts who prepared the Biological Resources  
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Technical Report (Appendix D), the City disagrees that 

the proposed project is a core Quino checkerspot 

butterfly population as stated in the CBD petition filed 

with the California Fish and Game Commission in June 

2020 based on the lack of USFWS Critical Habitat for 

this species occurring on the project site and due to 

negative focused surveys for Quino checkerspot 

butterfly on the project site conducted in 2004 and 2016. 

Based on that opinion, the City also disagrees that the 

proposed project is a core Quino checkerspot butterfly 

population as stated in the comment: 50 or more adults 

were not reported during a single survey at least once; 

immature life history stages were not recorded; and only 

one single observation was made in 2005, while survey 

results were negative in 2004 and 2016, and would not 

consider the geographic area within a metapopulation. 
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O6-52: This comment states that the Habitat Preserve would 

result in large-scale fragmentation of high quality Quino 

checkerspot butterfly habitat. Please refer to Thematic 

Response – Quino Checkerspot Butterfly. Mitigation for 

impacts to suitable habitat for Quino checkerspot 

butterfly will include a contiguous 900-acre block of 

habitat and a combination of in-perpetuity management 

of the Habitat Preserve that will focus on removal of 

non-native grasses, weedy material, and duff layers and 

the supplemental planting of host plant species so that 

habitat is more suitable for Quino checkerspot butterfly. 

O6-53: This comment states that local habitat fragmentation 

from the proposed project would result in less 

contiguous habitat for Quino checkerspot butterfly to 

carry out its life functions. Please refer to Thematic 

Response – Quino Checkerspot Butterfly. Mitigation for 

impacts to suitable habitat for Quino checkerspot 

butterfly will include a combination of in-perpetuity 

management of the Habitat Preserve that will focus on 

removal of non-native grasses, weedy material, and duff 

layers and the supplemental planting of host plant 

species so that habitat is more suitable for Quino 

checkerspot butterfly. 
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O6-54: This comment states that the project site is within the 

possible future Central San Diego County recovery unit 

and development on the site may preclude recovery of 

the Quino checkerspot butterfly in the region. Please 

refer to Thematic Response – Quino Checkerspot 

Butterfly. First, the area is described as a “Possible 

Future” recovery unit, not a current one or proposed one. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 

prepared the analysis, the City disagrees that the 

proposed project would preclude recovery of the Quino 

checkerspot butterfly based on the lack of USFWS 

Critical Habitat for this species occurring on the project 

site, lack of historical observations (see Table 1 in CBD 

petition which lists the historical occurrences and the 

2009 USFWS 5-year Review which states that the 

proposed project Quino checkerspot butterfly 

occurrence status as “not documented, no historical 

records”), and due to negative focused surveys for Quino 

checkerspot butterfly on the project site conducted in 

2004 and 2016. 

O6-55: This comment states that the City is relying on 

restoration of soon-to-be degraded and fragmented 

habitat to mitigate for losses to the Quino checkerspot 

butterfly. Please refer to Thematic Response – Quino 

Checkerspot Butterfly. Mitigation of suitable habitat 

shall be included in the Preserve Management Plan 

(Appendix P of the Biological Resources Technical  
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Report [Appendix D]) and occur in the following ways: 

preservation and management of existing suitable 

habitat within the Habitat Preserve, 

restoration/enhancement of existing suitable habitat 

within the Habitat Preserve, and creation of new suitable 

habitat areas within the Habitat Preserve and along 

manufactured slopes within development areas, as 

appropriate. Based on the opinion of the biological 

experts who prepared the analysis, impacts would be 

reduced to less than significant through the proposed 

project’s on-site Habitat Preserve, outlined in Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1, which would conserve 1,096.57 acres 

of suitable habitat, and Mitigation Measure BIO-18, 

which would restore/enhance suitable habitat within the 

Habitat Preserve and through habitat management, 

including success criteria, specifically for this species. 

Although this species-specific restored/enhanced and 

created suitable habitat is in the Habitat Preserve, it is 

not currently suitable habitat for this species. 

O6-56: This comment states that placement of extensive areas 

of development in Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat, 

such as the proposed project, create barriers to dispersal 

and remove Quino checkerspot butterfly adults from the 

functional population. Please refer to Thematic 

Response – Quino Checkerspot Butterfly. Despite 

habitat loss and some fragmentation, based on the 

opinion of the biological experts who prepared the  
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analysis, the EIR describes how the proposed project 

would maintain the functions of both regional and local 

wildlife movement and habitat connectivity consistent 

with the generally accepted principles of wildlife 

movement and the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan 

Guidelines, and thus reduce impacts to a less than 

significant level. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity. 

O6-57: This comment states that the project site represents 

USFWS proposed designated Critical Habitat for 

Hermes copper butterfly (Lycaena hermes). The 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) is 

consistent with the comment and states that there is a 

total of 2,426.06 acres of proposed USFWS Critical 

Habitat for Hermes copper butterfly that occurs on the 

project site. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O6-58: This comment states that the EIR dismisses the USFWS 

Critical Habitat designation for Hermes copper butterfly. 

The Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix 

D) states that there is a total of 2,426.06 acres of 

proposed USFWS Critical Habitat for Hermes copper 

butterfly that occurs on the project site. Proposed 

USFWS Critical Habitat designations can overestimate 
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the actual suitable habitat within an area and include 

many acres of unsuitable habitat (e.g., areas where 

redberry buckthorn (Rhamnus crocea) and/or California 

buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) are not present). 

Additionally, there have been two negative protocol 

surveys performed in 2016 and 2020. Therefore, based 

on the opinion of the biological experts who prepared the 

analysis, the EIR concludes that the site is currently 

unoccupied. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Hermes Copper Butterfly. 

O6-59: This comment states that the City dismisses the majority 

of Critical Habitat by conducting their own analysis 

instead of following the habitat criteria outlined by 

USFWS to determine the impacts to Hermes copper 

butterfly. Based on the analysis prepared by the 

biological experts, the EIR analyzes impacts to Hermes 

copper butterfly Critical Habitat, concluding that there 

are a total of 974.11 acres of impacts within the proposed 

Critical Habitat for Hermes copper, 52.98 acres of which 

would be considered potentially suitable habitat for this 

species based on the presence of the obligate host plant 

redberry buckthorn and nearby California buckwheat for 

nectaring. These 52.98 acres are impacted by proposed 

development, while it is noted in Table 5-1a of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) 

that there is a total of 148.44 acres of suitable habitat on 

the project site, of which 95.46 acres of suitable habitat  
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would not be impacted. Proposed USFWS Critical 

Habitat designations can overestimate the actual suitable 

habitat within an area and include many acres of 

unsuitable habitat (e.g., areas where the obligate host 

redberry buckthorn and/or California buckwheat are not 

present). Therefore, the EIR analysis, prepared by 

biological experts, is based on more detailed site-

specific assessment and includes a breakdown of 

suitability within the proposed USFWS Critical Habitat 

mapping based on field surveys for the Hermes copper 

butterfly host plant species conducted specifically for 

this project. Please refer to Thematic Response – Hermes 

Copper Butterfly. 

O6-60: This comment states that the EIR underestimates the 

impacts to Hermes copper butterfly and its habitat by not 

using the USFWS analysis. The City disagrees with this 

comment. As described in response to comment O6-59, 

the EIR provides a more detailed and precise analysis of 

suitability within the proposed USFWS Critical Habitat 

mapping based on field surveys, whereas the USFWS 

Critical Habitat designation, which was not based on 

detailed site-specific surveys, overestimated the actual 

suitable habitat within the project site and included areas 

of unsuitable habitat. The survey and habitat assessment 

conducted for this species indicated that the area on the 

project site that would meet the requirements to be 

designated as Critical Habitat is much smaller than 
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proposed by USFWS. The survey and habitat assessment 

constitute the best available scientific information 

available for the project site and will need to be taken 

into account by USFWS during the final listing decision. 

It is expected that based on that information, the size of 

the Critical Habitat designation will be substantially 

reduced. Please refer to Thematic Response – Hermes 

Copper Butterfly. 

O6-61: This comment states that the mitigation proposed in the 

EIR for Hermes copper butterfly is not adequate due to 

the destruction and fragmentation of the Habitat 

Preserve. The City disagrees with this comment. Based 

on the opinion of the biological experts who prepared the 

assessment and identified the recommended mitigation, 

the impacts would be reduced to less than significant 

through implementation of the proposed project’s on-

site Habitat Preserve outlined in Mitigation Measure 

BIO-1 and Mitigation Measure BIO-18. Potentially 

suitable habitat would be conserved through 

implementation of mitigation that would reduce impacts 

to less than significant under CEQA. Please refer to 

Thematic Response – Hermes Copper Butterfly. 

O6-62: This comment states that the Habitat Preserve would 

result in large-scale fragmentation of Hermes copper 

butterfly habitat. The proposed project includes a 900-

acre block of contiguous open space contained with the 

Habitat Preserve and connects to other preserves in the  
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vicinity. The Habitat Preserve allows for wildlife 

movement and includes corridors with buffers from 

development. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Hermes Copper Butterfly. 

O6-63: This comment states that the increasing frequency and 

severity of fires in the Hermes copper butterfly habitat is 

a threat to the butterfly. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required on this point. 

However, fire frequency is expected to decrease with 

project implementation; see the Fire Protection Plan 

(Appendix P1) for details. Additionally, Section 4.6 of 

the Preserve Management Plan (Appendix P to the 

Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]) 

includes adaptive management strategies for 

revegetation of the Habitat Preserve after a fire. Please 

refer to Thematic Response – Hermes Copper Butterfly. 
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O6-64: This comment states that habitat loss creates increases in 

competition, predation, and parasitism, and, thus, reliance 

on the same mitigation habitat for several separate species 

compromises the effectiveness of the mitigation. The City 

disagrees with this comment. Based on the opinion of the 

biological experts who prepared the analysis in the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D), the 

comment is illogical and conflicts with the well-accepted 

conservation principal of preserving large habitat blocks 

that support diverse and rich species assemblages, even if 

some level of predation or competition occurs. The 

comment does not propose an appropriate alternative to a 

multi-species Habitat Preserve. As stated in Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1, Preserve Management Plan, the 

proposed project shall preserve in perpetuity a total of 

1,650 acres of on-site open space, as a result of impacts to 

862.09 acres (including on- and off-site areas) of sensitive 

upland vegetation communities. Therefore, Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1 includes an on-site Habitat Preserve as 

mitigation for potentially occurring species. Based on the 

opinion of the biological experts who prepared the 

analysis, the recommended mitigation, including the 

Habitat Preserve, provides suitable habitat for a diverse 

set of potentially occurring species, and there is no 

evidence, based on the general threat factors often cited 

for the special-status species, that existing competition, 

predation, and parasitism would be significantly altered 
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or increased, although habitat management actions such 

enhancement or restoration will need to consider potential 

unintended consequences for suites of species (e.g., 

grassland species versus coastal sage scrub species). 

Special-status species and suitable habitats are discussed 

in Section 4.3.5.1, Threshold 1: Candidate, Sensitive, or 

Special-Status Species and impacts are summarized in 

Table 4.3-8a. Direct Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife 

Species. The proposed project would result in potentially 

significant impacts to special-status species and 

mitigation measures are proposed to reduce impacts to 

less than significant. These measures have been 

recommended by biological experts and prepared in 

compliance with CEQA requirements for mitigation 

measures, using the best available scientific information, 

and would be implemented through a Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program, including a Preserve 

Manager and permanent funding of the costs to manage 

and monitor the preserve, to ensure they are implemented. 

O6-65: This comment states that impacts to the Crotch bumble 

bee were not considered in the EIR, but due to clear 

evidence of the species’ occurrence in the project area, 

impacts to this species and its habitat must be evaluated 

and mitigated. The City disagrees that the species was 

not considered. It is evaluated in Appendix N (Special-

Status Wildlife Species Potential to Occur within the 

Project Area) of Appendix D (Biological Resources 
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Technical Report) of the EIR. There, based on the 

opinion of the biological experts preparing the analysis, 

it was determined to have low potential to occur based 

on a lack of suitable habitat on site. While generically it 

is described as inhabiting grasslands and scrub habitat, 

the listing petition (Xerces Society et al 2018; pages 37 

and 38) emphasizes the species’ association with 

prairies, less disturbed grasslands and wildflower fields, 

and on page 32 says that it inhabits “open grassland and 

scrub habitats”—inferring that the scrub habitat is open 

as well. Since the comment continues by saying that the 

species was historically common in the Central Valley, 

it is assumed that the once rich wildflower grasslands 

and open salt scrub habitats is what it is referring to. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts preparing 

the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix 

D), the City disagrees that the species has been found on 

the project site, much less the project footprint as the 

commenter states. A review of CNDDB data for this 

little-known species shows two historical locations: 

2010, approximately 2.5 miles northwest, and 1981, 

approximately 4 miles to the southwest. Based on a 

review of CNDDB records, there are locations from the 

Borrego Springs area in the desert (1952), as far south as 

Otay Mesa (1998), as far east as Corn Spring in the 

desert Chuckwalla Mountains (1993), on Santa Rosa and 

Santa Cruz islands (1941, 1990s), and as far north as Red 

Bluff (1956). This is a difficult species to identify and 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O6-64 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

the workers and males can have different coloration 

patterns from the queens and there are gradients within 

each (Williams et al. 2014; Koch et al. 2012) potentially 

making them difficult to differentiate from other species. 

There are a number of other species with roughly similar 

coloration patterning. Based on the fact that the habitats 

present on the project site do not resemble those 

described in the petition, the erroneous assertion that 

they have been found on site, and the lack of knowledge 

about the species (e.g., habitat usages, population status, 

basic biological requirements; lack of survey protocol), 

in the opinion of the biological experts who prepared the 

analysis, the low potential assessment and thus would 

not require additional surveys or analysis. CEQA 

requires that a project is analyzed using the best 

available information. Further, it should be noted that 

CDFW, the lead agency reviewing the petition, did not 

raise this as an issue in their comment letter. Finally, the 

legality of listing the bees is currently in litigation, with 

a decision expected in December 2020. Briefly, the 

question is whether bees can be called “fish” and 

therefore listed as an invertebrate because insects are not 

specifically cited as eligible for listing. Aquatic 

invertebrates were considered under the “fish” category 

previously, but now the petitioners are arguing that any 

invertebrate can be categorized as a fish. 
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O6-66: This comment repeats the fact that the proposed project 

will mitigate its GHG emissions to 12,606.51 MT CO2e 

per year. As explained thoroughly in the EIR, the 

recommended mitigation measures would ensure that 

the proposed project reduces all GHG emissions below 

a level of significance as required by CEQA. Therefore, 

this issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. In addition, 

please refer to Thematic Response – 2017 Scoping Plan. 
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O6-67: This comment provides an introduction to the balance of 

the GHG comments. The comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

O6-68: The proposed project would implement all feasible 

mitigation to ensure that GHG emissions are reduced 

below a level of significance as required by CEQA. Each 

of the recommended mitigation measures require on-site 

construction or operational changes to the proposed 

project. Therefore, this issue is adequately addressed in 

the EIR.  

In addition, please refer to Thematic Response – 2017 

Scoping Plan.  
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O6-69: This comment states the measures taken by the proposed 

project to reduce energy use will not be enough to meet 

the regional or state level climate goals. Please refer to 

Thematic Response – 2017 Scoping Plan.  

The City has prioritized on-site GHG mitigation 

consistent with CARB's recommendation. All of the GHG 

measures require construction or operational changes to 

the proposed project or the project site. As explained 

thoroughly in the EIR, the recommended mitigation 

measures would ensure that the project reduces all GHG 

emissions below a level of significance as required by 

CEQA. Therefore, no further mitigation is required and 

this issue is adequately addressed in the EIR.  

In addition, Section 4.16.5.2 of the EIR includes a 

thorough analysis of VMT. As explained therein, 

Mitigation Measure AIR-6, which requires preparation 

and implementation of a Transportation Demand 

Management Plan, would lessen project impacts 

associated with VMT, although not to a less than 

significant level. Transportation impacts would thus 

remain significant and unavoidable. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O6-68 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

O6-70: The comment states that the EIR would be consistent 

with the proposed 2018 Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan. The comment also states that this is problematic 

because the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan has not yet 

been approved or permitted by USFWS. The EIR 

provides mitigation to reduce impacts to less than 

significant in accordance with CEQA guidelines and 

based on the mitigation recommended by the biological 

experts preparing the analysis. The EIR does not rely 

upon the adoption and approval of the subarea plan for 

its impact conclusions or for its mitigation. Although the 

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan has not yet been 

approved or permitted, it is still used as the guidance 

document for projects occurring in the City. The EIR is 

consistent with the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, 

which would serve as a HCP pursuant to Section 

10(a)(1)(B) of FESA, and as an NCCP pursuant to the 

California NCCP Act of 1991. Regarding the 

commenters statement about the likely approval of the 

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, if the Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan is not approved, the proposed project 

would seek take authorization through FESA Section 7 

or an individual Section 10 permit. Please refer to the 

Thematic Response – Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan 

for further details. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
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or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

O6-71:  This comment provides an introduction to comments 

O6-72 through O6-80, claiming that the conclusion in 

the EIR that water supply related impacts for the 

proposed project would be less than significant is not 

supported by substantial evidence. This comment also 

appears to criticize the EIR for relying on “multiple 

planning documents from various water suppliers” but 

such reliance is not only encouraged but required to 

show substantial evidence. See responses to comments 

O6-72 to O6-80. 

O6-72:  This comment claims two of the significance thresholds 

from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines used in the 

EIR to address water supplies for the proposed project 

(citing page 4.17-10 of the EIR) are insufficient without 

proposing any alternative thresholds. Specifically, the 

comment refers to Threshold 1 regarding new or 

expanded water facilities that could cause significant 

environmental effects (see Section 4.17.5 of the EIR) 

and Threshold 2, which asks whether the proposed 

project “would have sufficient water supplies available 

to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 

development during normal, dry and multiple dry years” 

(see Section 4.17.5.2 of the EIR).  
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The comment acknowledges the City’s discretion to use 

the Appendix G checklist in analyzing the proposed 

project’s impacts but claims in comment O6-72 that the 

“analysis should be revised, using thresholds of 

significance that account for the Project’s impact on the 

water supply system, not simply its paper-water 

entitlements.” The comment appears to call into question 

State and federal water policy that is outside the purview 

of the CEQA. The analysis conducted for the proposed 

project pursuant to the significance threshold question in 

Appendix G, Section XIX(b), is consistent with water 

supply planning laws and case law interpreting such 

laws. In fact, Appendix G, Section XIX(b) was recently 

modified as part of the extensive 2018 update to the 

CEQA Guidelines adopted by the Natural Resources 

Agency to “better reflect the factors identified by the 

Supreme Court in Vineyard Area Citizens for 

Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova 

(2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, as well as the water supply 

assessment and verifications statutes (Wat. Code, § 

10910, Gov. Code, § 66473.7)” (see California Natural 

Resources Agency Final Statement of Reasons for 

Regulatory Action Amendments to the State CEQA 

Guidelines, November 2018).  

More specifically, under Public Resources Code, 

Section 21151.9, and CEQA Guidelines, Section 15155, 

the proposed project was subject to a water supply 
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assessment (WSA) from the public water system 

identified as the water provider for the project (Padre 

Dam Municipal Water District (PDMWD), the criteria 

for which is dictated in Water Code section 10910-

10915. “Projects” subject to a WSA under the Water 

Code are those that are of statewide, regional, or area-

wide significance, such as a proposed residential 

development of more than 500 dwelling units (Water 

Code, Section 10912; CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15206[b][2][a]). The WSA must discuss whether 

projected water supplies will meet projected water 

demands for the proposed project and other planned 

growth and describe its plans for acquiring additional 

water supplies if it concludes that its existing water 

supplies are not sufficient to serve the project. The WSA 

must then be included in the EIR for the proposed project 

under Water Code section 10911(b). When considering 

the proposed project, the City must independently 

evaluate PDMWD’s assessment in the EIR and 

“determine, based on the entire record, whether 

projected water supplies will be sufficient to satisfy the 

demands of the project, in addition to existing and 

planned future uses” (Water Code, Section 10911[c]).  

In addition to these statutory requirements for a WSA, a 

verification of adequate water supply is required for 

larger residential subdivisions such as the proposed 

project before a final subdivision map may be recorded 
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(Government Code, Section 66473.7). The verification 

requirement must be included as a condition of approval 

of the tentative subdivision map, and the verification 

must be provided by the water supplier.  

Nowhere in the detailed statutory scheme described 

above must the water supplier or the land use authority 

call into question the wisdom of allocating water to 

residential development such as the proposed project, 

nor does the comment cite to any legal authority in 

support of such request. Contrary to the comment, the 

long-term sustainability of water supplies is considered 

by PDMWD, San Diego County Water Authority 

(SDCWA), and Metropolitan Water District of Southern 

California (Metropolitan) in preparation of their 

respective Urban Water Management Plans (UWMP) 

considering water supplies over the next twenty years, 

which are updated every five years and accounted for in 

the WSA (Water Code, Sections 10620–10621, 10631.)  
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O6-73: This comment continues to argue that the significance 

thresholds from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 

used in the EIR to address water supplies for the 

proposed project are insufficient. See response to 

comment O6-72.  

O6-74: This comment claims the EIR’s water supply analysis is 

inadequate because it concludes that 840 AFY was 

previously accounted for in SDCWA’s UWMP and 

PDMWD’s UWMP; therefore the WSA evaluates the 

additional demand of 778 AFY associated with the 

proposed project that was not previously accounted for. 

The comment mischaracterizes the EIR and WSA 

(Appendix O3), which clearly states in Section 2.1 (Page 

2-1), “this Assessment incorporates only the 840 AFY 

Project demand that is accounted for in the 2015 UWMP 

and will additionally determine whether the additional, 

updated Project water demand, beyond the 840 AFY 

already accounted for in the District’s UWMP, all of 

which is now potable demand because recycled water is 

not available for this Project, can be supplied by the 

District’s total projected available water supplies under 

the normal, single dry year, and multiple dry year water 

scenarios in addition to the District’s existing and 

planned future uses . . . .” (emphasis added). When the 

projected water demand associated with a project was 

accounted for in the most recently adopted UWMP, the 

WSA may incorporate that discussion to comply with 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O6-74 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

requirements of the WSA statute (Water Code section 

10910(c)(2)). Here, a portion of the demand associated 

with the proposed project was accounted for in 

PDMWD’s 2015 UWMP. That discussion was 

incorporated into the WSA. The WSA then provides 

additional analysis as to how the remainder of the 

proposed project’s water demand will be met by 

PDMWD’s projected supplies available during normal, 

single dry, and multiple dry water years during a 20-year 

projection, in addition to PDMWD’s existing and 

planned future uses, including potable agricultural and 

manufacturing uses in compliance with Water Code 

section 10910(c)(3).  

The WSA is included in the EIR and evaluated by the City 

within the same document under Water Code section 

10911(b) and CEQA Guidelines section 15155(e). The 

analysis of water supply in an EIR may incorporate by 

reference the WSA as well as the information from an 

UWMP or other publicly available source under CEQA 

Guidelines section 15155(f). The information required to 

be included in a WSA under Water Code section 10910 

may come from the public water system’s UWMP, if the 

projected water demand associated with the proposed 

project was accounted for in the most recently adopted 

UWMP (Water Code section 10910(c)(2)). Here, both the 

EIR and the WSA are clear that a portion of the proposed 

project’s water demand was previously accounted for in  
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PDMWD’s 2015 UWMP, which allows for the 

incorporation of that portion of the UWMP into the water 

supply analysis, and then proceed to analyze the 

availability of water supplies for the portion that was not 

previously accounted-for in PDMWD’s 2015 UWMP, in 

compliance with CEQA and the Water Code. Thus, the 

EIR has properly analyzed the impact of supplying water 

to the whole proposed project, contrary to the 

commenter’s assertion. Moreover, as further explained in 

Section 2.2 of the EIR, “this EIR evaluates every potential 

impact area under CEQA for the proposed project and is 

not limited to those areas found inadequate for the project 

approval in 2007.”  

O6-75: This comment continues to claim the EIR’s water supply 

analysis is inadequate because it concludes that 840 

AFY was previously accounted for in PDMWD’s 2015 

UWMP; therefore, the WSA evaluates the additional 

demand of 778 AFY associated with the proposed 

project that was not previously accounted for. See 

response to comment O6-74. 
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O6-76: This comment claims that the EIR does not adequately 

analyze the impact of providing water to the proposed 

project under SDCWA’s Accelerated Forecasted 

Growth (AFG) component. To the contrary, the WSA 

explains that SDCWA has confirmed that it can meet the 

associated demand with the proposed project through the 

use of the AFG component of its 2015 UWMP (WSA, 

Pages 2-2 through 2-3 and Page 5-7). In other words, the 

AFG water supply is built into SDCWA’s regional water 

supply forecasting and is not a separate project or source 

of “extra” water supply that must be analyzed in the EIR 

for the proposed project. The WSA explains, “[t]he 

demand associated with the Accelerated Growth 

Forecast component is included in SDCWA’s regional 

total demand forecast and is intended to account for a 

portion of SANDAG’s estimated residential land use 

development that is currently projected to occur beyond 

the SDCWA’s 40 year planning horizon, but that has the 

potential to move forward on an accelerated schedule ” 

(see WSA, Page 5-8 and SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP, Page 

2-6). The SDCWA 2015 UWMP (Section 2, Table 2-8, 

footnote 6) further states, “[d]emands associated with 

accelerated forecasted growth are not attributed to 

individual member agencies and are listed for regional 

planning purposes.”  

O6-77: This comment claims the EIR contains internal 

consistencies as to whether carryover shortages are factored 
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into supply shortages. To the contrary, the EIR (Pages 4.17-

23, 4.17-24, 4.17-25, and 4.17-26) and the WSA (Pages 6-

3, 6-4, 6-5, and 6-6) both contain the same water supply and 

demand analysis, rely on the same underlying supporting 

documents, and state that in dry years, the proposed project 

would rely on carryover shortage, water conservation, and 

dry year transfers as set forth in SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP. 

The EIR (Pages 4.17-24 and 4.17-25) has been revised to 

clarify that the water supply analysis regarding anticipated 

shortages incorporates the use of carryover storage, as set 

forth below. 

As shown in Tables 4.17-4, 4.17-5, and 4.17-6, 

supply shortfalls are projected in the single and 

multiple dry year scenarios. PDMWD can address 

the shortfalls identified here and in its 2015 UWMP 

through the implementation of conservation 

measures identified in Section 8 of its 2015 UWMP, 

Water Shortage Contingency Planning (Appendix 

O3). The SDCWA 2015 UWMP has identified no 

shortages in a single dry year until 2035 and no 

shortages in multiple dry years until 2028, provided 

carryover storage supplies are utilized in both 

instances. Carryover storage currently totals 170,000 

AFY. SDCWA maintains that single and multiple 

dry year shortages can be mitigated through 

extraordinary water conservation actions and dry 

year transfers, which the SDCWA successfully  
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acquired and used during the 2007–2011 shortage 

period. (SDCWA 2015 UWMP Section 9.3.) Further, 

the shortfalls identified in the SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP 

would be mitigated by the interim demand forecast 

reduction of approximately 60,000 AFY for the 2020 to 

2040 planning horizon identified in the 2018 SDCWA 

Annual Report based on water-use efficiency increase 

projections throughout the region and with the increased 

output at the Carlsbad Desalination Plant in comparison 

with the SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP.  

For a detailed discussion on the EIR’s analysis of water 

supply for the proposed project versus the 2007 project, see 

Section 4.17.7.  

O6-78: This comments claims the EIR’s discussion of the East 

County Advanced Water Purification (ECAWP) Program 

is misleading. To the contrary, both the EIR (Section 

4.17.1.2 on Wastewater and Recycled Water) and the 

WSA (Pages 2-2, 3-16, and 6-2 for example) consistently 

explain that (1) the ECAWP Program is currently in the 

preliminary engineering and permitting phase, and 

construction is estimated to be completed in 2025; (2) if the 

ECAWP Program is implemented, based on this projected 

time frame, the proposed project would be able to fully use 

purified water from the ECAWP Program within the 20-

year water supply planning horizon and beyond; (3) the 

ECAWP Program would not be necessary for PDMWD to 
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meet the demand associated with the proposed project but 

could provide an additional supply source for further water 

supply security to the proposed project and other PDMWD 

customers if it is implemented; and (4) the ECAWP 

Program is not included in the additional supply 

projections for the AFG component of SDCWA’s 2015 

UWMP (EIR, Tables 4.17-4, 4.17-5, and 4.17-6). Ignoring 

or dismissing the pending ECAWP Program, which is 

expected to produce up to 11.5 mgd to be pumped into 

Lake Jennings for surface water augmentation, would be 

inconsistent with the range of issues that a WSA should 

consider under Water Code section 10910 and could 

deprive decision makers from understanding the full 

picture of PDMWD’s verifiable and potential water 

supplies. There is no legal authority supporting the 

commenter’s request for the EIR or the WSA to provide 

less information regarding potential available supplies. 

O6-79: This comment states the EIR fails to properly assess the 

impacts of climate change on the proposed project’s water 

supply. Section 4.17.5.2 of the EIR on water supply 

availability states that the water demand for the proposed 

project “took into account the effects of climate change on 

water supply, including the rising sea levels and changes in 

weather events, details of which can be found in Section 4.7 

of the EIR” on greenhouse gas emissions. Notably, Section 

5.1.1 of the WSA includes a more detailed discussion of 

how climate change impacts water supply from 
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Metropolitan, which references Metropolitan’s efforts to 

implement water conservation to reduce the amount of water 

imported from the State Water Project and the Colorado 

River (See Metropolitan’s 2015 UWMP, Section 2.6, Other 

Supply Reliability Risks; see also SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP, 

Sections 2.4.4, Projected Climate Change Impact on Water 

Demands and Section 10, Scenario 5:Climate Change; 

PDMWD’s 2015 UWMP, Section 3.3.1, Climate Change). 

The analysis of water supply in an EIR may incorporate the 

WSA as well as information from an UWMP or other 

publicly available source under CEQA Guidelines section 

15155(f). Nonetheless, additional discussion of the manner 

in which climate change was factored into water supply 

analysis for the proposed project has been added to Section 

4.17.5.2 of the EIR in response to the comment, as follows:  

The effects of climate change drastically alter the 

overall planning required for the conservation and 

distribution of Metropolitan’s water supply. 

Accounting for the effects of climate change is a 

challenging task because the events that can occur are 

unpredictable. However, previous hydraulic studies 

produced by Metropolitan have provided a strong 

basis for the prediction of future events. According to 

Metropolitan’s UWMP, the predicted impacts of 

global climate change that could affect Metropolitan’s 

water supply include, but are not limited to: (1) 

reduction in the average annual snowpack; (2) 
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changes in the timing, intensity, and location of 

weather events; (3) rising sea levels; (4) decrease in 

local sources such as groundwater; (5) increase in 

urban and agricultural water demand; (6) degrading 

water source; (7) declines in ecosystem viability; and 

(8) changes to pumping and power operations. 

To prevent further greenhouse gases, Metropolitan 

has implemented steps to reduce the carbon footprint 

of its facilities, including the addition of hydroelectric 

power plants that create energy from the water 

flowing through pipelines, and implementation of 

solar power technologies to its facilities. Metropolitan 

not only audits its own energy usage but also 

voluntarily reports its greenhouse gas emissions to 

California’s Climate Registry. 

Metropolitan has taken steps to offset the effects of 

climate change on water supply. To reduce the water 

impacts due to climate change, Metropolitan has 

developed and implemented drought response action 

items. According to “Current Conditions” section of 

the Metropolitan 2015 UWMP, Metropolitan’s 

drought response actions include providing incentives 

for on-site recycled water hook ups; augmenting water 

supplies with water transfers and exchange; 

improving storage programs; upgrading its 

distribution system to enhance CRA water delivery; 

and implementing the Water Supply Allocation Plan 
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to distribute the limited imported supplies and 

preserve storage reserves. 

The conservation method allows for a reduction in 

energy that normally would have been used by 

exporting water instead of storing it. With the use of 

gravitational distribution for recycled water, less 

electricity is required to generate energy needed to 

distribute pressurized water. Efforts to implement 

water conservation include recycling and reusing 

sea water and wastewater as a reliable source of 

potable water. Applying such measures reduces the 

amount of water imported from the SWP and the 

Colorado River. 

Likewise, SDCWA has developed strategies to 

manage the supply uncertainties associated with a 

changing climate. This includes the foundational 

strategy to diversify the region’s resource mix through 

development of local projects, such as recycled water 

and seawater desalination and reduce reliance on 

imported and local surface supplies whose yields 

could potentially decrease as a result of climate 

change (see tables 10-3 and 10-4 of the SDCWA 2015 

UWMP). SDCWA uses tracking metrics to monitor 

the progress on implementation of its water resource 

mix, which are then used in updates to its UWMP 

every five years.  
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O6-80: The comment states that the 2019 Federal Legislation 

and agreements among Arizona, Nevada, MWD and 

certain other California Colorado River right holders 

implementing a Lower Basin Drought Contingency Plan 

(LBDCP) has increased the risk and decreased the 

supply reliability of water that MWD supplies to 

SDCWA. The comment also faults the EIR for failing to 

discuss the LBDCP and analyze what the comment 

describes as a significant decrease in available MWD 

supply due to the LBDCP negatively impacting MWD’s 

ability to deliver water to SDCWA.  

The Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR was issued 

in November 2018, and preparation of the EIR has been 

ongoing since that time. The LBDCP Federal 

Legislation and agreements referenced in the comment 

all occurred well after the NOP date. Although 

negotiations for the LBDCP began in 2016 (postdating 

all the 2015 UWMPs) referenced in the water supply 

analysis in the EIR, and in the WSA prepared by 

PDMWD for the proposed project), the LBDCP did not 

come to fruition until late Spring 2019. The Colorado 

River Drought Contingency Plan Authorization Act was 

passed by Congress and signed into law in April 20191. 

The contracts creating the “voluntary” agreements 

among the Lower Colorado Basin entities and the 

                                                 
1 Public Law 116-14-Apr. 16, 2019. 
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Department of the Interior, including MWD's Drought 

Contingency Plan (DCP) agreement,2 were executed in 

May 20193. The City does not agree that an EIR process 

that is already underway must reflect new developments 

in water supply matters that arise after the NOP date.  

The City also observes that the comment’s statement that 

the 2015 MWD UWMP and the 2015 SDCWA UWMP 

do not reflect the LBDCP, while true, is nonsensical. 

Those plans were adopted in 2016; the LBDCP 

legislation and agreements were adopted in 2019.  

Nonetheless, the commenter’s suggestion that such an 

analysis of the LBDCP would identify a new and 

increased risk after 2015 to MWD Colorado River 

supplies and to SDCWA supplies from MWD is 

incorrect. Rather than increasing the risk to those 

supplies, the LBDCP improves the reliability of 

Colorado River supplies available to MWD. 

The Colorado River has historically flowed in widely 

varying volumes, with episodic periods of floods and 

droughts. This history is the predicate for the 

construction of Hoover Dam, Glen Canyon Dam and 

many other storage and regulatory projects in the 

Colorado River watershed. As noted in the WSA, by the 

                                                 
2 The LBDCP agreements involving MWD as a signatory are comprised of a May 20, 2019 Agreement Concerning Colorado River Drought Contingency Management and 

Operations, a May 20, 2019 Lower Basin Drought Contingency Plan Agreement with exhibits, and other individual agreements with specific other California Colorado River water 
right holders. 

3 May 20, 2019 Bureau of Reclamation Press Release. 
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end of 2007, the Department of Interior had adopted an 

additional regulatory program known as the 2007 

Interim Guidelines. The Interim Guidelines identified 

both shortage conditions and surplus conditions based on 

Lake Mead elevations, and provided for prescribed and 

allowed actions, with an expiration of the Interim 

Guidelines on December 31, 2026.4 The Interim 

Guidelines allowed conserved water labelled 

Intentionally Created Surplus (ICS) to be stored in Lake 

Mead and withdrawn when Lake Mead's elevation is 

above 1,075. In a February 2019 Federal Register 

Notice, the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) noted that 

notwithstanding the Interim Guidelines, “the risk of 

reaching critically low elevations at Lakes Powell and 

Mead has increased nearly fourfold,” but also noted that 

adoption of consensus-based DCPs in early 2019 would 

appropriately and promptly reduce the risk facing the 

Colorado River Basin.5 And, that has occurred.  

                                                 
4 BOR Review of Interim Guidelines, p 8. 
5 BOR February 6, 2019 Federal Register Notice.  
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MWD's and other’s 2019 DCP agreements prevented 

short-term risk from materializing, and reduced medium 

and long-term risk. Lake Mead was at elevation 1,078 in 

December 2018.6 The BOR projected that Lake Mead 

might fall below the shortage threshold of 1,075 in 2019, 

which if it occurred, would have cut off MWD’s access 

to almost 600,000 af of water stored in Lake Mead under 

the Interim Guidelines7. As a result of the LBDCP, more 

water can be stored in Lake Mead, MWD has access to 

stored water down to elevation 1,025, and the probability 

of Lake Mead elevation dropping below 1,075 or lower 

was significantly reduced. Since its implementation, the 

LBDCP has proved effective and Lake Mead has 

reached its highest level in years due to increased 

storage8. Lake Mead's elevation has increased nearly 7.5 

                                                 
6 December 11, 2018 MWD Board of Directors meeting, Board Action memo 8-11 from the Water Planning and Stewardship Committee, page 2. 
7 Id.  
8 MWD Statement on Colorado River Reservoir conditions, August 15, 2019. 
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feet between April 2019 and April 2020, despite the 

continuing drought.9 Further, the BOR has determined 

there is a 0 percent chance of Lake Mead dropping below 

1,045 (the trigger point for MWD's LBDCP 

contributions) through 2022 and less than a 1 percent 

chance in 2023 and 2 percent chance in 2024.10  

In sum, although the risk of drought on the Colorado 

River has and will continue to exist, management of that 

risk via the LBDCP has increased the reliability of 

MWD supplies, not increased the risk as suggested by 

the comment.11 

Further, SDCWA’s reliance on MWD as a source of its 

supplies has been significantly reduced, and its reliance 

on other, even more reliable supplies has increased 

significantly since SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP. The 2020 

UWMP is currently in development and won't be 

available until mid-2021. But certain data and 

projections about SDCWA supplies are now available. 

In connection with the 2020 UWMP effort, the SDCWA 

Water Planning and Environmental Committee made 

available to the public a detailed presentation from 

January 23, 2020 entitled Long-Range Demand Forecast 

and 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Update. Page 

                                                 
9 BOR Lake Mead at Hoover Dam, End of Month Elevations. 
10 BOR Colorado River System 5-Year Projected Future Conditions.  
11 Note that the comment also references litigation commenced by the Imperial Irrigation District (IID) against MWD alleging improper CEQA review of MWD's LBDCP agreement. 
When a final decision, after any appellate review, will occur, what the outcome will be, and whether that outcome would interrupt LBDCP participation of all, some, MWD only, or none 
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101 of this presentation reflects the increase in the 

supply available to SDCWA under the IID 2003 

Conserved Water Transfer Agreement of more than 

100,000 afy to a stabilized 200,000 afy through 2047. 

This supply, plus the 77,700 afy from the All American 

Canal and Coachella Canal lining projects are 

significantly more impervious to Colorado River 

conditions than MWD’s water rights that are the focus 

of the comment. IID has a Colorado River right to 3.1 

million afy, all of which is senior to all of MWD’s 

rights.12 And, should IID’s right be curtailed by a 

shortage condition, until that curtailment equals 500,000 

afy, the cutback is shared with the SDCWA Conserved 

Water transfer volume of 200,000 afy on a pro rata 

basis.13 Thus, even if IID had a cutback of 100,000 afy, 

SDCWA would lose less than 6,500 afy of the 200,000 

Conserved Water transfer volume (100,000 divided by 

3,100,000 times 200,000 equals 6,451.)  

At the same time that SDCWA grew the volume of a 

more reliable supply from IID after 2015, the reliance on 

MWD supplies declined substantially. As can be seen 

below from page 14 of the October 2018 SDCWA 

Business Plan, the percentage of supply to SDCWA 

                                                 
of those with LBDCP agreements is unknown and speculative, and thus whether and when such litigation might have any impact on MWD Colorado River supplies is also unknown and 
speculative.  
12 MWD November 6, 2018 Board Presentation, Slide 2. 
13 April 29, 1998 Agreement for Transfer of Conserved Water between IID and SDCWA, section 11.1, p 52.  
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from MWD has declined from 95 percent in 1991 to a 

projected 11 percent in 2020 and 2 percent in 2035.  

Thus, SDCWA has a declining risk of supply disruption 

by cutbacks to MWD arising from a Colorado River 

shortage. When this reduced reliance on MWD supplies 

is coupled with the fact that the effect of the LBDCP is to 

improve, not reduce, the reliability to MWD’s Colorado 

River supplies, the commenter’s assertions about the 

adverse impact of the LBDCP are misplaced. Indeed, the 

recent developments since issuance of the NOP for this 

EIR show less risk and a more robust water supply 

availability for the proposed project from SDCWA.  

Please also refer to the Section 4.17, Utilities and Service 

Systems, and the WSA for further discussion of water 
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supply, including uncertainties due to climate change, 

drought and other factors, water shortage contingency 

analysis and planning, drought management plans, water 

supply allocation plans, and potential alternative sources 

of supply for the proposed project. 
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O6-81: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required.  
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O6-82: The comment is an internal email, dated December 30, 

2019, from the USFWS regarding the City’s Draft 

MSCP Subarea Plan. The comment states the Draft 

MSCP Subarea Plan (as of December 2019) did not meet 

all of the requirements for Section 10 permit issuance 

and notes that USFWS has dutifully reviewed and 

revised the Draft MSCP Subarea Plan. The comment 

speculates on the City’s commitment to implement 

revisions and address comments on the Draft Subarea 

Plan prepared by the USFWS. The comment pre-dates 

the release of the EIR and, therefore, does not raise a 

comment on the adequacy of the analysis contained 

therein. Further, take authorization is beyond the scope 

of CEQA. The issue of “take” falls under the federal 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the California 

Endangered Species Act (CESA) and is governed by 

rules and standards different from those in CEQA. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Draft MSCP 

Subarea Plan for further responsive information. 

O6-83: The comment is an internal email, dated December 27, 

2019, between the USFWS regarding the City’s Draft 

MSCP Subarea Plan and the proposed project (Comment 

84, below). The email discusses the process through 

which USFWS was requested to provide feedback to the 

City of Santee on the proposed project’s development 

footprint and the status of the Draft MSCP Subarea Plan 

review relative to the proposed project’s schedule for 
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hearings. The comment suggests two potential 

approaches for how the USFWS engage in ongoing 

coordination with the City for providing Take coverage 

(i.e., either through the completion of the MSCP Subarea 

Plan or through the “supposed federal nexus for section 

7”). The comment pre-dates the release of the EIR and; 

therefore, does not raise a comment on the adequacy of 

the analysis contained therein. Further, the issue of 

“take” falls under the federal Endangered Species Act 

(ESA) and the California Endangered Species Act 

(CESA) and is governed by rules and standards different 

from those in CEQA. Please refer to Response to 

Comment Letter (USFWS) as well as Thematic 

Response – Draft MSCP Subarea Plan for further 

responsive information. 
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O6-84: The comment is an email from the City of Santee to the 

USFWS, dated December 27, 2019, responding to 

USFWS’s request for the City’s clarification to several 

items discussed at a December 17, 2019 meeting between 

the agencies (see comment O6-85). The comment pre-

dates the release of the EIR and; therefore, does not raise 

a comment on the adequacy of the analysis contained 

therein. No further response is required or necessary.  

The email includes the following: 

 The City of Santee confirmed the EIR would be 

released in February, following by a 45-day 

public review period. It is noted the EIR was 

released in May. 

 The City confirmed the 45-day public review 

period was the appropriate time to provide 

feedback on the proposed project, and that the 

project as proposed was the same footprint that the 

agencies previously reviewed in the last Draft of 

the Santee Subarea Plan (December 2018). Please 

refer to USFWS response to comment F1-2. 

 The City confirmed the expected hearing 

schedule for the proposed project and 

acknowledged that the anticipated hearing 

schedule would pre-date completion of the Draft 

MSCP Subareas Plan, and that the Draft MSCP 

Subarea Plan would remain subject to change if 
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necessary to meet permit issuance criteria. It is 

noted that the issue of “take” falls under the 

federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the 

California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and 

is governed by rules and standards different from 

those in CEQA. Please refer to Thematic 

Response – Draft MSCP Subarea Plan for further 

responsive information.  

 The agencies stated it was their understanding that 

if the City approved the proposed project, the only 

opportunities for the agencies to review and make 

changes under the MSCP Subarea Plan would be 

to trails and mitigation measures required by the 

EIR that occur in the Habitat Preserve and not to 

the project’s development footprint. Please refer 

to USFWS response to comment F1-2 as well as 

Thematic Response – Draft MSCP Subarea Plan 

for further responsive information.  

 The City confirmed its commitment to working 

through the Draft MSCP Subarea Plan with the 

Fanita Ranch subunit because, at a minimum, the 

City anticipated the Habitat Preserve being 

included in the Subarea Plan preserve. The City 

acknowledged the need for future discussion 

regarding the potential of subsuming the 

proposed project into the MSCP Subarea Plan at 

a future date to provide for additional take and  
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 protections under a Section 10 permit provided 

by the approved Subarea Plan. 

 The City confirmed in the unlikely event that the 

Draft MSCP Subarea Plan is delayed, the 

proposed project could proceed with a Section 7 

permit. Under this scenario, the City would be 

unlikely to complete the Draft MSCP Subarea 

Plan and Section 10 permit due to the limited 

acreage associated with take authorization for 

other parts of the City. The City’s opinion is that 

conservation would be improved under a 

completed Subarea Plan that is consistent with 

the requirements for Subregional HCPs. 

O6-85: The comment is an email from USFWS to the City of 

Santee dated December 19, 2019, which is a follow up 

to a December 17, 2019 meeting between the agencies. 

The email requests the City’s clarification of several 

items discussed at that meeting. The email forms the 

basis for the response referred to above in response to 

comment O6-84, as well as the subsequent internal 

emails between USFWS (Comments O6-82 and O6-83). 

Please refer to response to comment O6-84. The 

comment pre-dates the release of the EIR; therefore, it 

does not raise a comment on the adequacy of the analysis 

contained therein. No further response is required or 

necessary. 
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Comment Letter O7: Preserve Wild Santee, July 13, 2020 

 

O7-1: This comment states the proposed project violates the 

Santee General Plan. The project would include 

approval of a General Plan Amendment in order to 

ensure its consistency with the Santee General Plan. 

Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, analyzed the 

project’s potential to cause a significant environmental 

impact due to a conflict with the goals and policies of 

the Santee General Plan adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

Specifically, Section 4.10.5.2 discusses the proposed 

General Plan Amendment, which includes updating the 

16 Guiding Principles for Fanita Ranch to better adhere 

to the current project design. The project’s consistency 

with proposed revised 13 Guiding Principles is analyzed 

in Table 4.10-1. The project’s consistency with relevant 

Santee General Plan goals, objectives, and policies is 

provided in Table 4.10-2. The EIR concluded that the 

proposed project would be consistent with the Santee 

General Plan, as amended. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

This comment also provides an introduction to the 

comment letter. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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O7-2: The comment questions the impartiality of Dudek, the 

environmental consulting firm retained by HomeFed 

Fanita Rancho, LLC (applicant), to prepare the Fire 

Protection Plan (FPP) (2020) (Appendix P1) and related 

documents for the currently proposed project. The 

documents cited in the comment relate to campaign 

contributions made over 20 years ago and do not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR for 

the proposed project. Under CEQA, lead agencies may 

either retain a consultant to prepare the EIR or accept an 

EIR (or related technical reports) prepared by the 

applicant or the applicant’s consultant, rather than have 

agency staff prepare the documents (California Public 

Resources Code, Section 21082.1, and CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15084). While CEQA is clear that a 

lead agency can use CEQA documents prepared by the 

project applicant, the lead agency is still responsible for 

ensuring the EIR is adequately prepared and certified 

and for the objectivity of the EIR. As the lead agency, 

the City of Santee (City) must independently review and 

analyze the EIR and specifically find that it reflects its 

independent judgment (California Public Resources 

Code, Section 21082.1(c)(3); CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15084(e)).  

 The comment further questions the conclusions in the FPP 

(2020) (Appendix P1) compared to the 2007 FPP. As 
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explained in Section 2.2 of the EIR, the EIR evaluates the 

proposed project as a modification of the prior project 

while also addressing any applicable portions of the earlier 

environmental analysis for the prior project approved in 

2007 that were found inadequate by the trial and appellate 

courts. A detailed explanation of the differences between 

the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) for the proposed project and 

the 2007 FPP is provided in Section 4.18.7 of the EIR and 

Section 9.2 of Appendix P1. 
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O7-3: This comment states the project-specific FPP (2020) 

(Appendix P1) fails by approaching the land use plan as a 

given. The Dudek fire protection planning team completed 

a standard fire environment assessment and risk analysis, 

including potential fire intensity, across the project area. 

Based on the proposed project footprint, there were no 

areas planned for development that were considered to be 

at greater risk that could not be effectively mitigated 

through customized fuel modification zones (FMZs), 

particularly when combined with other fire protection 

features detailed in the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1). 

O7-4: The comment inaccurately describes the comprehensive 

process for FPP analysis, interface with project 

applicants and design team, and development of 

appropriate fire protection on a given site. The comment 

also inaccurately claims that FMZs are extended to new 

extremes. This is a false statement. FMZs are established 

through the site specific environment, fire behavior 

modeling, and experienced fire fighter and fire 

protection planner judgement. In some locations, the 

FMZ has been extended to 150 feet, which is 50 percent 

larger than the standard City FMZ, but is significantly 

less than required for other projects, including Newland 

Sierra, which includes 250 feet wide FMZs and all 

Orange County Fire Authority FMZs, which are 170 feet 

wide. The comment purports that the FPP (2020) 

(Appendix P1) abandons recommendations in the 2007 
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FPP for open space fuel reduction. The FPP (2020) 

(Appendix P1) details why open space fuel reduction is 

unnecessary, and is based on the fact that fire science 

indicates the best way to protect structures is by 

vegetation management at and near the structures. There 

have been various California bills focused on fire safety 

that could change dramatically if and when they become 

law. Senate Bill (SB) 474 is in its early stages of 

committee discussion, and it would be speculative to 

assume that it will become law in its current form. 

O7-5: This comment states significant wildfire risk could be 

avoided by eliminating or relocating the Vineyard 

Village development. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. However, the 

No Vineyard Village Reduced Project Alternative is one 

of five project alternatives evaluated in Chapter 6.  

O7-6: This comment states the FPP does not offer information on 

the trend of increasing weather extremes due to 

acceleration of climate breakdown. The FPP (2020) 

(Appendix P1) fire environment analysis is based on a 

worst case condition using fire behavior inputs from 

extreme fire events. It is speculative to assume climate 

change will have a significant impact on fire behavior in 

Southern California, specifically given recent research that 

indicates climate change impacts will be primarily realized 
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in higher elevations. The comment states that climate 

change will greatly increase the potential for wildfires, but 

new research has shown that there will not be as significant 

of an impact on Southern California shrublands than is 

anticipated in the coniferous forests of the Sierra Nevada 

and Northern California.1 Indeed, the researchers 

demonstrated that drier conditions in California’s forests 

will certainly increase potential for large, severe fires there; 

in Southern California shrublands, however, the impact 

will be significantly less, owing to the fact that that region 

already experiences a severe annual drought. Instead, 

Southern California’s increasing population will make it 

more likely that ignitions will occur, which could 

potentially cause large areas of chaparral to type-convert 

into grasslands.  

Also, it should be noted that continued development has 

the potential to actually reduce the risk of ignition of 

older developments that were not built with today’s 

construction standards and codes2. While this would 

certainly not be the case if new communities were 

developed with old building codes, expansion of new 

development (built to increasingly stringent codes) 

could buffer older fire-prone communities. 

                                                 
1  Keeley, J., and A. Syphard. 2016. Climate change and future fire regimes: examples from California. Geosciences 6:37. 14pp.  
2  Dicus, C.A., N.C. Leyshon, and D. Sapsis. 2014. Temporal changes to fire risk in disparate WUI communities in southern California, USA. Pgs. 969-978 In Viegas, D.X (Ed.). Advances 

in Forest Fire Research. University of Coimbra Press. ISBN 978-989-26-0884-6. 
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O7-7: This comment states the FPP fails to disclose that 

wildland fire that transitions into an urban fire generates 

higher intensity burns with greater duration. The FPP 

(2020) (Appendix P1) details the fire protection system, 

including structural ignition resistance, access, 

landscape, fire response, water availability, and others, 

that combine to minimize the potential for a wildland 

fire to transition into an urban fire. This multi-layered 

system includes redundancies that limit the potential for 

fire spread beyond the perimeter FMZs, protect 

structures from airborne embers, the leading cause for 

wildfire structure loss, and provide fast response 

throughout the site. The approach for new communities 

built to the requirements of the proposed project is to 

exclude fire from within the developed areas. Please 

refer to Thematic Response – Fire Protection and Safety 

for additional details. 

O7-8: The comment accuses the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) of 

bias by not addressing cluster burns. Please refer to the 

Thematic Response – Fire Protection and Safety for 

details regarding why cluster burning would not be 

expected based on the design and planning of the project 

site’s landscape and structures. 

O7-9: The weather inputs described in this comment are 

accurate and valid fire behavior inputs for this site. 

Adjusting the temperature, as indicated in the comment, 
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would not be accurate and would not have significant 

impacts on modeled fire behavior. The additional fire 

protection features and extended FMZs in some 

locations accounts for aggressive fire behavior beyond 

what was modeled in the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1). 

O7-10: This comment accurately quotes from the FPP (2020) 

(Appendix P1). This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

O7-11: This comment accurately quotes from the FPP (2020) 

(Appendix P1) but provides an unsupported opinion 

regarding the project exacerbating wildfire risk. The 

FPP provides details regarding its conclusions, which 

are based on CEQA consistent analysis and protocols. 
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O7-12: This comment states the “no mitigation required” 

conclusion by the EIR is false. As detailed in the FPP 

(2020) (Appendix P1), and in the comment, the analysis 

considered the area’s fire history and fire behavior based 

on site-specific fire environment inputs, amongst the 

comprehensive fire environment assessment factors. 

Based on that fire history, the FPP states (Section 2.2.7) 

that the site will experience wildfire again, and because 

of that, the project has incorporated design features that 

have been demonstrated to minimize wildfire exposure 

and impacts to persons and property. Please refer to the 

Thematic Response – Fire Protection and Safety for 

additional details regarding the wildfire protection 

features customized for the proposed project. 

O7-13: This comment states chaparral vegetation is capable of 

generating flame lengths in excess of 100 feet under 

extreme weather conditions. Contrary to the comment’s 

assertion, the chaparral in the northeastern portion of the 

project site is not expected to produce 100-foot plus 

flame lengths. The fire behavior modeling conducted in 

the 2007 FPP used one of the original fuel models that 

has consistently been demonstrated to over predict fire 

behavior. Since that time, more accurate and customized 

fuel models have been developed for Southern 

California. The fire behavior analyst that conducted 

modeling for the proposed project relied on his nearly 35 

years of experience fighting wildfires and modeling fire 
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behavior for federal, state, and local fire agencies. Please 

refer to Section 9 of the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) for 

details on the fire behavior modeling differences 

between the 2020 and 2007 FPPs. 

O7-14: The comment expresses an opinion regarding fire 

behavior modeling. Please refer to response to comment 

O7-13 regarding the accuracy of the fire behavior 

modeling results in the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1).  
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O7-15: The comment asserts that the previous comment 

statements (addressed in responses to comments O7-3 

through O7-14) result in significant impacts and 

provides an opinion on ways to avoid the significant 

impact. Please refer to responses to comments O7-3 

through O7-15 and the Thematic Response – Fire 

Protection and Safety for an explanation of why the 

commenter’s opinion is not supported. 

O7-16: This comment asks for details on the FMZs. Please refer 

to the Chapter 3, Project Description, in the EIR for 

requested FMZ acreages and area calculations. FMZ 

maintenance would occur on an ongoing basis and 

would be inspected by a third-party wildland-urban 

interface experienced inspector twice annually. 

Maintaining the site’s landscape, including the FMZ 

areas would not be impacted by the speculative notions 

expressed in the comment. For example, Red Flag 

Warning days, when low humidity and high winds 

elevate the potential for fire ignitions and spread, 

typically occur, on average, fewer than 10 days per year. 

Although there is research suggesting that Southern 

California is not expected to experience major changes, 

assuming that the number of Red Flag Warning Days 

doubled or tripled, there would still be in excess of 230 

workdays to provide maintenance. Note that the FMZs 

are going to be planted such that maintenance would be 
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minimal, so maintaining them over time would not 

require extensive vegetation manipulations. 

O7-17: The comment questions whether the FMZs for the Sky 

Ranch project in Santee have been properly maintained 

and “elsewhere in California” without further examples 

or specifics. The majority of the Sky Ranch FMZs have 

been maintained by the Sky Ranch Community 

Association (HOA) without incident. There was a dispute 

between the Sky Ranch HOA and the developer (Lennar) 

as to which entity was responsible for maintaining a 

certain area of the FMZ (APN 385-433-35-00) known as 

Lot L, which was the subject of Michael Root’s 

presentation mentioned in the comment. Lennar and the 

HOA have settled their dispute, as evidenced by the 

certain Memorandum of Settlement Agreement dated 

July 1, 2020 and recorded in the office of the San Diego 

County Recorder as Document No. 2020-0347923. 

Pursuant to the terms of the Settlement Agreement, the 

HOA has agreed to maintain Lot L, including allowing 

for irrigation on Lot L in a similar manner as it currently 

maintains other properties within the FMZ. The HOA has 

further agreed that it will abide by all requests from the 

City regarding such maintenance obligations.  

Please refer to the Thematic Response – Fire Protection 

and Safety regarding the proposed project’s HOA 

obligations and abilities to perform FMZ maintenance. 
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O7-18: This comment states the project site owners have had 

difficulty managing the wildland urban interface. The 

current owners of the project site provide ongoing fuel 

management based on its ranch status, including 

providing defensible space on its perimeter areas where 

it abuts existing neighborhoods. With the proposed 

project, the HOA would be required to provide the 

ongoing maintenance and it would be monitored by a 

third party approved by the Santee Fire Department. 

This third party would inspect twice per year and report 

to Santee Fire Department with enforcement authority. 
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O7-19: This comment asks what methods will be relied on to 

combat the invasion of flash fuels on the project site. It 

is true that the outer thinning fuel management zone 

(FMZ) (50 to 100 feet wide) is required to remove 70 

percent of the existing native vegetation, per Santee 

Ordinance 570. However, one must understand that in 

its existing condition, much of the area that would be 

located in the planned Zone 2 is currently at an estimated 

50 to 75 percent cover, so reducing to 30 percent would 

remove 20 to 45 percent of the existing vegetation. The 

change would not be as dramatic as presented in the 

comment. FMZ maintenance to mow and trim any flashy 

fuels that establish is routine throughout Southern 

California. Where grasses establish between allowable 

shrubs, they would be mowed to an acceptable stubble 

height that would not readily facilitate fire spread. These 

types of fuels become most hazardous when they dry out 

in the late spring. However, under the proposed project, 

maintenance would occur as needed, resulting in the 

avoidance of grasses drying and becoming potential fire 

ignition and spread facilitators. 

O7-20: The comment acknowledges the accuracy of the FPP 

(2020) (Appendix P1) regarding ignitions, the ability of 

the project site to alter wildfires on the terrain by 

representing a large ignition-resistant fuel break, and the 

positive impacts of having fast response from an on-site 

fire station. The comment then suggests that because 
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there is no fuel modification proposed in the open space, 

and because fires will be stopped before they can 

become large fires, that this will lead to an accumulation 

of fuels in the open space that normally would be burned 

and remain in a lower fuel condition. This argument 

conflicts with earlier comments presented in the 

comment letter. Specifically, it is important to note that 

areas that burn frequently are subject to type conversion 

to flashy fuels, similar to comment O7-19 regarding fuel 

modification maintenance and flashy fuels. The goal is 

to preclude fire from areas for long durations to enable 

the shrub lands to age and function, as they are relatively 

resistant to ignitions compared to flashy fuels. As 

explained in the Thematic Response – Fire Protection 

and Safety and the FPP (2020) (Section 9), fire science 

indicates that protecting communities equates to 

building ignition-resistant structures and then providing 

fuel modification next to and near the structures. This is 

consistent with the proposed project’s approach along 

with providing fuel modification on the proposed 

project’s perimeter as a benefit to existing, more fire-

vulnerable structures. Allowing the open space fuels to 

mature absent of fire is a goal, not something to be 

avoided. When these areas do burn, which is anticipated 

in the FPP, the provided FMZs close to the structures, 

along with the sites ignition and ember resistance, they 

would not be expected to impact the project. 
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O7-21: The comment reiterates concepts introduced in comment 

O7-20. Please refer to response to comment O7-20 for 

details. The comment also states that firefighting 

strategies may not be available with the proposed project 

that were available in 2003. The proposed project could 

alter some firefighting strategies, potentially including 

backfiring, but the proposed project also provides 

operational advantages that are not currently available. 

For example, the proposed project presents a large fuel 

break. It provides anchor points for fire retardant drops 

that can intersect with the perimeter FMZs. It provides 

protected access for ground based fire fighters and fire 

engines that currently would not be used due to potential 

exposure. Additionally, the comment indicates that the 

2007 FPP discloses that embers are a significant issue 

for all homes in the proposed project and that these types 

of disclosures must occur. Flying embers and many 

other potential fire threats to proposed project structures 

have been evaluated and addressed/disclosed in the FPP 

(2020) (Appendix P1). For example, embers are 

mentioned 270 times in the FPP, including in Section 

6.4.1 where it states that embers are one of two primary 

concerns for the site’s structures. 

O7-22: This comment asks what the distances between 

structures for the high-density development proposed on 

the project site and what is the flame impingement 

between adjacent structures. The referenced home 
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spacing information in the FPP (Section 2.2.8) is 

provided to illustrate that research supports development 

like the proposed project in terms of condensing the 

developed areas, which equates to higher density. This 

reduces wildland urban interface, provides a more 

defensible edge, and equates to large fire breaks on the 

landscape with virtually no fire pathways into the 

developed areas due to the conversion of vegetated 

landscapes to ignition-resistant landscapes and buffers. 

Cluster burning is a phenomenon experienced in older 

communities or communities that did not provide a 

system of fire protection. When a structure ignites from 

an ember penetrating into the interior or from direct 

heat/flame on the structure’s surface, or even from an 

interior fire, when close to adjacent structures, these 

structures may be subject to ignition, if not properly 

protected. However, new communities in the City are 

required to include a redundant system of protections 

that minimize this potential. For example, as previously 

mentioned, the landscape and FMZs are designed and 

maintained to avoid direct heat or flame on community 

buildings. There would not be an ignition from direct 

heat or flame. Second, the buildings are designed to 

prevent ember penetration, minimizing the potential for 

this type of ignition (there is still a low probability if a 

window is left open during a wildfire). Further, if an 

interior fire ignites, the fire sprinklers have proven over 

time to perform extremely well at extinguishing or 
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keeping the fire to the room of origin, minimizing the 

potential for an adjacent structure to be subject to direct 

heat/flames. Additionally, the exteriors of the buildings, 

including windows, are required to meet fire ratings that 

also minimize the potential for ignition. Lastly, fast 

response from an on-site fire station and a robust 

regional wildfire defense capability, further minimizes 

the potential for cluster burning in a new, ignition-

resistant community. 

O7-23: This comment asks what the time estimate for fully 

evacuating the project site and traffic evacuation details. 

Please refer to the Thematic Response – Evacuation for 

details regarding evacuation procedures and protocols as 

well as estimated evacuation timeframes. 
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O7-24: This comment asks under what weather conditions will 

mechanical construction operations with potential to result 

in ignitions be halted to protect homes on the existing 

wildland-urban interface. Appendix P1, Appendix H, 

indicates the conditions where construction activities 

would be limited/altered. Typically, Red Flag Warning 

Weather, when the National Weather Service issues a 

warning, would trigger the changes in certain activities that 

can result in heat, sparks, or flames near vegetation. 

O7-25: The comment accurately quotes from the FPP (2020) 

(Appendix P1). This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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O7-26: The comment refers to the Thomas Fire and structures 

lost that were built post-2008. The comment provides 

quotations from fire officials indicating that topography 

and embers were the biggest factors for structure loss. 

This is consistent with the conclusions of the FPP (2020) 

(Appendix P1) and that is why the FPP requires code-

exceeding ember resistant vents throughout all proposed 

buildings. Even though some of the buildings built to 

newer codes were lost to wildfire, the ember penetration 

cause referred to in the comment indicates that they 

included only the metal mesh required in Chapter 7A of 

the building code. Mesh sizes have been varied over the 

code cycle updates to attempt to address the ember 

penetration issue, for example, the requirement has been 

reduced over the code updates to openings of 1/4 inch to 

the current 1/16 to 1/8 inch. However, the proposed 

project is required by the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) to 

provide specific vents that were designed to capture 

embers through a series of internal baffles or a similar 

closing vent that are tested and approved by the State 

Fire Marshal’s Office. Please refer to the FPP Sections 

3, 6.4.1, and Appendix I for vent details. Similarly, the 

system of fire protection that is required for the proposed 

project was not required for all of the referenced homes 

that were lost. The newer homes lost were in various 

landscapes and with varying degree of fuel modification. 

It is not as simple as stating that  
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newer homes were lost so all new homes are vulnerable 

when there are so many factors that are not accounted 

for in the northern California fires that would be present 

and enforced at the project site. 

O7-27: The comment requests measurements of the WUI areas 

on the project site and throughout the City and suggests 

these areas are quickly overwhelmed during wildfires. 

The City’s WUI would expand incrementally with the 

addition of the proposed project. The area already 

includes WUI due to the existing development that abuts 

the project site on the south and east. The new WUI 

associated with the project site is within this existing WUI 

area, so essentially is already accounted for, particularly 

given the fire protection system that would be employed 

that is designed to reduce firefighting resources for 

structure protection so that it can be focused on areas that 

include more vulnerable neighborhoods. 

O7-28: The comment accurately quotes the FPP (2020) 

(Appendix P1). The comment refers to cluster burns. 

Please see response to comment O7-22 for a 

comprehensive discussion regarding the FPP’s (2020) 

(Appendix P1) approach to protecting the proposed 

project from cluster burn. 
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O7-29: This comment details questions specific to FMZ 2. 

Please refer to response to comment O7-19 regarding the 

70 percent thinning in the 50 to 100 feet wide Zone 2 

areas. FMZs with thinning zones that have been 

maintained for over 10 years occur throughout Southern 

California, with 4S Ranch, Cielo, The Crosby, Castle 

Creek, and Emerald Heights providing local examples. 

Success over the long term lies with an active fire 

authority that has the experience and personnel to carry 

out inspections. Realizing that not all fire agencies have 

the personnel to conduct these types of inspections, or 

do not have the capacity, the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) 

mandates that twice annual FMZ inspections will occur 

by an HOA funded third party that reports back to the 

Santee Fire Department. This provides the assurance 

that the HOA conducts the specified maintenance and 

that it is completed throughout the year, instead of once 

annually as it is in most communities. 
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O7-30: The comment provides May 2020 photos of a portion of 

the project site indicating areas with vegetation growth. 

The comment tries to compare the current FMZ prior to 

the proposed project being constructed to the future 

condition under the proposed project. However, this is 

not an equal comparison because the current FMZ is 

voluntary and occurs when brought to the attention of 

the owners (usually with Santee Fire Department annual 

abatement notices) while with the proposed project, it 

would be mandated, funded, and enforced in perpetuity. 
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O7-31: The comment confuses firefighter safety zones where 

firefighters in protective gear could seek open air safety 

due to the setbacks of 4-times the flame length. Applying 

this to a road situation is not appropriate. The 

photographs provided in the comment indicate narrow 

roads in steep terrain with fuels that would not be 

allowed along the proposed project’s roads. For 

example, the burned Italian Cypress and pine trees in the 

photos would not be allowed as they are prone to 

ignition. The proposed project evacuation roads are wide 

and include additional lanes for egress and are bordered 

by roadside FMZs that are 50 feet wide on either side. 

This width of roadside buffer exceeds code requirements 

and provides an area where flame lengths and fire 

intensity would be reduced. Evacuations are carried out 

more precisely in San Diego County and the reader is 

referred to the Thematic Response – Evacuation for 

more details. In summary, it is a short distance from the 

proposed project to developed areas of the City. The 

potential exposure of evacuees along evacuation routes 

is not similar to northern California areas burned in 2016 

through 2018 that required long distances of travel 

through unprotected and exposed routes before reaching 

urban areas. 
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O7-32: This comment states that the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) 

fails to disclose and consider the quantity and impact of 

an expanded WUI and the impacts of accelerating 

climate breakdown of potential fire behavior. The FPP 

(2020) (Appendix P1addresses cumulative impacts in 

Section 8 and concludes that the proposed project’s high 

level of defensibility along with additional fire response 

resources for the proposed project and any new 

cumulative projects address potential impacts. There is 

no failure to address an expanded WUI, as addressed in 

response to comment O7-27. 

O7-33: The comment challenges the Santee Fire Department’s 

commitment to assuring response from its fire stations. 

The concept of backfilling stations where the engine 

company has been assigned to a wildfire and limiting 

commitments out of the area are primary components 

that enable the Santee Fire Department to assure its 

resources will be able to respond. 

O7-34: This comment appears to be referencing a graphic titled 

“Mutual Aid Response to Wine County Fires.” This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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O7-35: The comment provides an opinion that the fire behavior 

modeling in the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) does not use 

correct inputs. The opinion is not supported by any factual 

fire behavior data, experience, or examples other than 

referring to the previous project’s 2007 FPP prepared 

without the benefit of the Southern California specific 

fuel models that more accurately represent actual fire 

behavior predictions. Please note that fire behavior 

modeling in San Diego County follows guidelines that 

include utilizing remote automated weather stations, of 

which the Camp Elliot station is the nearest site and is 

considered similar to the project site. Experienced fire 

behavior analysts adjust the inputs based on the specific 

site conditions, primarily vegetation now, at climax 

condition, and in the FMZs, wind, temperature, and 

humidity as well as slopes, aspect and other categories. 

Dudek’s fire behavior analysts spent considerable time 

using their professional judgement and experience to 

apply the correct fuel models and other inputs. 

Differences between the 2007 fire behavior modeling and 

FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) modeling are detailed in 

Section 9 of the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1). 

O7-36: This comment provides a graphic of global temperatures 

over time. Please refer to response to comment O7-6 and 

Thematic Response – Fire Ignition and Risk for details 

on how climate change is addressed. In addition, it is 

important to note that according to the commenter’s 
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opinion (see comments O7-35), increased fire hazard 

would occur at the project site, which would result in 

more fires and more aggressive fire behavior. In fact, if 

climate changed per the comment’s suggestion, and 

more frequent fires occurred at the project site, the shrub 

vegetation would quickly convert to flashy fuels (as the 

commenter notes in comments O7-19 and O7-20). 

Flashy fuel dominated landscapes may be more prone to 

ignitions, but the resulting wildfires are less intense and 

produce much lower flame lengths than shrub fuels, on 

the order of 3 to 5 times or more shorter flame lengths in 

flashy fuel landscapes. Therefore, the comment confuses 

the long-term impact of climate change and refutes 

previously referenced research that indicates that 

impacts in Southern California shrublands are expected 

to be significantly less than in higher elevations. 
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O7-37: The comment agrees that the 2020 project design corrects 

vulnerabilities that were included in the 2007 project but 

mentions that the 2020 project design still includes 

vulnerabilities. The FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) specifically 

evaluates the terrain, fuels, and its fire potential. Where 

terrain would facilitate fire spread toward the developed 

areas, specific FMZ customizations were developed to 

provide additional buffer to mitigate the more aggressive 

fire behavior. There is no significant impact to the public 

or firefighters based on the proposed site plan, as suggested 

by the comment. The developed areas are congregated in 

large areas void of vegetation pathways that could facilitate 

wildfire into the community. Large, maintained buffers 

occur around the proposed project to keep active fire away 

from the community. Ignition-resistant structures and 

maintained landscapes throughout the interior of the 

proposed project protect against airborne embers. The 

concern presented by the comment is actually addressed 

through the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) and Santee Fire 

Department requirements. 
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O7-38: The comment indicates that late evacuations would be 

potentially dangerous. The proposed project’s Wildland 

Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) states a similar 

conclusion, but not only for the proposed project, but also 

for any existing community. Late evacuations are 

inherently dangerous because the active fire area is close 

to people. The proposed project’s FPP (2020) (Appendix 

P1) and Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) 

have considered this and developed a contingency plan 

for the scenario where a fire ignites close to the proposed 

project. Normally, a distant wildfire would enable the 

typical phased evacuation of areas that may result in 

vehicle congestion, but that has ample time to move 

vehicles out of designated areas. In a short-notice event, 

there is usually no alternative to proceeding with an 

evacuation. However, for the proposed project, the ability 

to begin evacuating people from designated areas and 

then halt the evacuation and temporarily shelter people in 

their protected homes or in the village core, for example, 

would be available to emergency managers, giving them 

more flexibility and a contingency safety net that is not 

available to older, more vulnerable construction 

neighborhoods. Although the preferred approach will 

always be to evacuate and evacuate early, having a 

contingency provides another level of fire safety. 

O7-39: The comment is accurate regarding potential flame 

lengths adjacent to the referenced road. Evacuations 
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occurring when active fire is burning in the referenced 

area would not be advised, and the proposed project’s 

contingency plan for on-site sheltering would be 

considered by decision makers managing the evacuation 

as a safer alternative. Again, this contingency is not 

available to all neighborhoods, but would be available to 

the proposed project and any new master planned 

community built to the same fire safety specifications. 

The comment provides an opinion regarding the 

evacuation plan without providing specifics and requires 

no response. 

O7-40: This comment states the analysis does not consider the 

impact of varying ignition points on evacuation routes 

and surges in traffic volumes. There is currently no 

policy, regulation, or requirement for a proposed project 

to provide an evacuation plan. The proposed project’s 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) is meant 

to inform future residents of the potential actions that are 

available and what they may be directed to do during a 

wildfire emergency. Please refer to the Thematic 

Response – Evacuation for more details regarding 

evacuation planning and execution in Santee and San 

Diego County. 
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O7-41: The comment raises several evacuation-related 

concepts. Evacuations are managed by law enforcement 

personnel and they would not refer to a project-specific 

evacuation plan. Please refer to the Thematic Response 

– Evacuation for additional details regarding evacuation 

planning and execution. 
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O7-42: This comment details the weaknesses of the Reverse 911 

AlertSanDiego system. The emergency alert program is a 

successful program with robust capabilities to provide 

messaging to large numbers of people. This program is 

supplemented by various other means of notification using 

social media, television, radio and others. The potential for 

ignitions off of SR-67 is a valid concern during a Santa Ana 

event. This potential for ignition was contemplated in the 

FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) and is an example of a 

scenario where an evacuation notice may be provided and 

evacuation started and then halted if the fire encroaches 

upon the proposed project. As explained in response to 

comment O7-38 and in the Thematic Response – 

Evacuation, the proposed project would be capable of 

providing a temporary safe shelter in this scenario. 

O7-43: This comment asks who will be providing transportation 

assistance for those who need it and how will they be 

identified. Per the San Diego County Emergency 

Operations Plan Evacuation Annex, transportation 

assistance is available through pre-registering with the 

appropriate entity. Please refer to the Thematic 

Response – Evacuation for more details on emergency 

evacuations, notifications, and short-notice events. 

O7-44: This comment states the Evacuation Points and Shelters 

section is too generic. The Wildland Fire Evacuation 
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Plan (Appendix P2) Section 3.3.1 is deliberately generic 

because shelter points are identified during an actual 

emergency event. Determining potential shelter points 

pre-event cannot be verified. Shelter points for evacuees 

and pets/animals would be determined prior to an 

evacuation order. Further, determining safety zones is a 

fire operations responsibility during a fire event. The site 

provides numerous opportunities for fire fighter safety 

zones, but they are not pre-designated in the Wildland 

Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) because it will not 

be referred to by the agencies managing an evacuation. 

O7-45: The comment provides generic photos of burned homes but 

neglects to provide details regarding the structures’ pre-fire 

construction and ignition resistance, landscape 

maintenance, FMZs and ember resistance. Based on the 

photos, it is clear to an experienced fire protection planner 

that ember penetration and older construction led to the 

damage shown in the photos. It is a layered fire protection 

system, such as the one that the proposed project would 

implement, that defends against the type of large structure 

loss identified in the photos. The comment posits questions 

regarding evacuations and traffic congestion and again 

mentions cluster burns. Please refer to the Thematic 

Response – Evacuation for details on evacuation and its 

execution and management by law enforcement, fire and 

emergency management agencies. Refer to response to 

comment O7-22 regarding cluster burns. 
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O7-46: This comment asks what strategy addresses the 

transportation issues on Mast Boulevard. Please refer to 

the Thematic Response – Evacuation for details on 

vehicle flow, intersection control, and evacuation 

management for responses to the comment’s questions. 

O7-47: The comment poses several questions regarding cluster 

burns (refer to response to comment O7-22) and 

evacuations from perimeter areas to the Village Center. 

Note that the entire project site would be capable of 

providing temporary shelter during a wildfire event if 

evacuation was considered compromised. In some 

scenarios, perimeter homes could be evacuated to the 

Village Center, or they may be directed to remain in their 

protected homes. It is estimated that the maximum time 

to travel from the perimeter to the Village Center would 

be less than 3.5 minutes once wheels are rolling, 

assuming a reasonable driving speed. The project site 

includes considerable ability to park vehicles along 

internal roads, parking lots, and driveways. 
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O7-48: This comment inquires what the procedure for school 

evacuation is and where and asks if school will be 

cancelled on red flag days. Schools are required to 

prepare their own Emergency Response Plans. 

Typically, they follow a three-step process that includes 

(1) early dismissal, (2) evacuation, or (3) shelter in place. 

Each action would be evaluated by the school’s 

administration and appropriate measures would be put in 

place, including bus availability, parent notification 

procedures, and shelter in place protocols. It is beyond 

the scope of the proposed project’s FPP or 

environmental documents to determine if the school 

would be closed during Red Flag Warning periods. 

O7-49: This comment inquires what the impact is and procedure 

for Public Safety Power Shutoffs and if there will be 

micro-grids with on-site energy storage. Public Safety 

Power Shutoff is completely managed by San Diego Gas 

& Electric, which can turn power off to specific areas to 

minimize fire ignitions. Note that the proposed project 

will underground all electrical lines and the distribution 

lines that are the highest wildfire igniter will not cause 

ignitions as they will be subterranean. A large 

evacuation would include law enforcement control of 

downstream intersections. Therefore, signals that may 

not be functioning in a power shut off event would be 

managed by law enforcement. 
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O7-50: This comment asks under what fire scenario is the 

Village Center at risk. The Village Center would be 

located within a large fuel modified landscape and 

would include the same ember protections provided to 

all of the proposed project’s buildings. There may be 

wildfire conditions that result in smoke, ash, and 

airborne embers throughout the site, including the 

Village Center, but the fuel beds available to the embers 

and their typical decay rates would minimize the 

likelihood of a sustained ignition. The ember-resistant 

vents would also minimize the potential for a structure 

fire and the enhanced fire sprinklers in Village Center 

buildings would be capable of protecting lives and 

property should a fire occur. 

O7-51: This comment asks what the estimated time required to 

evacuate the project site, how the school would be 

evacuated, how it would affect the ability to evacuate 

existing residents, what the fuel conditions and potential 

flame lengths for street segments and intersections 

required for evacuation. Please refer to the Thematic 

Response – Evacuation regarding the evacuation process 

and estimated evacuation timeframes. Please refer to 

response to comment O7-48 regarding school 

evacuations. It can be assumed that there would be 

additional time needed to evacuate existing residents with 

the addition of the proposed project, but implementation 

of evacuation strategies including phased approaches,  
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intersection control, and preparedness training helps 

minimize potential impacts. Downstream intersections 

are within developed/urban landscapes and would not 

pose direct flame exposure issues. 

O7-52: The comment poses several evacuation related questions, 

but intermingles average daily trips with evacuation 

conditions. Please refer to the Thematic Response – 

Evacuation for details regarding evacuations. It is not 

appropriate to compare average daily trips with an 

evacuation traffic surge. Evacuation events are managed 

events with law enforcement actively moving vehicles 

through downstream intersections on a basis of moving 

those at highest risk first. 

O7-53: The comment provides an observation regarding 

California wildfires since 2012. The statement is not 

entirely accurate in that many of the wildfires since 2012 

occurred within the same footprints that they occurred 

previously, with the only difference being the presence of 

unprepared, improperly planned and protected growth. 

For example, wildfires have also certainly occurred in the 

areas surrounding Paradise and Santa Rosa. Indeed, the 

2017 Tubbs Fire followed in almost exact same footprint 

as the 1964 Hanley Fire. What differed from 1964 and 

2017 was the amount of fire-prone homes that were built 

in the area. Had these homes been built with fire-resistant 

materials such as required by Chapter 7A of the California 
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Fire Code, and including the ember resistant vents the 

proposed project would be mandated to use, it is highly 

unlikely that the level of damage would have been the 

same. Similarly, 13 significant wildfires occurred in the 

last 20 years around the community of Paradise, yet there 

seemed to be little mitigation to reduce the risk there; 

when the 2018 Camp Fire ignited under extreme weather 

conditions, a massive ember storm easily ignited older 

homes, which then caused a chain reaction of structure-

to-structure ignitions. 
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O7-54: The comment poses several evacuation related questions 

requesting additional details and analysis. The level of 

detail and specifics requested in the comment are not 

appropriate for a project-specific evacuation plan. Please 

refer to the Thematic Response – Evacuation for details 

regarding evacuation planning and execution in Santee 

and San Diego County. Regarding the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan’s (Appendix P2) statement that the 

proposed project would not be considered a vulnerable 

community, the statement is based on the litany of fire 

protection features and capabilities of the proposed 

project compared with older, less defensible, less 

ignition-resistant communities in the vicinity. Therefore, 

the statement is accurate and Santee Fire Department 

concurs through its acceptance of the FPP (2020) 

(Appendix P1). 

O7-55: As presented in the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

(Appendix P2), the educational outreach on Ready, Set, 

Go will be managed by the HOA. Details will be 

determined prior to occupancy and in conjunction with 

the Santee Fire Department. Training and resident 

outreach will occur through a variety of methods 

including annual outreach, open meetings, the 

community website, and mailers. The community 

members will be regularly reminded of their obligations 

to understand their responsibilities during an evacuation. 

The evacuation maps provided in the Wildland Fire 
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Evacuation Plan provide road networks at a high level 

because during an evacuation, messaging will be 

provided that indicates which routes are recommended. 

In the absence of direct messaging, it is important for 

residents to have familiarity with the major routes out of 

the area, and that is what is accomplished with the 

provided evacuation route map. 
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O7-56: The comment provides opinions on firefighter safety 

zones and their feasibility on the site and is consistent 

with the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) 

in recognizing that there are many opportunities for 

safety zones, but safety zones are ultimately selected by 

firefighters when on-scene during a wildfire and are 

based solely on the wildfire’s location and behavior. 

Some potential safety zones may not be appropriate in 

some scenarios, but in these scenarios, there will be 

other safety zones available. There is not lack of 

potential safety zones within the project site at build out. 

O7-57: The comment provides opinions and cited information 

regarding temporary refuge areas. The comment is not 

in conflict with the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

(Appendix P2) but recognizes that temporary refuge 

areas are a last resort and are better suited for fire fighters 

than residents. 
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O7-58: The comment quotes limitation language from the 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) and asks 

why build on the site’s riskiest areas. Please refer to the 

Thematic Response – Fire Protection and Safety for 

details regarding hazard vs risk and mitigation of that risk. 

O7-59: Please refer to responses to comments O7-13 and O7-35 

regarding differences in fire behavior inputs expressed 

by the commenter’s opinion. Of the factors that affect 

fire behavior, temperature is the least influential and is 

not a consideration for declaring Red Flag Warning 

days. Humidity and wind are the dominant weather 

factors affecting fire behavior. All inputs in the proposed 

project’s fire behavior modeling were carefully 

evaluated and utilized acceptable ranges used commonly 

in San Diego County. 

O7-60: The commenter’s opinion is noted, but it is attempting 

to discredit the fire behavior modeling conducted for the 

proposed project with very little basis. The Camp Elliot 

Remote Automated Weather Station (RAWS) is the 

closest to the site and based on its location, is a good 

representation of the average site conditions (with some 

project site elevations higher and some lower than the 

RAWS site). Please refer to responses to comments O7-

13 and O7-35 regarding fire behavior specialist 

qualifications and experience. The City disagrees that 
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minute changes in the inputs would have any material 

effect on fire behavior modeling outputs. 

O7-61: The comment states an opinion without specific 

supporting facts and therefore, does not require a direct 

response. However, please refer to the Thematic 

Response – Fire Protection and Safety regarding the 

FPP’s (2020) (Appendix P1) evaluation and conclusions 

and the Appendix P1 for details regarding significance 

conclusions and supporting analysis. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O7-46 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

O7-62: The comment requests comparisons between the 2007 

and 2020 FPPs in terms of fire behavior modeling, 

specifically fire spread rates. The commenter is referred 

to Section 4.1.12 of the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) 

where it indicates fire spread rates using the Southern 

California specific fuel models and to 2.3.1 of the 2007 

FPP, which indicates fire spread rates using the less 

accurate, over predictive original fuel models. 

O7-63: This comment, along with comments O7-64, O7-65, O7-

69, and O7-70, asks the City to model fire spread and 

answer questions on fire response and evacuation 

scenarios from (a) a multitude of ignition points, (b) 

under various different rates of spread and windspeeds, 

(c) within 6 different time windows. 

Under the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency is not 

required to conduct every test or perform all research, 

study, or experimentation recommended or requested by 

commenters. Furthermore, while the EIR must evaluate 

the potential wildfire impacts, this evaluation need not 

be exhaustive. Rather, the sufficiency of an EIR is 

considered in light of what is reasonably feasible.  

As discussed more fully in Thematic Response – 

Evacuation and the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

(Appendix P2), there are a number of variables at issue 

when modeling fire behavior and measuring 
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corresponding response and evacuation times, and it is 

infeasible to account for every potential scenario.  

In an effort to account for evacuation in a range of fire 

situations, the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix 

P2) for the proposed project discusses community 

readiness and in Sections 1.1 through 1.4, provides a 

quick reference for future proposed project residents so 

that they are familiar with the potential for evacuations 

and various actions they may be asked to take. Section 

1.2 provides information and a link for residents to sign 

up for emergency alerts so they receive emergency 

messaging, which will assist in their early notification. 

The remainder of the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

(Appendix P2) provides information pertaining to the 

typical evacuation process, the evacuation road network, 

and evacuation procedures. The information in the 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) is 

designed to assist evacuation efficiencies by creating an 

aware community that is ready to go when directed to do 

so, or remain in their homes if considered safer than 

evacuating. Further, the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) in 

Section 6 provides a detailed discussion of the site’s Fire 

Safety Requirements including defensible space, 

infrastructure and building ignition resistance. In 

Section 5, the FPP evaluates the ability to provide fast 

emergency response throughout the proposed project, 

with modeled results indicating all proposed project 
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structures are within 4 minutes travel time from the on-

site fire station. The system of protections consider the 

fire environment and the type of wildfire it may produce, 

and provide for evacuation or temporary on-site refuge 

in protected buildings or designated areas. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O7-49 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

O7-64: This comment asks the same questions as comment O7-

63 regarding the AM commuter hours. Please refer to 

preceding response to comment O7-63 for a response to 

this comment. 

O7-65: This comment asks the same questions as comment O7-

63 regarding the PM commuter hours. Please refer to 

preceding response to comment O7-63 for a response to 

this comment. 

O7-66: The comment questions how the public will make 

decisions during an emergency, what evacuation or on-

site sheltering trigger points are, what evacuation route 

fuel types are, and their corresponding flame heights, 

and the setbacks from fuel to roads. The Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) and Thematic Response 

– Evacuation, provide details regarding evacuation 

planning and implementation in the City and San Diego 

County. The public would not be expected to make the 

decision to evacuate or remain on site or what the trigger 

point is. These are responsibilities of law enforcement 

and fire/emergency service agencies. These public 

safety professionals would notify residents via alert 

messaging, social media, television, radio and/or in the 

field messaging regarding the appropriate actions. The 

Ready, Set, Go program described in Appendix P2 and 

the City’s/County’s protocols are applicable in any 

scenario, including those described in the comment. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O7-50 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

O7-67: The comment provides hypothetical scenarios and 

requests information regarding burnover of vehicles or 

pedestrians. Although not considered likely based on the 

City and San Diego County evacuation protocol that 

avoids late evacuations, particularly when the 

community design offers the ability to temporarily 

shelter on site, the speculative scenarios presented in the 

comment would typically be managed by responding 

agencies and emergency personnel. No further response 

is required. 

O7-68: The comment poses a question regarding evacuation 

from the previous project’s “Rock Point” area. This 

comment is quoting a submitted comment directed at an 

outdated and inapplicable EIR and its related fire 

protection and evacuation plans. Please refer to EIR 

Section 4.18.7 and FPP (2020) (Appendix P1) Section 9, 

which describes the differences between the 2007 and 

2020 FPPs. The proposed project’s Vineyard Village, in 

the general area of the prior project’s “Rock Point,” was 

specifically evaluated for fire environment and 

appropriate fire protection features were required, 

including extended FMZs. Vineyard Village would meet 

or exceed all City-required enhanced fire ignition-

resistant building codes and provide for the other 

elements of fire protection, including water, fire 

apparatus access, secondary access, and ongoing 

maintenance and monitoring. 
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O7-69: Please refer to response to comment O7-63 for a 

response to this comment. 

O7-70: Please refer to response to comment O7-63 for a 

response to this comment. 

O7-71: The comment provides an opinion regarding the EIR’s 

wildfire impact conclusions. Please refer to the 

Thematic Response – Fire Protection and Safety for 

details regarding the basis for hazard identification, risk 

analysis, and fire protection requirements, which 

informed the significance conclusions. Provided 

references to the American Planning Association 

California President are noted but are not substantiated 

with key facts regarding the ignition and ember 

resistance of the residences lost in the Northern 

California wildfires. The commenter is directed to 

response to comment O7-53 and Thematic Response – 

Fire Protection and Safety for differences between the 

newest structures that were lost in the referenced events 

in comparison to the restrictive requirements that would 

be mandated at the proposed project. 
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O7-72: The comment provides an opinion regarding the EIR’s 

understanding and disclosure of potential fire hazards. 

Please refer to the Thematic Response – Fire Protection 

and Safety for details regarding the basis for hazard 

identification, risk analysis, and fire protection 

requirements that informed the significance conclusions. 

O7-73: The comment provides a photograph of multiple 

destroyed homes in the 2017 Tubbs Fire but does not 

provide a question or comment. No specific response is 

required, but the commenter is referred to the Thematic 

Response – Fire Protection and Safety for details on how 

the proposed project is different from the areas affected 

by the Tubbs and Paradise Fires. 
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O7-74: This comment asks why the red flame color has been 

removed from the map and legend of Appendix B-2 to 

the FPP (EIR Appendix P1). The differences between 

the draft Appendix B-2 and the final Appendix B-2 are 

related to presentation clarity. The draft exhibit color 

scheme (particularly the various shades of red and 

orange) made it difficult to delineate landscape level 

changes between flame length projections. The revised 

color palette, which is very similar to the Appendix B-2 

summer fire conditions, is more understandable, for 

example, where the higher flame lengths would be 

realized on the site. There is no effort to veil significant 

hazards. Rather, the updated color scheme is intended to 

provide a clearer understanding of where the higher 

hazard areas on the property occur. 
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O7-75: The comment states that the hills and mountains on the 

project site set the scenic backdrop for the City and the 

photosimulations provided in the EIR veil the Vineyard 

Village portion of the proposed project. The comment 

further states that the EIR should revisit these impacts 

and disclose them. Section 4.1, Aesthetics, analyzes the 

potential visual impacts of the proposed project from 16 

key viewpoints (KVPs). Nine of the KVPs (KVP-1, 

KVP-2, KVP-3, KVP-6, KVP-7, KVP-11, KVP-14, 

KVP-15, and KVP-16) contain views of the proposed 

Vineyard Village. As explained in more detail in 

Appendix B of the EIR, through the use of GPS data, 

coordinate information, photographs and combined with 

sophisticated computer modeling software, the 

photosimulations were designed to show accurate 

representations of the proposed project. As illustrated 

from these KVPs, the proposed project would alter the 

existing aesthetic characteristics of the project site, as 

well as the existing landform in certain areas from a 

variety of vantage points in the City and adjacent areas. 

To protect and manage hillsides and topographic 

resources, the City has adopted hillside development 

guidelines as described in Table 4.1-1, City of Santee 

Hillside Development Guidelines. The large cut and fill 

slopes on the project site, as identified on the Vesting 

Tentative Map, that are visible from the public rights-of-

way would use landform grading techniques to recreate 
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and mimic the flow of natural contours and drainages in 

the natural surroundings. Where development is 

proposed on hillsides, grading would be efficient to 

minimize the grading footprint. Special contour grading 

techniques would be used at edges and transitions in 

landform. During construction, these slopes would be 

temporarily devoid of vegetation; however, they would be 

revegetated and landscaped in compliance with the Santee 

Municipal Code, Chapter 12.26, Landscape and Irrigation 

Regulations, and the Guidelines for Implementation of the 

City of Santee Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 

(2017). By complying with the policies in the Santee 

General Plan and the requirements of the Santee Municipal 

Code, as well as adhering to the guidelines set forth in the 

Fanita Ranch Specific Plan, the EIR concludes that the 

proposed project would not degrade the existing landscape 

from a public viewpoint. This issue is adequately addressed 

in the EIR. 

O7-76: The comment focuses on potential Valley Fever impacts 

related to construction, stating that the proposed project 

should be denied, and asking if Valley Fever in the soils 

has been assessed. Valley Fever is a disease caused by 

the sores of Coccidiodes fungus. The City has 

considered the potential for Coccidiodes fungus to occur 

to during construction of the proposed project, 

particularly as it may occur during construction in the 

northern half of the project site in Vineyard Village, 

Fanita Commons, and Orchard Village. A more detailed 

discussion of the City’s consideration of potential Valley 

Fever impacts has been added to Section 4.2.5.2, 
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Threshold 2: Cumulative Increase in Criteria Pollutant 

Emissions in the EIR in response to the comment, and 

the Air Quality Analysis in Appendix C1 of the EIR has 

been supplemented with a Valley Fever Technical 

Report (Appendix E).  

The California Department of Public Health, the County 

of Los Angeles, the County of San Diego all recommend 

watering topsoil prior to and during earth disturbance in 

order to reduce airborne dust emissions and the spread 

of Coccidioides spores. Coccidioides fungus thrives in 

arid environments. Without water the Coccidioides 

fungus eventually desiccates into spores. Watering 

during earth disturbance activities significantly reduces 

airborne spores and the ability of workers to inhale 

spores, which is the route of infection.  

The proposed project is required to implement the dust 

control measures listed in compliance with the 

SDCAPCD Rule 55, which prohibits discharges of 

visible dust emissions into the atmosphere beyond the 

property line for periods longer than 3 minutes in any 60 

minute period. SDCAPCD also requires use of any of 

the following or equally effective trackout/carry-out and 

erosion control measures that apply to the project or 

operation: track-out grates or gravel beds at each egress 

point, wheel-washing at each egress during muddy 

conditions, soil binders, chemical soil stabilizers, 

geotextiles, mulching, or seeding; use of secured tarps or 

cargo covering, watering, or treating of transported 

material for outbound transport trucks. With 

implementation of these regulatory requirements, 
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impacts related to Coccidioides for both onsite and 

offsite adjacent uses would be less than significant.  

Section 4.2.5.1 of the EIR includes Mitigation Measures 

AIR-1 (Rule 55 Dust-Control Measures) memorializing 

what is required under SDAPCD Rule 55. Mitigation 

Measure AIR-1 includes provisions requiring that visual 

fugitive dust emissions monitoring shall be conducted 

during all construction phases. Visual monitoring shall 

be logged. If high wind conditions result in visible dust 

during visual monitoring, this demonstrates that the 

measures are inadequate to reduce dust in accordance 

with SDAPCD Rule 55, and construction shall cease 

until high winds decrease and conditions improve. In 

addition, the EIR includes AIR-2 (Supplemental Dust-

Control Measures) that will reduce fugitive dust 

emissions even further and the chance of causing 

Coccidioides fungus spores to become airborne. 

Though impacts related to Valley Fever would be less 

than significant, in response the comment, Mitigation 

Measure AIR-2 has been revised to provide additional 

clarification on the precautions that would be carried out 

to reduce the likelihood of Valley Fever even further.  

AIR-2: Supplemental Dust-Control Measures. As 

a supplement to San Diego Air Pollution Control 

District Rule 55, Fugitive Dust Control, the applicant 

shall require the contractor to implement the 

following dust-control measures during 

construction. These measures shall be included in 

project construction documents, including the 
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grading plan, and be reviewed and approved by the 

City of Santee prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

 The construction contractor shall provide to all 

employees the fact sheet entitled “Preventing 

Work-Related Coccidioidomycosis (Valley 

Fever)” by the California Department of Public 

Health and ensure all employees are aware of 

the potential risks the site poses and inform 

them of all Valley Fever safety protocols, 

occupational responsibilities and requirements 

such as contained in these measures to reduce 

potential exposure to Coccidioides spores. 

 Apply water at least three times per day at all 

active earth disturbance areas sufficient to 

confine dust plumes to the immediate work area. 

 Apply soil stabilizers to inactive construction 

areas (graded areas that would not include active 

construction for multiple consecutive days). 

 Quickly replace ground cover in disturbed 

areas that are no longer actively being graded 

or disturbed. If an area has been graded or 

disturbed and is currently inactive for 20 days 

or more but will be disturbed at a later time, 

soil stabilizers shall be applied to stabilize the 

soil and prevent windblown dust. 

 Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 20 

mph unless high winds in excess of 20 mph are 

present, which requires a reduced speed limit 
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of 15 mph. Vehicle speeds are limited to 30 

mph for onsite haul roads that are paved with 

gravel to suppress dust or where visual dust is 

watered and monitored frequently enough to 

ensure compliance with SDAPCD Rule 55. 

These revisions are for clarification purposes and do 

not change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions 

identified in the EIR.  

O7-77: This comment describes the proposed project as a “state 

park quality resource in both scenery, wildlife and 

resources” and lists records of comments. The City 

acknowledges that the commenter values the project site 

and objects to the proposed project. The comment does 

not raise any issue related to the adequacy of any specific 

section or analysis of the EIR; accordingly, no 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 proposed project. No further response is 

required or necessary. 

O7-78: This comment states that the wildlife surveys are dated. 

Surveys for the project site date back to 1989, with 

updates to surveys and site conditions occurring 

throughout recent years. The most current focused 

surveys for special-status wildlife species were 

conducted in 2016 and 2017. Although these surveys 
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were conducted 3 to 4 years ago, preconstruction nesting 

bird surveys, western spadefoot (Spea hammondii) 

relocation, and topsoil removal for preservation of San 

Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis) 

would be conducted on the project site to avoid impacts 

to special-status wildlife species during construction and 

to enhance the Habitat Preserve after construction is 

complete. Additionally, by including the previous 

surveys (i.e., those surveys conducted prior to 

2016/2017) in the proposed project’s impact analysis, 

the EIR provides a more comprehensive dataset of the 

special-status species present on the project site. 

The comment is incorrect when it states that Hermes 

copper butterfly (Lycaena hermes) is listed as 

endangered. Hermes copper butterfly is federally listed 

as a Candidate species. The EIR discloses the proposed 

project potential impacts to Hermes copper butterfly in 

Section 4.3.5.1, Threshold 1: Candidate, Sensitive, or 

Special-status Species, under the subheading Sensitive 

Wildlife Species. This section of the EIR includes a 

summary of the USFWS-designated Critical Habitat for 

Hermes copper butterfly in the project area and identifies 

the potential proposed project impacts to Critical Habitat 

for Hermes copper butterfly. Refer to the Appendix D, 

Biological Resources Technical Report, Section 5.1.4.3 

and Figure 5-4, for details regarding the proposed 

project impacts to Hermes copper butterfly critical 
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habitat. Also refer to Appendix D, Biological Resources 

Technical Report, Table 5-5c, Impacts to Vegetation 

Communities and Land Cover Types within the 

Proposed Hermes Copper Butterfly Critical Habitat 

Areas, which summarizes the vegetation communities 

impacted in the proposed Critical Habitat area on the 

project site. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O7-79: This comment includes a series of questions regarding the 

process for permits and approvals required for the 

proposed project; however, no specific environmentally 

related permit or wildlife species is identified, except the 

question regarding a “Federal 10A Permit” and a “Section 

7 Permit.” As noted in Section 4.3.2.3, Local, in the EIR 

under subheading Draft Santee Multiple Species 

Conservation Program Subarea Plan, “if the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan is not approved, the proposed project 

would seek take authorization through FESA Section 7 or 

an individual Section 10 permit.” This is also disclosed in 

Section 3.12, Discretionary Actions, which lists “U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service: Endangered Species Act – 

Section 7 Consultation or Section 10(a) Incidental Take 

Permit” as a potential discretionary action. However, 

those permits arise under the FESA and are not directly 

related to the evaluation of environmental impacts in the 
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EIR. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O7-80: This comment includes two questions regarding the 

consistency of the proposed project with a future Final 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan and asks when the Draft 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan will be finalized. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required. Nonetheless, the proposed project is currently 

in compliance with the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan. It is unknown at this time when the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan will be finalized, and it would be 

speculative to identify when the plan would become 

final because it is ultimately up to the discretion of the 

City Council and wildlife agencies to approve or deny 

the plan. The Final Santee MSCP Subarea Plan and 

Implementing Agreement would be provided to the 

public as a part of its environmental review process, 

which is separate from the proposed project. The 

proposed project is not reliant on the completion of the 

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. The EIR provides 

mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant in 

accordance with CEQA requirements. Although the 

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan has not yet been 
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approved or permitted, it is still used as the guidance 

document for projects occurring in the City. Therefore, 

the EIR is also consistent with the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan, which would serve as an HCP pursuant to 

Section 10(a)(1)(B) of FESA and as an NCCP Plan 

pursuant to the California NCCP Act of 1991. However, 

because the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan is still a draft 

and is not complete, the EIR cannot rely on the 

protections of the plan. Therefore, if the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan is not approved, the proposed 

project would seek take authorization through FESA 

Section 7 or an individual Section 10 permit; however, 

take authorization is not a CEQA issue. 
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O7-81: This commenter states that it would like the wildlife 

agencies' comments on the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan and on the current project application to be 

disclosed. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. Nonetheless, the letters cited in 

Comment Letters S1 (CDFW, July 13, 2020) and F1 

(USFWS, July 13, 2020) for the EIR regarding both the 

proposed project’s EIR and the Subarea Plan are 

included as part of the administration record, see 

responses to comments for Comment Letters S1 and F1 

for details.  

The comment then requests to know the status of the 

wildlife agency review of the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan, Implementing Agreement, and the 

proposed project and requests that the Implementing 

Agreement and Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan be 

disclosed. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. However, it should be noted that 

the development of the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan 

is not part of this project and the Wildlife Agencies have 

not yet processed permits for the project or for the Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan (see to response to comment O7-

80). As the Subarea Plan process itself is separate and 
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distinct from the Fanita project entitlement and 

environmental review process now underway, the 

commenter is encouraged to participate in the Subarea 

Plan process. A copy of the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan, the Wildlife Agency Review Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan December 2018 was provided on the City’s 

website as part of the administrative record for this 

project (http://sntbberry.cityofsanteeca.gov/sites/Fanita 

Ranch/Public/Remainderpercent20ofpercent20the 

percent20Record/(2)percent20Referencepercent20 

Documentspercent20frompercent20EIRpercent20 

&percent20Technicalpercent20Reports/Tabpercent 

20492percent20-percent202018-12percen 

t20Santeepercent20SAPpercent20Wildlifepercent 

20Agencypercent20Reviewpercent20Draftpercent20 

Dec18v2.pdf). 

O7-82: This comment requests the 2018 Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan be provided for review. The development 

of the Draft Santee Subarea Plan is not part of this 

project. Refer to response to comment O7-80. The 

Wildlife Agency Review Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan December 2018 is included in the administrative 

record for this project and is available online at the 

City’s website. 

O7-83: This comment asks for the location of the 210-acre 

occupied coastal California gnatcatcher habitat west of 

I-15 to be acquired that is needed to mitigate for impacts. 
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The comment referenced apparently was submitted in 

connection with the prior project proposal, and relates to 

a previous draft EIR, not the current EIR or project. It is 

unclear which document the comment is referencing; 

however, there is an attachment to the USFWS comment 

letter from September 16, 2016, that states “the 

acquisition and conservation of 210 acres of the 

Montana Mirador property as mitigation for the 

proposed development, as included in the hardline 

agreement, is no longer feasible.”  

As stated in the EIR (see Table 4.3-8a), impacts to 

coastal California gnatcatcher would be reduced to 

below a level of significance with implementation of 

Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-14 and BIO-

17. Specifically, habitat preservation would occur on-

site within the Habitat Preserve. Therefore, the site 

identified in the comment (and in the USFWS 2016 

comment letter) is not part of the project and is not 

needed to meet the project’s mitigation requirements. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

O7-84: This comment states that the City is no longer a 

participant in the NCCP interim 4(d) process and the 

City’s attempt to process another large landholding 

without completing the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan 

constitutes bad faith and is illegal. The comment 

correctly states that the City is no longer a participant in 

the NCCP interim 4(d) process because they have 
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already permitted disturbance of all of their allotted 

coastal sage scrub interim loss acres. In regards to the 

second portion of the comment, the City has prepared a 

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan for the City’s 

jurisdiction with the intent to ultimately streamline the 

environmental review process. The City acknowledges 

that the adoption of a Santee MSCP Subarea Plan that 

provides species take authority to the City would 

streamline the environmental process, as each individual 

project would not require separate Wildlife Agency 

permitting for impacts to listed species. However, there 

is no requirement that the City must adopt the Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan prior to approval of a project within 

the City. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, 

recirculation of the EIR is not warranted. 

O7-85: The comment questions the details included in the 

project background discussed in Section 2.2 of the EIR 

as well as Appendix D to the EIR (Biological Resources 

Technical Report, Section 1.2), which the comment 

erroneously refers to an Appendix T. The comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. The EIR is correct that in 1980 the project site was 

designated in the County of San Diego General Plan for 

development of approximately 14,000 residential units 
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(prior to the incorporation of the City). Historically, 

development was expected to continue northward into 

the project site. The 1982 Santee Community Plan 

includes a Land Use Element Map that divides the 

project site into 4 residential density categories, which, 

when the land area and the density ranges are taken into 

account, the site could yield up to 14,000 units.  
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O7-86: This comment states that expansion of Fanita Parkway 

adjacent to Santee Lakes will result in a significant road 

kill impact to mammals, birds, and reptiles. Fanita 

Parkway is an existing roadway that runs through an 

existing residential neighborhood, adjacent to Santee 

Lakes, and the occurrence of roadkill is an existing 

condition. The comment does not state which species are 

currently being impacted, but it is likely not special-

status mammal, bird, and/or reptile species since special-

status species typically do not occur in residential 

neighborhoods. It is equally foreseeable that additional 

traffic volumes may also decrease the number of animals 

crossing Fanita Parkway. 

As disclosed in the Section 4.3.5.1: Threshold 1: 

Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status Species, 

subsection Indirect Impacts, as well as Section 4.3.5.4, 

Threshold 4: Native Resident or Migratory Fish or 

Wildlife Species, under subheading Indirect Impacts, the 

proposed project has potential to result in increased 

roadkill. Mitigation Measure BIO-23, which requires the 

provision of wildlife undercrossings under Cuyamaca 

Street and Fanita Parkway, would reduce direct and 

indirect impacts to wildlife, including western 

spadefoot, to a less than significant level. As further 

detailed under the Mitigation Measures subheading in 

those sections, Mitigation Measure BIO-20, which 

employs street signs, speed bumps, or other traffic-
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calming devices along the north and south collector 

streets to allow wildlife to cross more safely, would 

reduce long-term indirect impacts to wildlife movement 

within the Habitat Preserve to a less than significant 

level. Refer to Section 4.3.5.1: Threshold 1: Candidate, 

Sensitive, or Special-Status Species, and Section 4.3.5.4, 

Threshold 4: Native Resident or Migratory Fish or 

Wildlife Species, for additional information. 

O7-87: This comment asks for specific archaeological resource 

impacts. The EIR lists all resources within the project 

site in Table 4.4-1 and all archaeological resources are 

summarized to the extent possible without divulging 

confidential information beginning in Section 4.4.1.2. 

The specific resources that will be impacted, CA-SDI-

8243 and CA-SDI-8345, are discussed throughout the 

section and addressed under Section 4.4.5.2 Threshold 

2: Archaeological Resources. 

O7-88: This comment requests an update on tribal consultation. 

Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1 does not 

require a lead agency to conclude consultation prior to 

release of a Draft EIR for public review, only that such 

consultation “begin” prior to the release of the Draft 

EIR. As explained in detail in Section 4.4.1.3 of the EIR 

(Known Cultural Resources, Assembly Bill 52 

Consultation), consultation with the one tribe that 

requested it, Barona Band of Mission Indians (Barona), 

began in September 2018 - well before the release of the 
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EIR on May 29, 2020. After nearly two years of 

consultation with Barona, the parties have agreed to the 

mitigation measures in the EIR and conditions of project 

approval to address the tribe’s concerns. On July 9, 

2020, Barona submitted a letter to the City to this effect, 

with some further changes to the conditions of project 

approval. On July 31, 2020, the City sent a response to 

Barona accepting such changes and stating that AB 52 

consultation has concluded. Section 4.4.1.3 of the EIR 

has been updated to reflect this information, as follows:  

On March 9, 2020, the City emailed Mr. Bunce 

regarding the status of the City’s January 30, 2020, 

request to conclude AB 52 consultation and provided 

a draft, template letter from Barona to the City, as 

requested by Mr. Bunce at the January 30, 2020, 

meeting. On March 11, 2020, Mr. Bunce responded 

via email stating that the Tribal Council was still 

working to organize a meeting to discuss the 

proposed project with two other tribal groups. On 

March 18, 2020, the City’s attorney emailed Mr. 

Bunce requesting an update on the City’s request to 

conclude consultation and followed up with Mr. 

Bunce via a phone call on March 24, 2020. During 

the call, Mr. Bunce stated that the Barona Tribal 

Council had yet to review the information provided 

during the January 30, 2020, meeting and that he 

estimated the Tribal Council would take an 
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additional 2 to 12 months to respond. Since the 

release of the EIR for public review, the parties have 

agreed to the mitigation measures in the EIR and 

conditions of project approval to address Barona’s 

concerns. On July 31, 2020, the City sent a letter to 

Barona stating that consultation has concluded.  

O7-89: The comment alleges that the energy analysis in the EIR 

is flawed because it did not discuss Executive Order B-

55-18, which sets a non-legislative statewide goal of net 

carbon neutrality (zero net emissions after offsets) by 

2045. Please refer to comment 05-38, which discusses 

this order in the context of the GHG analysis.  
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O7-90: The comment alleges that “all GHG emissions are now 

significant,” followed by an uncited timeline chart and 

the introductory language in Executive Order B-55-18. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. 
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O7-91: This comment provides a timeline graph of global GHG 

concentrations in the atmosphere and alleges that the 

EIR downplays climate change and climate change 

impacts including feedback loops and tipping points. 

Contrary to the statement made in the comment, Section 

4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR provides a 

thorough and adequate analysis of the project's potential 

GHG emissions and determines the project would not 

result in a significant GHG emissions impact. The EIR 

therefore satisfies the requirements of CEQA. 

O7-92: The comment claims that the EIR is hiding or 

downplaying facts about the climate by using terms such 

as “prevailing scientific opinion.” The use of these terms 

was intended to convey the evolving nature of climate 

science. However, Section 4.7 of the EIR, Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions, which focuses on project GHG 

emissions, concludes that the project would not result in 

a significant environmental impact based upon a clearly 

established GHG threshold. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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O7-93: The comment claims that the EIR does not provide 

current information related to GHG emissions and 

climate change. The EIR relied on the fifth assessment 

of global warming potential (GWP) published in 2013, 

because that assessment is consistent with the emissions 

analysis used in the Sustainable Santee Plan and is the 

same GWP used in the latest California Emission 

Estimator Model (CalEEMod) provided by the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) in 2017. Thus 

the EIR’s analysis provides a consistent comparison of 

GWP and no further response is required. 

O7-94: The comment criticizes Section 4.7.2, Regulatory Setting, 

in the EIR for not having a discussion of Executive Order 

B-55-18, which provides a non-legislative statewide goal 

of achieving net carbon neutrality by 2045. Please refer to 

comment 05-38, which discusses this order in the context 

of the GHG analysis.  

O7-95: This comment provides the commenter’s opinion of the 

EIR’s GHG analysis. Contrary to the statements made in 

the comment, the EIR adequately explains how the per 

capita GHG threshold was customized for purposes of this 

analysis to address new development projects in the City.  

Moreover, as explained in Executive Order B-55-18:  

A locally-appropriate evidence-based Project-

specific threshold can be developed based on local 
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emissions and local service population or per 

capita projections. Some jurisdictions or regions 

do not have baseline inventories dating back to 

1990 and, therefore, must extrapolate from more 

recent inventories which were monitored more 

accurately than in earlier years. To determine an 

overall GHG reduction target at the local level that 

would be consistent with the state’s overall 

targets, CARB and the Association of 

Environmental Professionals (AEP) recommend 

community-wide GHG reduction goals for local 

climate action plans that would help the State 

achieve its 2030 target and therefore make 

substantial progress towards targets like 2045 and 

2050 per the CARB Scoping Plan. As SB 32 is 

considered an interim target toward meeting the 

2045 State goal, consistency with SB 32 would be 

considered contributing substantial progress 

toward meeting the State’s long-term State targets 

is important as these targets have been set at levels 

that reduce California’s fair share of emissions 

toward international targets that will stabilize 

global climate change effects and avoid the 

adverse environmental consequences described 

herein. (Emphasis added.) 

The EIR explains in detail that satisfaction of the per 

capita GHG threshold, which was developed based on 
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the demographic and land use forecasts in the Santee 

General Plan, quantitatively demonstrates that the 

proposed project would conform to the GHG reduction 

targets identified in the Sustainable Santee Plan and help 

the City meet its GHG reduction commitments in 

furtherance of state and regional goals. In addition, 

please refer to Thematic Response – 2017 Scoping Plan. 

O7-96: This comment states that the proposed project would 

adversely impact land that currently sequesters GHGs. The 

Greenhouse Gas Analysis (Appendix H) includes a full 

discussion of carbon sequestration under the title, 

Landscaping Sequestration and Net Gains/Losses in 

Carbon Emissions. As shown in Table M, Estimated Gains 

and Losses of Sequestered Carbon, included in Appendix 

H, implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-5 would 

ensure that the proposed project results in a net annual 

reduction of 530.70 MT CO2e in GHG emissions. 

O7-97: The comment criticizes the fact that the proposed project 

would include six open gas fireplaces, but fails to note 

that Mitigation Measure GHG-4 requires that the 

proposed project include all electric homes, thereby 

prohibiting gas fireplaces in any of the residential units. 

The six allowed fireplaces, which are limited to the 

community areas of the villages by PDF-AQ/GHG-1, 

were included in the proposed project's pre-mitigation 

GHG emissions analysis. As explained thoroughly in the 

EIR, the recommended mitigation measures would 
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ensure that the proposed project reduces all GHG 

emissions to below a level of significance as required by 

CEQA. Therefore, this issue is adequately addressed in 

the EIR. 

O7-98: The comment restates portions of the EIR’s GHG 

analysis. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O7-99: This comment provides the commenter's opinion of 

recreational vehicle use. The comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR.  

In response to the balance of the comment, the number 

of vehicles or capacity of the Recreational Vehicle/Boat 

storage facility would be determined through the City’s 

site plan review process. The Special Use area is 31.9 

acres of which 20.8 acres could potentially be used for 

RV parking/boat storage. Potential GHG emissions 

associated with the operation of the proposed project, 

including the Special Use area, have been addressed in 

the EIR. As shown therein, the recommended mitigation 

measures would ensure the proposed project reduces all 

GHG emissions below a level of significance as required 

by CEQA. 
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O7-100: The comment asks who will be responsible for replacing 

solar arrays and battery storage facilities in the event of 

a fire and offers an alternative use for the Special Use 

Area. The system will ultimately maintain 4 MWh of 

battery storage at full buildout. The batteries act to level 

out the loads that the panels produce and act as storage 

in case the power goes out so they are not all installed on 

day one. They are built at the same time that the solar 

panels are installed. It will be the responsibility of the 

homeowner’s association or solar facility operator to 

maintain and replace the solar arrays or battery, if 

necessary. Section 3.3.1.9 identifies the constraints and 

allowed uses in the Special Use Area. The Mini-Park 

would serve as a trail staging area and would include 

interpretive signage. 

O7-101: This comment questions the proposed project's solar 

production. As shown in Tables P and Q in the Greenhouse 

Gas Analysis (Appendix H), the proposed project's energy 

demand is 12.147 megawatts (MW) for the preferred land 

use plan with school and 12.083 MW for the land use plan 

without school. Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requires that 

the proposed project “provide on-site [photovoltaic] 

renewable energy generation with a total design capacity 

of at least 12.147 megawatts (MV) for the Preferred Land 

Use Plan with School, or 12.083 MW for the Land Use 

Plan without School at full buildout.” As such, the on-site 
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solar facilities will provide 100 percent of the proposed 

project's energy demand. 

O7-102: This comment asks about the project's water capture and 

reuse efforts. The proposed project includes stormwater 

capture such that all stormwater is retained and 

infiltrated into the soil onsite which would reduce 

stormwater runoff and help irrigate onsite landscaping 

areas. The amount of capture and reuse has not been 

calculated. The reduction in GHG emissions associated 

with the proposed project water conservation strategies 

is calculated based on the commitment to reduce water 

use 20 percent compared to average statewide water 

consumption rates. Also refer to responses to comments 

L3-2 and L3-3 in Comment Letter L3 (Padre Dam 

Municipal Water District, July 13, 2020). 

 O7-103: This comment addresses the proposed project’s 

electricity demand. Residential battery storage would 

not be included in the proposed project. Please refer to 

response to comment O7-101, which addresses the same 

issue raised in this comment.  

O7-104:  This comment asks how many trees will be long-lived 

fire resistant species, such as coast live oak, and native 

species, that can recover from the roots after a wildfire. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-5 does not specify any 

particular species of trees or natural vegetation as the 

fire-resistance of the trees does not have a bearing on the 
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GHG analysis. The final landscape plans, in particular 

for fuel modification zones and revegetation areas, 

would reflect the planting requirements of the FPP 

(2020) (Appendix P1). This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

O7-105: The comment asks for additional information about the 

vehicles provided pursuant to Mitigation Measure GHG-

6. As indicated therein, the applicant or designee shall 

provide 100 electric vehicles, which can include any 

available electric vehicle, possibly including but not 

limited to those produced by Tesla, Inc. The mitigation 

measure would not allow for the purchase of a 

neighborhood electric vehicle or golf cart. 

O7-106: The comment asks for additional information regarding 

Table 4.7-10. The EIR and Greenhouse Gas Analysis 

(Appendix H) provide a thorough and complete review 

of the proposed project's potential GHG impacts and 

demonstrate that the recommended mitigation measures 

would ensure that the proposed project reduces all GHG 

emissions to below a level of significance as required by 

CEQA. Therefore, this issue is adequately addressed in 

the EIR. 

O7-107: This comment attacks the validity of the Sustainable 

Santee Plan. This portion of the comment does not raise 
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a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR.  

Nevertheless, it is important to note that following 

release of the EIR, the February 7, 2020 lawsuit filed by 

Preserve Wild Santee, Climate Action Campaign, and the 

Center for Biological Diversity challenging the City’s 

adoption of the Sustainable Santee Plan and certification 

of the related Environmental Impact Report (Preserve 

Wild Santee et al. v. City of Santee, San Diego Superior 

Court Case No. 37-2020-00007331-CU-TT-CTL) has 

been settled. The lawsuit was dismissed, with prejudice, 

on July 8, 2020. 

This comment also alleges that the EIR’s GHG analysis 

improperly relies on the Sustainable Santee Plan. The 

comment is incorrect. As explained in detail in Section 

4.7.3 of the EIR, the per capita GHG threshold was 

customized for purposes of this analysis to address new 

development projects in the City.  

Moreover, as further explained in Section 4.7.5.2 of the 

EIR, satisfaction of the per capita GHG threshold, which 

was developed based on the demographic and land use 

forecasts in the Santee General Plan, quantitatively 

demonstrates that the proposed project would conform 

to the GHG reduction targets identified in the 

Sustainable Santee Plan and help the City meet its GHG 
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reduction commitments in furtherance of state and 

regional goals.  

Finally, CEQA requires that an EIR consider whether 

implementation of a proposed project would conflict with 

an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of reducing GHG emissions. As part of the 

analysis required to respond to that question, Table 4.7-

13, Sustainable Santee Plan Community GHG Reduction 

Strategies (After Mitigation), was included in the EIR to 

demonstrate that the proposed project, following 

implementation of the recommended mitigation 

measures, would be consistent with the applicable 

reduction strategies of the Sustainable Santee Plan. 
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O7-108: The comment calls into question the conversion of daily 

vehicle miles traveled (VMT) to annual VMT. The EIR 

relies on a conversion rate that multiplies daily VMT by 

347 to determine annual VMT. This conversion rate was 

developed by the San Diego Association of 

Governments (SANDAG) as part of the Regional 

Framework for Climate Action Planning (ReCAP) 

Program. ReCAP Appendix I directs the use of 347 as a 

multiplier in converting daily VMT to annual VMT 

because, as explained therein, workday VMT is higher 

than weekend VMT so the reduced conversion rate 

accounts for that fact.  

The comment also alleges that the applicant utilized a 

speculative emissions/pollution model for 2035. The 

models are not speculative. The 2035 VMT calculations 

come from the SANDAG Series 13 regional 

transportation model and convert daily VMT into annual 

VMT using the protocols in the SANDAG ReCAP 

Program. The emissions calculation converting VMT 

into GHG emissions was calculated in CalEEMod using 

the California Air Resources Board (CARB) On Road 

Emissions Factor Model (EMFAC2017). 

O7-109: The comment questions whether the City will enter into 

a Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) program. The 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 
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information provided in the EIR as it relates to the 

proposed project’s consistency with the Sustainable 

Santee Plan.  

The City remains committed to implementing the 

Sustainable Santee Plan, including joining a regional 

entity to implement a CCA program. On October 23, 

2019, the City adopted Ordinance No. 569 to establish a 

CCA program with an anticipated launch date of January 

1, 2022, and directed City staff to negotiate and present 

for City Council consideration the documents necessary 

to join a regional entity. On January 8, 2020, the City 

adopted the Sustainable Santee Plan, which requires City 

staff to present a CCA program to City Council that aims 

to provide 100 percent renewable energy by 2035 

(Chapter 3, Measure 10.2) and assumes that the CCA 

program would launch by 2022. On February 26, 2020, 

City adopted Resolution 020-2020 amending the fiscal 

year 2019-20 budget, which committed $300,000 

towards initial start-up costs that may be incurred upon 

forming or joining a regional entity to implement a CCA 

program for the procurement of electric energy by the 

City. The anticipated launch date of the CCA may be 

subject to adjustment due to forces outside the City’s 

control, including, but not limited to, the pandemic and 

its ripple effects or a delay at San Diego Gas & Electric.  

Moreover, as part of the settlement of Preserve Wild 

Santee et al. v. City of Santee (San Diego Superior Court 
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Case No. 37-2020-00007331-CU-TT-CTL), the City 

made a commitment to consider the following criteria 

with regard to a future CCA: (1) prioritize the program 

with the highest projected excess revenue to reinvest 

back into the Santee community; (2) prioritize with 

commitment to pooling reinvestment dollars so they are 

equally shared among all participating cities; (3) 

prioritize programs that prioritize in family sustaining 

middle class jobs; and (4) exclude programs that include 

coal and nuclear generation. 

O7-110: This comment states that Table 4.10-1, Project 

Consistency with Proposed Guiding Principles for 

Fanita Ranch, does not disclose the significant 

inconsistencies with the Santee General Plan that 

requires the applicant to seek amendments and requests 

the table be modified to disclose the inconsistencies with 

the current plan. As described in Section 3.12, 

Discretionary Actions, the proposed project would 

include approval of a General Plan amendment. Section 

4.10.5.2, Threshold 2: Conflict with Land Use Plans, 

Policies or Regulations, analyzed the project’s potential 

to cause a significant environmental impact due to a 

conflict with the land use plans, policies or regulations 

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect. The EIR states that the applicant 

proposes to amend the 16 Guiding Principles for Fanita 

Ranch to better adhere to the current project design. The 
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existing 16 Guiding Principles for Fanita Ranch 

(provided in Section 4.10.2.1) would be replaced by the 

proposed 13 Guiding Principles identified in Table 4.10-

1. These amendments are required to ensure that the 

proposed project is in compliance with the Santee 

General Plan. The EIR concluded that the proposed 

project would be consistent with the Santee General 

Plan, as amended. In response to the commenter’s 

request, it would not make sense to evaluate the project 

against the existing Guiding Principles that would be 

replaced by a General Plan amendment upon project 

approval. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

O7-111:  This comment states that the proposed project should be 

denied because Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: 

Exceedance of Noise Standards, concludes that impacts 

related to permanent increase in vehicle noise would be 

significant and unavoidable. The EIR analyzed the 

impacts of the proposed project and identified feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce the impacts; although not 

to below a level of significance. The EIR complies with 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15043, Authority to 

Approved Projects Despite Significant Impacts, which 

states that a public agency may approve a project that 

would cause a significant effect on the environment if 

the agency makes a fully informed and publicly 

disclosed decision that (1) there is no feasible way to 

lessen or avoid the significant effect (see Section 
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15091), and (2) specifically identified expected benefits 

from the project outweigh the policy of reducing or 

avoiding significant environmental impacts of the 

project (see Section 15093). 

O7-112: This comments states that neighborhoods adjacent to 

roadways serving the proposed project would be 

exposed to significant and unavoidable impacts related 

to noise and air quality, and requests information 

regarding contacts with residents regarding double-pane 

windows and noise walls. This comment accurately 

states that Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: Exceedance of 

Noise Standards, and 4.2.5.2, Threshold 2: Cumulative 

Increase in Criteria Pollutant Emissions, conclude that 

significant and unavoidable impacts would occur as a 

result of project operation. Section 4.12.5.1 includes an 

evaluation of measures that were considered but rejected 

for mitigation of permanent noise impacts, including 

noise barriers on private property. Although residents 

have been involved in the public comment process 

through CEQA, and outreach by the applicant, such 

agreements for installment of noise barriers or window 

improvements cannot be guaranteed at this time. This 

measure is not considered feasible mitigation in 

accordance with Section 15126.4(a)(2) of the CEQA 

Guidelines, which requires mitigation measures to be 

fully enforceable. Therefore, this noise impact was 

determined to be significant and unavoidable. However, 
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this does not preclude future agreements between the 

applicant and private residents. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

O7-113: This comment suggests that the project’s significant and 

unavoidable impacts to intersections, street segments, and 

highways would adversely impact the feasibility of 

evacuating the existing wildland urban interface and new 

project residents, which is not disclosed. A project-specific 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) was 

prepared that addresses project evacuation procedures. See 

also Thematic Response – Evacuation regarding 

evacuation planning and execution in Santee and San 

Diego County. Note that evacuation traffic conditions 

would be controlled by law enforcement focusing on 

controlling downstream intersections to move traffic from 

the most vulnerable areas first. This approach is well 

documented and has been very successful during San 

Diego County’s large wildfire events, and has increasingly 

become more efficient through technological and 

emergency resource availability. This issue was adequately 

addressed in the EIR.  

O7-114: This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to recognize 

that Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg 2013) is mandatory as of 

July 1, 2020, and that the City should be aware of Senate 

Bill 743 requirements. It also questions why, as the lead 

agency, the City, if it had the ability to require evaluation 

of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impacts prior to the July 
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1, 2020, deadline and was aware climate and 

transportation were issues of controversy, has not 

insisted on avoidance and mitigation for VMT impacts 

consistent with SB 743. Finally, the comment states that 

the project has significant VMT impacts that are not 

considered, that reducing unit numbers to levels 

consistent with the General Plan can avoid VMT and 

lower fire risk, and that avoidance is required. Section 

4.16, Transportation of the EIR contains both a detailed 

level of service (LOS) analysis (Section 4.16.5.1) and 

VMT analysis (Section 4.16.5.2). The EIR contains 

mitigation measures for both the LOS and VMT 

analyses. Since the EIR began public review before July 

1, 2020, a VMT analysis was not technically necessary to 

perform. In addition, the EIR Greenhouse Gas Analysis 

(Appendix H) and Air Quality Technical Report 

(Appendix C1) considered the project VMT in their 

analysis. Therefore, the EIR adequately addresses VMT. 

O7-115: This comment states the EIR’s conclusion of the proposed 

project’s cumulative contribution to inadequate emergency 

access is wrong. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Evacuation regarding evacuation planning and execution 

in Santee and San Diego County. Note that evacuation 

traffic conditions would be controlled by law enforcement 

focusing on controlling downstream intersections to move 

traffic from the most vulnerable areas first. This approach 

is well documented and has been very successful during 
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San Diego County’s large wildfire events, and has 

increasingly become more efficient through technological 

and emergency resource availability. 

O7-116: This comment states the description of the circulation 

map is inadequate. The evacuation maps provided in the 

Wildland Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) provide road 

networks at a high level because during an evacuation, 

messaging will be provided that indicates which routes 

are recommended. In the absence of direct messaging, it 

is important for residents to have familiarity with the 

major routes out of the area, and that is what is 

accomplished with the provided evacuation route map. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Evacuation for 

details on evacuation planning and execution in Santee 

and San Diego County. 

O7-117: The comment poses several questions regarding the 

EIR’s ability to ensure the absolute fire safety of all 

occupants at all times. The proposed project has been 

analyzed at a level that exceeds the basic CEQA 

requirements and based on provided protection features 

(refer to the Thematic Response – Fire Protection and 

Safety), the site’s hazards and the overall risk (which is 

low considering the ignition resistance of the proposed 

project) concludes that there is no significant impact 

from wildfire. There is no CEQA requirement, nor 

would it be possible for any proposed project, to ensure 

that accidents or unanticipated events could not affect 
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the project at some point. CEQA requires a thorough 

analysis of a project’s potential impacts from and to 

wildfire safety and whether appropriate features or 

mitigations can be provided to result in an acceptable 

level of risk. This process has been completed for the 

proposed project and the FPP (2020) (Appendix P1), 

was accepted by the Santee Fire Department, follows a 

thorough review by fire prevention experts, and concurs 

that an acceptable level of risk would be achieved. 
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O7-118: This comment states that the proposed project has 

significant and unavoidable impacts to utilities and 

service systems and should be denied. Further, the 

comment refers the reader to prior comments on water 

supply. Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, in 

the EIR analyzed the impacts of the proposed project and 

identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 

impacts; although not to below a level of significance. 

The EIR complies with CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15043, Authority to Approved Projects Despite 

Significant Impacts, which states that a public agency 

may approve a project that would cause a significant 

effect on the environment if the agency makes a fully 

informed and publicly disclosed decision that (1) there 

is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect 

(see Section 15091) and (2) specifically identified 

expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy 

of reducing or avoiding significant environmental 

impacts of the project (see Section 15093). Further, there 

are no additional comments on water supply in this 

comment letter.  

O7-119: The comment appears to refer to Section 5.2.1 of the 

EIR, which explains that in 1980 the project site was 

designated in the County of San Diego General Plan for 

development of approximately 14,000 residential units 

(prior to the incorporation of the City). Please refer to 
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response to comment O7-85, which addresses the same 

issue raised in this comment.  

O7-120: This comment states that the proposed project should be 

denied because it has significant and unavoidable 

impacts. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the proposed 

project and identifies feasible mitigation measures to 

reduce the impacts, although not to below a level of 

significance. The EIR complies with CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15043, Authority to Approved Projects Despite 

Significant Impacts, which states that a public agency 

may approve a project that would cause a significant 

effect on the environment if the agency makes a fully 

informed and publicly disclosed decision that (1) there 

is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect 

(see Section 15091) and (2) specifically identified 

expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy 

of reducing or avoiding significant environmental 

impacts of the project (see Section 15093). 

O7-121: This comment states that an alternative has not been 

presented that would adequately address the fire safety 

and biological issues that were primary concerns in prior 

litigation. The City disagrees with this comment. The 

EIR analyzed five alternatives selected for evaluation to 

represent a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the basic 

project objectives but would avoid or substantially 

lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed 
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project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15126.6. Of the alternatives evaluated, four alternatives 

were concluded to lessen the potentially significant 

impacts to biological resources and three alternatives 

were concluded to lessen the potentially significant 

impacts to wildfire. Therefore, this issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

O7-122: This comment states that the Conservation Alternative 

that was a part of the 1998 EIR discussed current funding 

sources that should be added to the No Project/No Build 

Alternative. The 1998 EIR and Conservation Alternative 

analyzed a different project and development footprint 

from the proposed project. The EIR analyzed five 

alternatives selected for evaluation to represent a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that 

would feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives 

but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the proposed project in accordance 

with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6. No changes 

have been made to the EIR in response to this comment. 

O7-123: This comment states that the proposed project has 

significant impacts upon operation by likely increasing 

the number of trespassing events on MCAS Miramar and 

that these encroachment impacts should be disclosed in 

the EIR. Encroachment is not an environmental issue in 

accordance with the CEQA Guidelines. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 
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the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

O7-124: This comment states military flights occasionally crash 

and states an instance where a jet crashed on the project 

site in 1980 and in homes in San Diego. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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O7-125: The comment states that the northern portion of the 

project site is directly under the fixed-wing landing path 

and the EIR does not consider or disclose the safety 

impacts of locating development here. Section 4.8.5.5 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Threshold 5, Airport 

Safety Hazards, analyzed the potential safety hazards for 

people residing or working in the project site near an 

airport. The EIR discloses that the project site is located 

within the vicinity of two airports, MCAS Miramar and 

Gillespie Field. The EIR concluded that implementation 

for the proposed project would not result in a significant 

impact regarding airspace safety hazards or conflicts 

with the land use plans for either airport because the 

developed portions of the site would not fall under either 

airport’s restrictions besides the Special Use Area, 

which would not conflict with these plans. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

O7-126:  This comment states that future noise impacts to the site as 

result of overflight from Marine Corps Air Station Miramar 

(MCAS) are not disclosed. Noise exposure from MCAS 

Miramar is addressed in Section 4.12.5.3, Threshold 3: 

Aircraft Noise. The project site would continue to be subject 

to audible overflights from MCAS Miramar; however, the 

proposed project site, including Orchard Village and 

Vineyard Village, is not located within the air station’s 60 

dBA CNEL noise contour. Therefore, a significant CEQA 

impact would not occur and no mitigation is required. This 
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issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. Future real estate 

and tenant agreements would be subject to all applicable 

disclosure requirements. 

O7-127:  This comment states the EIR fails to consider the 

alternatives suggested in the commenter’s prior 

comments. Please refer to response to comments O7-121 

and O7-122, which addresses the same issue raised in 

this comment.  

O7-128:  This comment states concluding that the No Project/No 

Build Alternative would have potentially significant 

indirect species impacts compared to the proposed 

project is false and not supported by substantial 

evidence. The comment requests the statement be 

stricken from the EIR. Chapter 6, Alternatives, evaluates 

the No Project/No Build Alternative in which the site 

would remain in its existing condition and no 

management of the site would occur. Because this 

alternative would not benefit from active habitat 

management, as would be under the proposed project, 

indirect impacts to biological resources could occur 

because unauthorized motorized and non-motorized 

vehicles would continue to use the site, causing 

degradation of the natural habitat and sensitive species. 

Therefore, potentially greater indirect impacts to 

biological resources could occur. 
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O7-129:  This comment states that the conclusion that the No 

Project/No Build Alternative would have “potentially 

greater impacts on emergency access than the proposed 

project” is false and not supported by substantial 

evidence. The comment further states the EIR hasn’t 

adequately performed basic analysis required to make 

these determinations. Section 6.0, Alternatives, discusses 

the No Project/No Build Alternative and specifically 

Section 6.2.1.1 discusses the wildfire and evacuation 

impacts of this alternative compared to the proposed 

project. Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, it is 

unlikely that Santee Fire Department would commit 

resources into the site to fight a vegetation fire burning 

under anything but very mild conditions. Access is 

limited currently to dirt roads with no safety zones or 

temporary refuge areas. With the proposed project, road 

improvements, including providing multiple new lanes, 

and designated inbound fire access would be included 

along Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and Magnolia 

Avenue, as well as throughout the project site. The access 

roads would be provided “hardening” via fuel 

modification on either side and the proposed project site 

would provide large areas of ignition and ember resistant 

landscapes and structures, resulting in a defensible 

community that also provides protection and safety zones 

for fire fighters. The proposed project represents a large 

fuel break, resulting in less wildland vegetation fuels to 
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carry wildfire than if the project site was left in its 

undeveloped state. It also provides staging areas 

throughout the community and could be part of strategic 

and tactical firefighting operations. In addition, please 

refer to Thematic Response – Evacuation for additional 

detail regarding evacuation scenarios and further analysis. 

O7-130:  This comment states that the No Project/No Build 

Alternative would “expose existing residences to 

wildfires would be potentially greater under this 

alternative than the proposed project” is false and not 

supported by substantial evidence. This comment further 

states that the statement should be stricken. Section, 

4.18, Wildfire, analyzed the impacts of bringing the 

proposed project into the development and fire risks 

associated with it. The proposed project would convert 

nearly 988 acres of ignitable fuels to lower flammability 

landscape and hardscape, include better access 

throughout the site, provide managed and maintained 

landscapes, and place more fire aware individuals on the 

ground that would reduce the likelihood of arson, off-

road vehicles, shooting, or other non-authorized 

recreational-based activities that cause fires, some of 

which is currently occurring on the undeveloped project 

site. In addition, the proposed project would act as a 

buffer between the undeveloped land to the west and 

north and existing City residences to the south.  
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O7-131:  This comment states the conclusion that No Project/No 

Build Alternative “would not benefit from large blocks 

of open space actively managed as Habitat Preserve 

because the site would remain unmanaged and continue 

to be susceptible to degradation over time” ignores the 

potential for the site to connect as a managed extension 

of Sycamore Canyon and Mission Trails regional parks 

and that the statement is false and not supported by 

substantial evidence. Please refer to response to 

comment O7-128 which addresses the same issue raised 

in this comment. 

O7-132: This comment states the proposed project is not consistent 

with the number of units allowed by the Santee General 

Plan and should be denied due to the significant and 

unavoidable impacts caused by population density. Please 

refer to response to comment O7-110, which addresses 

the same issue raised in this comment. 

O7-133:  This comment states that the statement suggesting the 

project or a project alternative lacks conflict with the 

MSCP Subarea Plan should be stricken and states the 

City has failed to process a final MSCP Subarea Plan 

consistent with law. As stated in Section 4.3.2, 

Biological Resources, Regulatory Framework, although 

the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan has not yet been 

approved or permitted, it is used by the City as the 

guidance document for projects occurring in the City. If 
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the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan is not approved, 

the proposed project would seek take authorization 

through FESA Section 7 or an individual Section 10 

permit. See also Thematic Response – Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan.  
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O7-134:  This is a closing comment referring to comments from 

prior letters submitted by the commenter, although it 

doesn’t provide dates or topics of the letters. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter O8: Preserve Wild Santee, July 13, 2020 

 

O8-1: The comment states that each of the alternatives should 

have a detailed discussion of fatality rates in the event of a 

failed evacuation. Chapter 6, Alternatives, cites Section 

15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, which explains the 

purpose of the analysis of alternatives. Specifically, the 

analysis of alternatives should be limited to alternatives 

that “would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the project.” Section 4.8.5.6, 

Threshold 6: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans, 

in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 

Section 4.18.5.1, Threshold 1: Emergency Response Plan 

or Evacuation Plan, in Section 4.18, Wildfire, in the EIR 

address emergency evacuation. Both sections conclude 

that the proposed project, which includes a Fire Protection 

Plan (Appendix P1) and Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

(Appendix P2), would not significantly impair an adopted 

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, 

and impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, an 

analysis of fatality rates for each alternative is not required 

based on the stated purpose of the analysis of alternatives. 

O8-2: The comment requests confirmation that most wildfire 

fatalities in the state and elsewhere are a result of people 

being unable to evacuate in a timely manner. Sections 

4.8.5.6 and 4.18.5.1 in the EIR address emergency 

evacuation. Both sections conclude that the proposed  
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 project, which includes a Fire Protection Plan (Appendix 

P1) and Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2), 

would not significantly impair an adopted emergency 

response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and impacts 

would be less than significant. To provide conclusions 

regarding evacuations “in the State and elsewhere” is 

beyond the purpose of the EIR for the proposed project, 

which is to “identify the potentially significant effects of the 

proposed project on the environment and to indicate the 

manner in which those significant effects can be avoided or 

reduced to less than significant, to identify any significant 

and unavoidable adverse impact that cannot be mitigated to 

below a level of significance, and to identify reasonable and 

potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project that 

would avoid or substantially lessen any significant adverse 

environmental effects associated with the proposed project” 

(see Section 2.3, Purpose and Use of the Environmental 

Impact Report, in Chapter 2, Introduction). 

O8-3: The comment requests a number of model scenarios and 

a prediction of the superior life-saving density and 

layout for each alternative. Please refer to response to 

comment O8-1, which addresses the purpose of the 

alternatives analysis. 

O8-4:  This comment requests that both the police and fire 

departments certify that they would have personnel 

available in the case of a multi-fire event in the County 
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of San Diego and/or to run timely evacuations. As stated 

in Section 4.14, Public Services, will-serve letters were 

provided from both the San Diego County Sheriff’s 

Department and Santee Fire Department (Appendix M) 

stating that they would serve the proposed project.  

O8-5: The comment asks for an acceptable fatality rate if the 

proposed project cannot be evacuated in a timely 

manner. Sections 4.8.5.6 and 4.18.5.1 address 

emergency evacuation. Both sections conclude that the 

proposed project, which includes a Fire Protection Plan 

(Appendix P1) and Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

(Appendix P2), would not significantly impair an 

adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan, and impacts would be less than 

significant. Therefore, this question is not relevant in 

light of the EIR conclusions.  

O8-6: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the accuracy 

or adequacy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required.  
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Comment Letter O9: San Diego Audubon Society, July 13, 2020 

 

O9-1: This comment provides an introduction to this comment 

letter and also refers to Comment Letter O-12 (Wildlife 

and Habitat Conservation Coalition, July 13, 2020). This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the EIR. Refer to Comment Letter O-12, 

which address the comments provided in that letter. No 

further response is required.  

O9-2: This comment states that the EIR fails to take a regional 

approach to wildlife and wildlife movement. This 

comment states that EIR analysis is self-contradictory, 

noting that while the EIR states that the project site has 

no distinct wildlife corridors, it also states that “two 

locations pass through the western portion of the project 

site to MCAS Miramar . . .”, citing EIR page 4.3-115 (in 

Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native Resident or 

Migratory Fish and or Wildlife Species, in Section 4.3, 

Biological Resources). This comment concludes that the 

proposed project would have direct impacts to habitat 

linkages and wildlife corridors. In addition, this 

comment asks how the impact to Threshold 4 can be 

called “potentially significant” if the EIR concludes that 

an impact will occur and whether the impact will be 

updated to significant. 
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 The EIR does provide a regional analysis of potential 

impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity. 

Per applicable criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA 

Guidelines, the proposed project was evaluated in 

Section 4.3.5.4 under Threshold 4 (interfere 

substantially with the movement of any native resident 

or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 

native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 

impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites). Figure 

4.3-10, Regional Wildlife Corridors, in the EIR shows 

regional wildlife corridors within 5 miles of the project 

site. The EIR also states that the project site contributes 

to regional wildlife movement between County of San 

Diego open space, MCAS Miramar, and Santee Lakes 

Recreation Preserve as shown on the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan Preserve System Map (see Figure 4.3-3, 

Regional Planning Context – Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan).  

 The EIR is not contradictory in its treatment of wildlife 

corridors. The statement “two locations pass through the 

western portion of the project to MCAS Miramar . . .” cited 

in the comment refers to regional wildlife corridors. The EIR 

statement that the project site has no distinct wildlife 

corridors refers to an absence of distinct local wildlife 

corridors and habitat linkages on the project site itself under 

existing conditions (i.e., wildlife are able to freely move 

throughout the entire project site). Therefore, the project site 
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currently enables wildlife movement, and development of 

the project site would result in direct impacts. These impacts 

are considered potentially significant absent mitigation. 

However, as described in Section 4.3.5.4, mitigation is 

recommended. Specifically, Mitigation Measures BIO-1, 

BIO-6, BIO-9, BIO-10, and BIO-20 preserve on-site habitat 

areas designed as wildlife movement corridors and provide 

links to off-site habitat areas. Further, Mitigation Measures 

BIO-22 and BIO-23 would design and implement a wildlife 

corridor and crossings for wildlife movement. Based on the 

opinion of the biological experts who prepared the impact 

analysis and the recommended mitigation, implementation 

of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to 

wildlife corridors and habitat linkages to below a level of 

significance.  

O9-3: This comment states that impacts to the project site 

wildlife corridors and the site’s intersection with 

regional wildlife corridors are analyzed in Appendix D 

(Biological Technical Report) but that Appendix D does 

not properly assess the proposed project’s impacts. With 

respect to the width of the primary wildlife corridor, this 

comment refers to the statement in Appendix D that “this 

criterion meets generally accepted wildlife principles 

and Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan Guidelines” and 

questions where these principles come from, such as 

peer-reviewed literature.  
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 Appendix D addresses the proposed project’s impacts to 

regional wildlife corridors in Section 5.1.6, Wildlife 

Movement, for direct impacts and Section 5.2.5, Wildlife 

Movement, for indirect impacts. Village development 

would directly impact the northern portion of the project 

site that currently contributes to regional wildlife corridors 

and habitat connectivity west, north, and east of the project 

site. The impact analysis and mitigation strategy are based 

on this direct impact occurring. Through implementation 

of Mitigation Measure BIO-22 (Wildlife Corridors), and as 

shown on Figure 4.3-9, Local Wildlife Corridors, wildlife 

movement and habitat connectivity would be preserved 

along the northwestern and northern boundaries of the 

project site, with Habitat Preserve widths between 

permanent development and the project site boundary 

ranging from 619 feet to more than 1,400 feet, providing a 

buffer between development and off-site open space north 

of the project site protected and managed as part of County 

of San Diego Park Preserve lands. Likewise, along the 

western boundary, the Habitat Preserve would be 400 to 

1,000 feet wide, where it connects to preserved MCAS 

Miramar open space west of the project site. Because the 

Habitat Preserve abuts extensive preserved open space to 

the north and west, the regional wildlife corridors are 

functionally much broader than just the widths of Habitat 

Preserve on the project site, as illustrated on Figure 4.3-10, 

Regional Wildlife Corridors. The Habitat Preserve along 
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the western and northern boundary therefore contributes to 

the regional wildlife movement and habitat connectivity 

within approximately 5 miles of the project site, including 

Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Preserve to the 

north, San Diego County open space to the east, and 

MCAS Miramar open space to west. Based on the opinion 

of the biological experts who prepared the impact analysis, 

from a regional perspective, the proposed project would 

not substantially constrain wildlife movement and habitat 

connectivity. Please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife 

Movement and Habitat Connectivity.  

 The evaluation that the minimum 1,150 feet wide north–

south primary corridor (Primary 2 on Figure 4.3-9, Local 

Wildlife Corridors) is consistent with the connectivity 

concepts contained in the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan Guidelines. Although the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan has not been approved, the connectivity 

concepts in the plan draw from the broader, coordinated, 

science-based San Diego Monitoring and Management 

Program established by SANDAG for providing 

regional consistency and management and monitoring in 

the San Diego MSCP and MHCP, as well as empirical 

data on corridor use contained in wildlife corridor 

studies in the San Diego region conducted by Ogden 

(1992). The Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan defines 

corridors, such as Primary 2, as “a connection that allows 

for native species movement, dispersal and migration of 
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wildlife species, and is generally narrower in width than 

a linkage.” Specific criteria for a corridor related to 

minimum widths contained in the Draft Subarea Plan 

include the following: 

 Promote wildlife corridor(s) with a minimum width 

of 1,000 feet along the entire corridor length, 

excluding vegetation fire management zones, 

accessory uses, limited building zones, and other 

uses not compatible with long-term biological 

preservation of the conserved lands to provide for the 

movement of larger wildlife species, including some 

edge buffering. 

 Allow for corridor pinch points less than 1,000 feet 

for relatively short distances, where it is not feasible 

to provide a width of 1,000 feet along entire length 

of corridor. Ensure corridor has a minimum width of 

400 feet for no more than 500 feet of linear distance. 

 Wildlife corridor design shall plan for those wildlife 

species with the largest corridor width requirements. 

Even without the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, corridor 

concepts and criteria would have been similar to those cited 

above. For example, the local species likely with the largest 

corridor width requirements is mountain lion, which is 

known to move through corridors more narrow than 1,000 

feet in the San Diego region, including through a 300-foot-

wide section for 500 feet of the Carmel Mountain to 

Peñasquitos Lagoon corridor (Ogden 1992). 
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O9-4: With respect to wildlife corridors discussed in response to 

comment O9-3, this comment states that the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan has not been approved, and guidelines 

could change. Therefore, the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan cannot be used as evidence of appropriate mitigation, 

and all impacts would be analyzed independent of the plan. 

This comment asks whether the EIR will be revised to 

reflect this. Please refer to response to comment O9-3, 

which raises the same issue raised in this comment with 

regard to the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. Please also 

refer to Thematic Response – Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. 

O9-5: This comment refers to a statement in Section 4.5.4 of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) 

(“habitat linkages may serve both as habitat and an avenue 

of gene flow for small animals, such as reptiles and 

amphibians”) and asks whether this will be revised to 

include mammals. 

 The EIR currently states in Section 4.3.15, Wildlife 

Corridors and Habitat Linkages, “Habitat linkages may 

serve both as habitat and an avenue of gene flow for small 

animals, such as reptiles, amphibians, and rodents.” 

Therefore, revising the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D) is unnecessary. 

O9-6: This comment notes that the EIR concluded that Streets 

“V” and “W” will hinder wildlife movement and that the 
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proposed Farm’s location narrows the “manufactured” 

corridors up to 30 percent. This comment portrays the 

Farm as an “attractive and dangerous situation” for wildlife 

and asks whether the Farm could be located to a more 

sensible location. 

This comment does not identify how or in what way the 

community Farm would be “attractive and dangerous” to 

wildlife. As described in the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D), Section 1.3.1, Fanita Ranch 

Components, the approximately 27-acre Farm would 

include a large barn providing a venue for special events and 

the Farm’s operations, including terraced vegetable fields, 

pasture lands, limited housing for employees, raised 

gardens, and small-scale animal husbandry. While the Farm 

would reduce the width of the southern portion of Primary 2 

wildlife corridor, at 1,216 feet, the corridor width in this area 

would still exceed the 1,000 minimum width criterion 

discussed in response to comment O9-3. 

O9-7: This comment asks how the transition from wildlife 

corridor to street to corridor will be constructed, what will 

prevent wildlife from entering the residential community, 

and what is the planning for safe crossing of the streets by 

wildlife and vehicles. 

Wildlife entering the residential community was not 

identified as a risk factor or indirect impact of the proposed 

project, and therefore, there are no specific EIR mitigation 
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measures to prevent wildlife from entering the residential 

community. Such occurrences are typically referred to local 

authorities or wildlife organizations if the situation is 

perceived to pose a risk to wildlife or the public. In addition, 

Mitigation Measure BIO-20 includes measures requiring 

covenants, conditions, and restrictions forbidding collection 

of native wildlife, recommendations for keeping pets and pet 

food indoors and safe, and restrictions against controlling 

species such as coyotes, bobcats, and rattlesnakes and other 

native species unless there is a threat to life or property. 

Wildlife crossing of Streets “V” and “W” would be at grade. 

Potential direct impacts to wildlife crossing the roadways 

would be mitigated by Mitigation Measure BIO-20 

(Wildlife Protection), which incorporates features that 

would allow wildlife to cross the roadways more safely, 

including a 25 mile-per-hour speed limit, street signs, speed 

bumps, and other traffic-calming devices. Each of these 

features is included in the corridor design criteria to 

minimize impacts to wildlife movement in the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan. BIO-22 (Wildlife Corridors) includes 

Measure No. 6 that states that safety lighting for Streets “V” 

and “W” would be button started with a timer shut-off delay 

so that lighting would not on at night except for emergency 

purposes or pedestrian safety. 

O9-8: This comment asks whether there is a cited reference for the 

0.6 openness ratio standard for the proposed wildlife 

crossing of the Cuyamaca Street extension, whether any 
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qualified wildlife biologist has been consulted in regard to 

the undercrossing design, and why the EIR does not refer to 

the list of mammals listed in Table 8 of the Biological 

Technical Report (Appendix D) instead of using the term 

“other large mammals in Southern California.” 

 Literature reference to openness ratios include Reed et al. 

(1975), Donaldson (2005), and Clevenger and Waltho 

(2000, 2003), among many other wildlife crossing studies. 

For example, Donaldson (2005) found that the length of a 

structure should be short enough to result in an openness 

factor of at least 0.25 to discourage white-tailed deer from 

turning around at structure crossings, so the proposed 

undercrossing, which has an openness factor of 0.7 (see 

Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix D], 

Section 5.1.6, Wildlife Movement), exceeds this threshold 

by almost three times. 

 Dudek senior biologist Brock Ortega was directly involved 

in the undercrossing design. Mr. Ortega has more than 25 

years of experience in assessing and designing corridor 

crossings for projects such as the proposed project and is a 

San Diego County-certified biologist. 

 The comment suggests referring to Table 4-8 in the 

Biological Technical Report (Appendix D) instead of “other 

large mammals in Southern California.” The City agrees 

with this request, and the text in Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 
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4: Native Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species, 

has been revised to state the following: 

The proposed crossing, which would measure 6.9 

meters (22.5 feet) wide by 3.7 meters (12.0 feet) tall 

by 35.0 meters (115 feet) long (0.7 openness ratio), 

would meet the suggested 0.6 openness ratio 

suggested for mule deer, and other large mammals in 

Southern California, mid-sized mammal species 

documented during camera studies listed in 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix 

D), Table 4-8, including bobcat and coyote. Mountain 

lion would also use the undercrossing. 

O9-9: This comment states that Mitigation Measures BIO-22 and 

BIO-23 are cited for Threshold 4: Native Resident or 

Migratory Fish and or Wildlife Species, but that edge effects 

and wildlife corridors are unavoidable significant impacts. 

 It is assumed from the comment that the commenter views 

the project edge effects as unavoidable significant impacts 

that cannot be mitigated under the proposed project. It is 

unclear why the comment refers to wildlife corridors also as 

unavoidable significant impacts. In any case, the City 

respectfully disagrees with this conclusion. The EIR 

identifies potentially significant indirect impacts on wildlife 

movement in Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native Resident 

or Migratory Fish and or Wildlife Species, including noise, 

vibration, lighting, increased human activity, altered fire 
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regimes, and increased roadkill. The EIR concluded that 

development of the proposed project would result in 

significant indirect impacts to wildlife movement corridors 

both on and off site. The EIR proposes several mitigation 

measures to reduce these potential indirect effects to less 

than significant. As described in detail in Section 4.3.5.4, 

Mitigation Measure BIO-22 (Wildlife Corridors) includes 

measures to direct lighting away from the Habitat Preserve 

and to control public and pet access to trails. Other 

mitigation measures that will reduce indirect impacts 

include Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (Preserve Management 

Plan), BIO-6 (Land Use Adjacency Guidelines), BIO-9 

(Habitat Preserve Protection), BIO-10 (Weed Control 

Treatments), BIO-20 (Wildlife Protection), and BIO-21 

(Fire Protection Plan). Based on the opinion of the biological 

experts who prepared the impact analysis and the 

recommended mitigation, the EIR concludes that, with these 

mitigation measures, the impacts would be reduced to less 

than significant. 

O9-10: This comment states that, while Mitigation Measure BIO-

22 describes the dimensions of the wildlife corridors, the 

EIR provides no evidence that maintaining corridors of this 

width will reduce impacts to less than significant. This 

comment asks whether the plans have been studied by a 

qualified biologist and corridors are of adequate 

dimensions for safe passage of wildlife, and whether there 

is peer-reviewed literature to support the mitigation 
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measure. Please refer to response to comment 3, which 

raises the same issue in this comment with respect to the 

internal wildlife corridor (Primary 2) and with respect to 

the qualifications of the wildlife biologist involved in 

designing and evaluating the corridors. 

 With respect to the western and northern eastern corridors 

that provide for regional wildlife movement and habitat 

connectivity, the Habitat Preserve abuts extensive 

preserved open space to the west and north. As such, the 

regional wildlife corridors are functionally much broader 

than just the corridor widths in the Habitat Preserve on the 

project site, as illustrated on Figure 4.3-10, Regional 

Wildlife Corridors. Therefore, the Habitat Preserve along 

the western and northern boundaries contributes to the 

regional wildlife movement and habitat connectivity 

within approximately 5 miles of the project site, including 

Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Preserve to the 

north, County of San Diego open space to the east, and 

MCAS Miramar open space to west. From regional 

perspective, the proposed project would not substantially 

constrain wildlife movement and habitat connectivity. 

O9-11: This comment asks whether there will be mitigation for edge 

effects to biological resources and the “manufactured” 

interior wildlife corridor’s proximity to residential 

communities. Please refer to response to comment O9-9, 

which raises the same issue raised in this comment with 

respect to edge effects. 
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O9-12: This comment states that Streets “V” and “W” are 

dangerous components for wildlife and asserts that 

provisions for traffic-calming are not sufficient for 

wildlife safety and that Mitigation Measure BIO-20 

would not reduce impacts to less than significant. This 

comment asks whether a motion sensor light could warn 

drivers of approaching wildlife, whether there other 

safety measures beyond speed bumps and signs to reduce 

impacts, and whether there are landscaping or design 

elements to encourage wildlife crossings in specific 

planned areas. Please refer to response to comment O9-

7, which raises the same issue in this comment with 

respect to mitigation to reduce impacts to wildlife 

movement across Streets “V” and “W.” 

 With respect to motion sensors, many studies have 

employed aspects of technology (primarily wildlife 

cameras) to study wildlife patterns around infrastructure 

such as roadways, potential undercrossings, and rail 

systems. Huijser and McGowen (2003) reviewed 27 

locations in the United States and Europe where animal-

triggered motions sensors deployed warnings to drivers. 

These were primarily targeted for large ungulates and 

had widely varying coverage areas and were installed 

along large highway systems, not within neighborhoods. 

In order to deploy these effectively, a broad array of 

sensors would need to be deployed, which would cause 

their own additional landscape impacts. These systems 
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frequently experienced false positives, false negatives, 

and maintenance issues. Further, there are noted 

limitations regarding the size of species that can be 

reasonably detected for collision avoidance. While the 

concept seems reasonable, it is expected that it would be 

a technical challenge to implement a reliable system that 

helped protect a broad array of species while producing 

few false positives or negatives. While such a system 

may detect direct in-line movement of larger species 

across roadways, such as mountain lion, mule deer, 

bobcat, and coyote, it is hard to conceive of a system that 

would work with smaller, slower, and more erratically 

moving species, such as small mammals, reptiles, and 

amphibians, that are the most vulnerable to vehicle 

collisions. With a 25 mile-per-hour speed limit and other 

traffic-calming measures, the risk of collisions would 

already be reduced, so it is unlikely that any kind motion 

detection system would substantially contribute to 

further reduction.  

 No additional landscaping or design elements to 

encourage wildlife crossings in specific planned areas of 

Streets “V” and “W” are proposed as mitigation. As 

noted, larger and medium-sized wildlife are expected to 

primarily be active around the streets during the evening 

and night periods when vehicle use is greatly reduced, 

thus placing them at less risk. Lighting has been reduced 

to novel emergency push-button activated and timed 
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lighting within the day-use only preserve. The roads 

have been designed to be as narrow as possible and as 

natural as possible, with colored bedding to match the 

surroundings, rolled curbs, and minimal vegetation. 

Fencing and undercrossings would likely do little to 

protect smaller wildlife species during the day because 

the species would likely cross the road through the 

fencing at will. 

O9-13: This comment states that Mitigation Measure BIO-23 for 

the wildlife undercrossing of the Cuyamaca Street 

extension does not provide any evidence that this 

mitigation will be effective in reducing impacts to 

wildlife movement. This comment asks whether 

Mitigation Measure BIO-23 will be updated with data to 

support the conclusion that the undercrossing will reduce 

impacts to wildlife movement. 

 It is not standard CEQA practice to include data in the 

text of a mitigation measure to support the efficacy of 

the mitigation measure. The data to support a mitigation 

measure are generally provided in the discussion of 

mitigation measures in the EIR or supporting technical 

reports, such as the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D). Nonetheless, as stated in Section 

4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native Resident or Migratory Fish 

and or Wildlife Species, the wildlife crossing would be 

adequate to convey wildlife species using the existing or 

manufactured topography because it is consistent with 
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the literature-suggested openness ratio for mule deer and 

other large mammals in Southern California. See 

response to comment O9-8. 

O9-14: This comment references Mitigation Measure BIO-20 

and makes the following recommendations: the term 

“during construction” should be removed, and the 

measures should implemented indefinitely for wildlife 

protection; Measure 1 should include “when fencing is 

erected, it is wildlife safe that will prevent unnecessary 

snaring, or injuring wildlife;” Measure 2 should forbid 

intentionally destroying wildlife habitat; Measure 3 

should include wildlife organization numbers that 

residents may call when they feel threatened by wildlife 

or observe injured wildlife; Measure 4 should include an 

enforcement mechanism to protect trails and preserves; 

and Measure 5 should include a mandate for a 15 mile-

per-hour speed limit when driving near wildlife corridors. 

This comment asks whether Mitigation Measure BIO-20 

will be updated to address these concerns. 

 The City agrees with the request that the term “during 

construction” be deleted from Mitigation Measure BIO-

20 because it was not intended to be applicable to 

construction since the measures within it apply to 

permanent aspects of the proposed project. Additionally, 

the City agrees with the request to revise the measure to 

include wildlife safe fencing, intentional destruction of 

wildlife habitat, and the phone number of the Preserve 
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Manager. As for the requested revision for measures to 

protect the Habitat Preserve, the Preserve Management 

Plan (Appendix P of the Biological Resources Technical 

Report [Appendix D]) already addresses this issue (see 

Preserve Management Plan, Sections 4.4.1, 4.4.2.4, and 

4.4.2.6 to 4.4.2.8). As for the requested revision to the 

speed limit, the City considers 25 miles per hour to be 

appropriate, and no revision is necessary. Therefore, this 

Mitigation Measure BIO-20 in Section 4.3.5.1, 

Threshold 1: Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status 

Species, has been revised to state the following: 

BIO-20: Wildlife Protection. In order to generally 

protect wildlife species and habitat, the following 

measures shall be implemented during construction: 

1. Adequate fencing (i.e., wildlife safe that would 

prevent unnecessary snaring or injury) shall be 

erected to guide human users away from open 

space areas where open space abuts roads, parks, 

and trails. Fencing locations shall be shown on 

the Construction Plans.  

2. Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions shall 

include a section that forbids collection of native 

wildlife (e.g., coast horned lizards, toads, snakes) 

without obtaining the necessary collection 

permits from California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife or the destroying of wildlife habitat. 
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3. Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions shall 

include a notice describing the necessary role that 

coyotes, bobcats, and rattlesnakes have in the 

environment and shall make recommendations for 

keeping pets and pet food indoors and safe, and 

restrictions against controlling these and other 

native species unless there is a threat to life or 

property. The Preserve Manager’s phone number 

and email address shall be provided for residents 

to call when they feel threatened by wildlife or 

observe injured wildlife.  

4. Covenants, conditions, and restrictions shall 

include a notice describing the trail and preserve 

restrictions . . .   

O9-15: This comment states that the evaluation of regional and 

local wildlife corridors should be added to Section 4.3.6, 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Please see 

Section 4.3.6.4, Threshold 4: Native Resident or Migratory 

Fish and or Wildlife Species, for the cumulative impact 

analysis of regional and local wildlife corridors. 
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Comment Letter O10: San Diego Audubon Society, July 13, 2020 

 

O10-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and states that the letter is in addition to points that 

were submitted in comment letter from the Wildlife and 

Habitat Conservation Coalition (comment letter O12) 

and in another comment letter from San Diego Audubon 

Society (comment letter O9). This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Refer to responses to letters O12 and O9, which 

address the comments provided in that letter. Therefore, 

no further response is required.  

O10-2: This comment states that it is unacceptable to use data 

from 15 years and 4 years ago for MSCP special-status 

wildlife species, including those documented on the 

project site, California gnatcatcher (Polioptila 

californica californica), cactus wren (Campylorhynchus 

brunneicapillus sandiegensis), and least Bell’s vireo 

(Vireo bellii pusillus), and that current comprehensive 

surveys are required to properly analyze impacts under 

CEQA. This comment questions the validity of the 

analysis of permanent and temporary impacts to 987.58 

acres of coastal California gnatcatcher Critical Habitat, 

of which only 399.19 acres of impacts would be 

considered suitable habitat for the species, relying on 15-

year old data. The comment cites the EIR’s conclusion 
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that the proposed project would result in direct loss of 

habitat for the majority of the special-status wildlife, 

including coastal California gnatcatcher. Citing the 

proposed Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-14, BIO-18, 

and BIO-22, the comment states that these impacts 

cannot be mitigated to less than significant. The 

comment specifically refers to the 64 percent 

preservation of coastal California gnatcatcher use areas 

under Mitigation Measure BIO-1. The comment also 

refers to the interior wildlife corridor (Primary 2) and the 

northern corridor (Primary 3) but indicates that the latter 

would still function for wildlife movement of mountain 

lion (Puma concolor), coastal California gnatcatcher, 

and all other species. The comment concludes that the 

proposed mitigation measures are not adequate to reduce 

impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher to less than 

significant and that the EIR should be revised to state 

that impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher are 

significant and unavoidable. 

With respect to the comment that current comprehensive 

surveys are required to properly analyze impacts under 

CEQA, there is no CEQA requirement that places a time 

limit or expiration on data that can be used in a technical 

analysis to support a CEQA analysis, only that the best 

available information be used. In fact, having a dataset 

from 15 years and 4 years ago provides valuable baseline 

information for the status of species in a given location 
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and can inform an impact analysis. In addition, the 

impact analysis includes modeled habitat suitability 

rather than numbers of pairs or individuals, including 

coastal California gnatcatcher use areas (that may not 

always be occupied from year-to-year), so temporal 

changes in vegetation communities are actually more 

relevant to the impact analysis than numbers of 

individuals or pairs of a species in any given year. For 

example, had a wildfire destroyed suitable habitat 

shortly prior to surveys, a habitat-based analysis would 

be suspect. As noted in Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report, the most recent fire on the 

project site was the 2003 Cedar Fire, allowing the major 

upland communities on site, including scrub, chaparral, 

and grasslands (see Table 4.3-1, Existing Vegetation 

Communities and Land Cover Types on the Project Site 

and Off-Site Improvement Areas, in Section 4.3, 

Biological Resources), to fully recover since the original 

2004 vegetation mapping following the 2003 fire. The 

breadth of study has allowed a pre-fire/post-

fire/recovery perspective on the resources on site, 

including transitioning use by grasshopper sparrow 

(Ammodramus savannarum) to coastal California 

gnatcatcher use for example.  

As described in the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D), 39 coastal California gnatcatcher 

use areas were detected on the project site during the 
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2016 focused surveys using USFWS survey protocols, 

with the majority in the southern portion (see Table 4-5, 

Special-Status Species Observed on Fanita Ranch, in 

Appendix D) which was consistent with the previous 

(2005) survey. A use area is defined as a specific area of 

modeled suitable habitat that each coastal California 

gnatcatcher pair was observed using (i.e., nesting and/or 

foraging in) during the surveys. As stated in Table 3-2, 

Suitable Habitat Models for Special-Status Wildlife 

Species Present or with Moderate Potential to Occur 

within the Project Area (including Off-site Areas), in 

Appendix D, modeled habitat for the coastal California 

gnatcatcher is based on the following vegetation 

communities: Diegan coastal sage scrub (including 

valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, 

disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire-recovered 

varieties). There are approximately 1,471.4 acres of 

suitable coastal scrub habitat for coastal California 

gnatcatcher on the entire project site and a total of 

2,407.4 acres of USFWS-designated Critical Habitat for 

coastal California gnatcatcher on the project site, 

1,356.56 acres of which is modeled suitable habitat. 

As noted above, the comment questions the validity of 

the analysis of permanent and temporary impacts to 

987.58 acres of coastal California gnatcatcher Critical 

Habitat, only 399.19 acres of which would be considered 

suitable habitat for the species (see Table 5-5b, Impacts 
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to Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types 

within Coastal California Gnatcatcher Critical Habitat 

Areas, in Appendix D) relying on 15-year old data. First, 

the habitat suitability model is based in vegetation 

mapping conducted in 2014, and the coastal California 

gnatcatcher use areas are based on 2016 surveys (see 3-

1, Schedule of Surveys for Fanita Ranch, in Appendix 

D); therefore, the data for the impact analyses are not 15 

years old. While total coastal California gnatcatcher 

Critical Habitat on site is 2,407.4 acres, based on the 

habitat model, 1,356.56 acres is considered suitable 

habitat based on the modeling. Therefore, the 399.19 

impacted acres represent 30 percent of the total modeled 

suitable Critical Habitat on site (see Table 5-5b, Impacts 

to Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types 

within Coastal California Gnatcatcher Critical Habitat 

Areas, in Appendix D). The remaining 588.39 acres of 

impacts is to non-suitable habitat despite inclusion in 

Critical Habitat.  

It is the impacts to the 399.19 acres of suitable modeled 

Critical Habitat and 427.85 acres of suitable modeled 

habitat for the entire project site that are the basis for the 

proposed mitigation. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 

(Preserve Management Plan) would preserve 1,017.61 

acres of modeled suitable habitat (69 percent of the 

1,471.41 acres total suitable habitat on site) and 25 of 39 

(64 percent) of coastal California gnatcatcher use areas  
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(see Table 4.3-8a, Direct Impacts to Special-Status 

Wildlife Species), provide in-perpetuity management of 

the Critical Habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher 

included in the Habitat Preserve, and contribute to the 

conservation and recovery of this species. In addition, per 

Mitigation Measure BIO-14 (Nesting Bird Survey) 

preconstruction surveys would be conducted prior to 

construction to ensure that direct impacts to coastal 

California gnatcatchers would be avoided. If the species 

is observed, restrictions would be implemented. As stated 

in Table 4.3-20, Multiple Species Conservation Program 

Consistency Analysis, all clearing of suitable habitat 

would be outside of the nesting period as identified in the 

MSCP Plan area-specific management directives.  

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 

prepared the impact analysis and the recommended 

mitigation, the City disagrees with the comment that 

impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher are not 

mitigated to a level of less than significant. 

O10-3: This comment states that the proposed mitigation for 

Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino) 

is inadequate to reduce impacts to less than significant 

despite Mitigation Measure BIO-1 that would preserve 

habitat and Mitigation Measure BIO-18 that would 

restore suitable habitat. The comment asks whether the 
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impacts under Threshold 1 will be revised to significant 

and unavoidable. 

 The comment does not provide an explanation or basis 

for why it considers the proposed Quino checkerspot 

butterfly mitigation to be inadequate; therefore, this 

comment cannot be directly addressed. However, this 

response will briefly summarize the status of the species 

on the project site and the proposed mitigation for the 

species that supports the conclusion that the mitigation 

is adequate to reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Focused surveys for Quino checkerspot butterfly were 

conducted in 2004, 2005, and 2016 in accordance with 

the USFWS 2002 and 2016 protocols, and host plant 

mapping occurred in 2016 and 2017 according to the 

USFWS 2014 protocol (see Section 3.2.7 in Appendix 

D). In these surveys, which included at least 413 person-

days of effort, one detection of the species occurred in 

2005 for 30 seconds on a knoll near the center of the 

project site.  

While the EIR concludes that Quino checkerspot 

butterfly individuals do not currently occupy the project 

site, based on the negative protocol surveys in 2016 

(which was considered an adequate year based on 

butterflies observed on other sites, including in Otay 

Lakes, San Vicente Reservoir [2.5 miles from the 

proposed project], Lake Riverside, and Cahuilla Indian 
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Reservation in Riverside County [i.e., across the species’ 

range (see Figure 1, USFWS Quino Checkerspot 

Butterfly 2016 Observations, in Thematic Response – 

Coastal California Gnatcatcher), the EIR nonetheless 

estimated impacts to 581.39 acres of modeled suitable 

habitat (see Table 4.3-8a, Direct Impacts to Special-

Status Wildlife Species) based on the USFWS’s current 

method of analysis. The project proposes to mitigate 

impacts to modeled suitable habitat for this species 

through preservation of 1,096.57 acres of suitable habitat 

through Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (Preserve 

Management Plan) and through Mitigation Measure 

BIO-18 (Restoration of Suitable Habitat for Quino 

Checkerspot Butterfly and Hermes Copper Butterfly), 

which would restore and enhance suitable habitat 

through management and that would establish additional 

suitable habitat that could support future occupation by 

Quino checkerspot butterfly in the Habitat Preserve. It 

should be noted that the largest block of habitat is in 

excess of 900 acres, and while there have been no studies 

to determine how much habitat is needed to support a 

sustained population, there are a number of examples 

throughout its range of persistence in smaller patches (as 

identified by locations within 1km of one another), 

including Boulevard, Campo, Potrero, Jamul, Alpine, 

Ramona, and locations in Riverside County. In-

perpetuity management of the Habitat Preserve would 

focus on removal of non-native grasses, weedy material, 
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and duff layers and the supplemental planting of host 

plant species so that habitat is more suitable for the 

species. The project design also provides for a primary 

wildlife corridors through the north-central portion 

(Primary 2), northern boundary (Primary 3), and western 

boundary (Primary 3) of the project site (see Figure 

4.3.9, Local Wildlife Corridors). Therefore, the 

landscape-scale habitat connections for regional wildlife 

movement, including Quino checkerspot butterfly, 

would not be substantially affected by the proposed 

project. A review of recent Quino checkerspot butterfly 

detections in this region show a roughly linear 

distribution from Miramar to San Vicente and Ramona 

area that generally flows more northerly of the project 

site. Fanita Ranch would bolster this by providing the 

additional lands in the Habitat Preserve to the existing 

off-site preserved lands. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 

prepared the impact analysis and the recommended 

mitigation, the City disagrees with the comment that 

impacts to the Quino checkerspot butterfly are not 

mitigated to a level of less than significant. 
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O10-4: This comment references Section 4.3.7, Comparison of 

the Proposed Project to the 2007 Project, and states that 

“significant impacts cannot be denied” (presumably 

referring to the proposed project), citing text in the EIR 

describing impacts to habitat, coastal California 

gnatcatcher, western spadefoot, Hermes copper butterfly 

(Lycaena hermes), vernal pools and road ruts, and San 

Diego fairy shrimp. The comment points out that the 

project site is a vital part of the City’s MSCP and its 

proximity to regional wildlife corridors. Based on the 

concerns stated in the comment letter, the commenter 

references the two alternatives in Chapter 6 that would 

address removing the unavoidable significant impacts 

identified in the comment letter, including the Alternate 

Location in Section 6.1.2 and the No-Project/No Build 

Alternative in Chapter 6, Alternatives. 

Please refer to responses to comments O10-2 and O10-3, 

which address the above comments regarding unavoidable 

significant impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher and 

Quino checkerspot butterfly, respectively, and which 

provide further explanation for the City’s conclusion that the 

impacts are less than significant with the recommended 

mitigation measures. Otherwise, comments regarding 

project alternatives that do not raise significant 

environmental issues regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the EIR will be passed on to 

decision-makers, and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter O11: San Diego Mountain Biking Association, July 13, 2020 

 

O11-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and expresses support for the proposed project and 

the EIR. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

O11-2:  The comment requests that the applicant reconsider 

reducing the width of the perimeter trail around 

Vineyard Village. The width of the perimeter trails is 

purposefully 8 feet wide to accommodate emergency 

vehicles. The applicant will continue to work with the 

Santee Fire Department to reduce the width as much as 

possible while still accommodating emergency access 

and drainage requirements. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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O11-3:  This comment provides additional support for the 

proposed project and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 
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Comment Letter O12: Wildlife and Habitat Conservation Coalition, July 13, 2020 

 

O12-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and refers to comment letters provided by another 

organization (Preserve Wild Santee). The Preserve Wild 

Santee comment letters are addressed as Comment 

Letters O7 and O8. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required.  

O12-2: This comment provides a general summary of the habitat 

values on the project site. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. As 

depicted on Figure 2-1 in Appendix D (Biological 

Resources Technical Report) of the EIR, much of the site 

has been designated as Critical Habitat (coastal 

California gnatcatcher [Polioptila californica 

californica]) or proposed Critical Habitat (Hermes 

copper butterfly [Lycaena hermes]), though, based on 

the opinion of the biologist experts who prepared the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D), 

the City of Santee (City) disagrees with the proposal for 

Hermes copper butterfly and believes that it greatly 

exaggerates the project site’s value due to the likely 

extirpation of the species and presence of only 149 acres 

of suitable habitat as mapped using protocol methods. 
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Please refer to Thematic Response – Hermes Copper 

Butterfly. No further response is required. 

O12-3: This comment also states that the mitigation measures 

proposed by the EIR are not sufficient to mitigate the 

biological impacts to a level of insignificance. The 

comment does not state which mitigation measures are 

insufficient or explain why the commenter considers the 

measures insufficient. The comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

This comment also states that impacts to species should 

be avoided by substantial reduction in the acreage 

impacted by the proposed project or that consideration 

should be given to the feasibility of a total conservation 

sale of the project site.  

Table 6-2, Summary of Impacts for Alternatives 

Compared to the Proposed Project, in Section 6.3, 

Environmentally Superior Alternative, in the EIR 

summarizes all alternatives compared to the proposed 

project, including multiple reduced acreage alternatives 

and a No Project/No Build Alternative. The EIR 

acknowledges that the No Project/No Build Alternative 

and the reduced acreage alternatives would have less 

biological resources impacts compared to the proposed 

project. This comment does not raise a significant 
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environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

O12-4: This comment states that the proposed project would be 

in a remote site in a wildlife corridor and that the proposed 

project fails to meet Natural Community Conservation 

Program standards. The comment also states that the edge 

effects on the proposed project open space and the 

adjacent off-site open space preserves are not mitigated to 

a level of insignificance.  

The project site is not in a remote area since the proposed 

project occurs adjacent to existing development along its 

southern, eastern, and a portion of its western 

boundaries. Regarding the comment’s description of the 

proposed project as “leap frog,” the southern portion of 

the project site is included in the Habitat Preserve to 

avoid impacts to occupied habitat for coastal California 

gnatcatcher and other species that use coastal sage scrub. 

The Habitat Preserve in this area would consist of a 900-

acre habitat block, with connectivity to other preserves 

in the vicinity generally by 1,000 feet or more. As stated 

in Section 4.3.1.5, Wildlife Corridor and Habitat 

Linkages, in the EIR, the entire project site currently 

functions as a habitat block with no distinct wildlife 

corridors or linkages. Regarding the failure to meet 

Natural Community Conservation Program standards, 

the City is in the process of completing the Santee 
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Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) 

Subarea Plan. Although the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan has not yet been approved or permitted, it has been 

prepared using Natural Community Conservation 

Program standards, as required by statute, and is used as 

the guidance document for projects occurring in the City. 

If the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan is not approved, the 

proposed project would seek take authorization through 

alternatives such as federal Endangered Species Act 

Section 7 or an individual Section 10 permit. 

The EIR identifies potentially significant indirect 

impacts, including noise, vibration, lighting, increased 

human activity, altered fire regimes, and increased 

roadkill, on wildlife movement in Section 4.3.5.4, 

Threshold 4: Native Resident or Migratory Fish or 

Wildlife Species. The EIR concludes that development 

of the proposed project would result in significant 

indirect impacts to wildlife movement corridors both on 

and off site. The EIR proposes several mitigation 

measures to reduce these potential indirect effects to less 

than significant. As described in detail in Section 4.3.5.4, 

Mitigation Measure BIO-22 (Wildlife Corridors) 

includes measures to direct lighting away from the 

Habitat Preserve and control public and pet access to 

trails. Other mitigation measures that would reduce 

indirect impacts include Mitigation Measure BIO-1 

(Preserve Management Plan), Mitigation Measure BIO-



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-O12-5 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

6 (Land Use Adjacency Guidelines), Mitigation Measure 

BIO-9 (Habitat Preserve Protection), Mitigation 

Measure BIO-10 (Weed Control Treatments), 

Mitigation Measure BIO-20 (Wildlife Protection), and 

Mitigation Measure BIO-21 (Fire Protection Plan). 

Therefore, based on the opinion of the biological experts 

who prepared the analysis of impacts and the 

recommended mitigation measures, all indirect impacts 

to biological resources contained in the Habitat Preserve 

would be reduced to less than significant. Please refer to 

the Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement and 

Habitat Connectivity. 

O12-5: This comment states that cumulative climate impacts 

generated by the increase in vehicle miles traveled has 

not been adequately addressed. Section 4.17, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and the Greenhouse Gas 

Analysis (Appendix H) prepared for the proposed 

project analyze the proposed project’s greenhouse gas 

emissions associated with vehicle miles traveled and the 

cumulative impacts from surrounding projects. The EIR 

identified appropriate mitigation to reduce those impacts 

to the extent feasible in accordance with the CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.4. 
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O12-6: This is a closing comment summarizing information 

disclosed in the EIR. It does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required.  
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Comment Letter I1: Betsy Burke, May 29, 2020 

 

I1-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I1-2:  This comment asks if studies have been conducted on 

fire safety for the proposed project. Section 4.18, 

Wildfire, in the EIR analyzes the potential impacts of 

increased wildfires that may result from the construction 

or operation of the proposed project. The majority of the 

information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the project-specific Fire Protection 

Plan and Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), 

which are included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland 

Fire Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as 

Appendix P2. This section also references information 

provided in the will-serve letters provided by the Santee 

Fire Department in Appendix M. The EIR concludes that 

the proposed project would have a less than significant 

impact on wildfire safety. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR.  

I1-3:  This comment states the commenter’s experience of 

wildfire and suggests brush should be cleared over 25 

acres to keep the area safe. See response to comment I1-
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2, which addresses the EIR’s analysis of wildfire and 

evacuation. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I1-4:  The comment states the project site burned during the 

Cedar Fire in 2003. The EIR acknowledges that the 

project site has experienced fire in the past. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I1-5:  This comment states that this area of the City of Santee 

is Critical Habitat for several endangered species, 

including least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), 

southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii 

extimus), Stephens’s kangaroo rat (Dipodomys 

stephensi), and Pacific pocket mouse (Perognathus 

longimembris pacificus). Section 4.3, Biological 

Resources, and Appendix D, Biological Resources 

Technical Report, fully analyze potential impacts to 

Critical Habitat for these endangered wildlife species.  

As discussed in Section 4.3.5.1, Threshold 1: Candidate, 

Sensitive, or Special-Status Species, potentially 

significant impacts to suitable nesting habitat for least 

Bell’s vireo would be reduced to less than significant 
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through the proposed project’s on-site Habitat Preserve 

outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which would 

conserve 3.71 acres of suitable habitat (46 percent 

preserved). Additionally, implementation of Mitigation 

Measure BIO-14 would require preconstruction nesting 

bird surveys in suitable habitat, Mitigation Measure 

BIO-17 would remove brown-headed cowbird 

(Molothrus ater) from the project site, and Mitigation 

Measure BIO-15 would restore 0.46 acre of temporary 

impacts in suitable wetland habitat areas.  

As discussed in Section 4.3.5.1, southwestern willow 

flycatcher has a low potential to nest on site since only 

one southwestern willow flycatcher was observed in 

May 2017 during focused surveys and was not observed 

during subsequent visits. In accordance with the survey 

protocol guidelines, this individual was determined to be 

a migrant subspecies and not southwestern willow 

flycatcher. Therefore, direct impacts to breeding 

southwestern willow flycatchers would not occur. 

Regarding Stephens’s kangaroo rat and Pacific pocket 

mouse, these species were determined to have no 

potential to occur on the project site, and significant 

impacts would not be likely to occur to these wildlife 

species from implementation of the proposed project.  

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 

prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes that impacts to 
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sensitive wildlife species and Critical Habitat for these 

species would be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I1-6:  This comment states that threatened species that live in 

the area of the proposed project include coastal 

California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica 

californica). Section 4.3 and Appendix D fully analyze 

potential impacts to the threatened coastal California 

gnatcatcher. As discussed in Section 4.3.5.1, potentially 

significant impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher 

would be reduced to less than significant with 

implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (Preserve 

Management Plan), which would provide a long-term 

management plan for the Habitat Preserve, and BIO-6 

(Land Use Adjacency Guidelines), BIO-9 (Habitat 

Preserve Protection), BIO-10 (Weed Control 

Treatments), and BIO-11 (Argentine Ant Control and 

Monitoring) would reduce the potential impacts of edge 

effects, maintain suitable habitat, and provide fire 

management. Preconstruction surveys would be 

conducted prior to construction to ensure that direct 

impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher would be 

avoided (BIO-14, Nesting Bird Survey). If coastal 

California gnatcatcher is observed, restrictions would be 

implemented. Clearing of suitable habitat would be 

outside of the nesting period as identified in the area-

specific management directives as directed by 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-14. The EIR concludes that 

impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher would be less 

than significant with mitigation incorporated. This issue 

is adequately addressed in the EIR. Please also refer to 

Thematic Response – Coastal California Gnatcatcher for 

further discussion on this topic. 

I1-7:  This comment lists Hermes copper butterfly (Lycaena 

hermes) as a pending endangered species. Section 4.3 

and Appendix D fully analyze potential impacts to 

Critical Habitat for the Hermes copper butterfly. As 

discussed in Section 4.3.5.1, potentially significant 

impacts to Hermes copper butterfly would be reduced to 

less than significant through the proposed project’s on-

site Habitat Preserve outlined in Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1 and BIO-18, which would conserve 94.77 acres 

of potential suitable habitat containing two historical 

locations. The EIR concludes that impacts to this species 

and Critical Habitat for this species would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. Please also refer to 

Thematic Response – Hermes Copper Butterfly for 

further discussion on this topic. 
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I1-8:  This comment states that the citizens of Santee voted no 

on past proposals for the project site. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I1-9:  This comment states there should be traffic impact studies 

done when businesses have reopened after the COVID-19 

shut down. The comment states that there were traffic 

backups on surface streets to access State Route 52 during 

morning rush hour. Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes 

the potential for the proposed project to result in impacts 

to access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to conflict 

with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, 

and pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards 

due to a design feature or incompatible use; and result in 

inadequate emergency access. The transportation analysis 

was based on a pre-COVID-19 baseline. As discussed in 

Section 4.16 and Appendix N the existing average daily 

traffic volumes were analyzed based on traffic, 

intersections, bicycle, and pedestrian counts conducted in 

January and February 2018 while schools were in session. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

The comment also states that, if a brushfire occurs during 

rush hour, it would be a disaster for people living in the 
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proposed project. Section 4.18, Wildfire, and Appendices 

P1, Fire Protection Plan, and P2, Wildfire Evacuation 

Plan, analyze the potential impacts of increased wildfires 

that may result from the construction or operation of the 

proposed project. The EIR concludes that the proposed 

project would have a less than significant impact on 

wildfire safety with mitigation incorporated. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I1-10:  This comment restates the commenter’s concerns with fire, 

endangered/threatened species, and traffic congestion. 

Please refer to responses to comments I1-2 and I1-9 

regarding wildfire, I1-5 through I1-7 regarding sensitive 

wildlife species, and I1-9 regarding traffic congestion.  
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Comment Letter I2: Nelly Purvis, May 29, 2020 

 

I2-1:  This comment describes the commenter’s experience 

with traffic in the City of Santee prior to the COVID-19 

pandemic. The transportation analysis was based on a 

pre-COVID-19 baseline. As discussed in Section 4.16, 

Transportation, and Appendix N, Traffic Impact 

Analysis, the existing average daily traffic volumes were 

analyzed based on traffic, intersections, bicycle, and 

pedestrian counts conducted in January and February 

2018 while schools were in session. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I2-2:  This comment describes the commenter’s experience 

enjoying the trails and wildlife in the City of Santee and 

their dissatisfaction with the traffic and noise during the 

morning commute. As discussed in Section 4.15, 

Recreation, the proposed project would provide new 

recreational amenities, including 78 acres of public and 

private parkland for active and passive recreation and 4.5 

acres (approximately 4.8 miles) of trail land consisting 

of the perimeter trail and Stowe Trail connection for a 

total of 82.5 acres. The proposed project would provide 

over 35 miles of trails (23 acres), including the perimeter 

trail and Stowe Trail connection. This parkland and 25 

miles of the trail system could be accessed by the public 

at large and proposed project residents. In addition, the 

proposed project would create a Habitat Preserve 
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totaling 1,650.4 acres for the conservation of plant and 

wildlife species and the habitats that support these 

species. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I2-3:  This comment describes the commenter’s service in the 

U.S. Navy and their enjoyment of the open space and 

trails. Please refer to response to comment I2-2 for a 

summary of the trails provided by the proposed project. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter I3: Sharon Reeve, May 29, 2020 

 

I3-1:  This comment states that the proposed project would 

result in potentially significant, unavoidable impacts 

related to air quality, noise, recreation, transportation, 

and utilities. This information is disclosed in the EIR. 

The EIR complies with CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15043, Authority to Approved Projects Despite 

Significant Impacts, which states that a public agency 

may approve a project that would cause a significant 

effect on the environment if the agency makes a fully 

informed and publicly disclosed decision that (1) there 

is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect 

(see Section 15091) and (2) specifically identified 

expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy 

of reducing or avoiding significant environmental 

impacts of the project (see Section 15093). This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I3-2:  This comment states that the proposed project conflicts 

with the Santee General Plan. The proposed project 

would include approval of a General Plan Amendment 

to ensure its consistency with the Santee General Plan. 

Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, in the EIR 

analyzes the proposed project’s potential to cause a 
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significant environmental impact due to a conflict with 

the goals and policies of the Santee General Plan 

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect. Specifically, Section 4.10.5.2, 

Threshold 2: Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or 

Regulations, discusses the proposed General Plan 

Amendment, which includes updating the 16 Guiding 

Principles for the proposed project to better adhere to the 

current project design. The proposed project’s 

consistency with the proposed revised 13 Guiding 

Principles is analyzed in Table 4.10-1, Project 

Consistency with Proposed Guiding Principles for 

Fanita Ranch. The proposed project’s consistency with 

relevant Santee General Plan goals, objectives, and 

policies is provided in Table 4.10-2, Project Consistency 

with Relevant City of Santee Goals, Objectives, and 

Policies. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 

would be consistent with the Santee General Plan as 

amended. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 This comment also states that the commenter does not 

want more development where it destroys habitat and 

that there are malls, big box stores, and abandoned sites 

to build on, but does not provide additional information 

related to the location or size of these sites. Section 

4.3.5.2, Threshold 2: Riparian Habitat and Other 

Sensitive Natural Communities, in Section 4.3, 

Biological Resources, analyzes impacts to sensitive 
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habitat. The EIR concludes that implementation of 

Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-6 through 

BIO-12, and BIO-15 would mitigate all direct and 

indirect permanent and temporary impacts to riparian 

habitats and other sensitive natural communities to 

below a level of significance. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I4: Kacy Fischer, May 30, 2020 

 

I4-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I4-2:  This comment states the proposed project will cause even 

more traffic and congestion in the City of Santee (City). 

Section 4.16, Transportation, in the EIR analyzed the 

potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to 

access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to conflict 

with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 

pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a 

design feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 

proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 

not to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I4-3:  This comment states the commenter’s concern with 

evacuation safety should a wildfire occur in the hills. 

Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the potential impacts of 

increased wildfires that may result from the construction or 

operation of the proposed project. The majority of the 
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information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the Fire Protection Plan and Construction 

Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are included as 

Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

(2020), which is included as Appendix P2, prepared for the 

proposed project. This section also references information 

provided in the will-serve letters provided by the Santee 

Fire Department in Appendix M. The EIR concludes that 

the proposed project would have a less than significant 

impact on wildfire safety. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. Please also refer to Thematic 

Responses – Fire Protection and Safety and Evacuation.  

I4-4:  This comment states that the proposed project will destroy 

the open spaces that make the City beautiful and provide a 

home to many plant and animal species. Section 4.3, 

Biological Resources, and Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report, fully analyze potential impacts 

to sensitive plant and wildlife species. Based on the opinion 

of biological experts who prepared the analysis, the EIR 

concludes that impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species 

would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I4-5:  This comment states that the commenter does not 

support the proposed project. It does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I5: Bernie Parmer, June 3, 2020 

 

I5-1:  This comment states the commenter’s opposition to 

more traffic, noise, destruction of wild space, and the 

proposed project. The comment also states that citizens 

should have a chance to vote on the proposed project. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  
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Comment Letter I6: Michael Ranson, June 10, 2020 

 

I6-1:  This comment describes the political environment 

surrounding the proposed project and provides 

suggestions to the City of Santee (City) with regard to 

providing project information and obtaining public 

comments at the City Council meeting. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

Note that during the 45-day public review and comment 

period, copies of the Draft EIR and technical appendices 

for the proposed project were available for review and 

inspection at City Hall and on the City’s website. These 

documents can be accessed on the City’s website using 

the button on the homepage that is titled “Environmental 

Notices and Docs” or using the button on the homepage 

under “News” that is titled “Draft Revised Environmental 

Impact Report for Fanita Ranch Project.” Both buttons 

take the reader to the Notice of Availability of the Draft 

Revised EIR with links to the EIR and technical 

appendices, as well as a link to the administrative record 

for the proposed project. The City has received extensive 

written comments on the EIR via mail and email.  

Further, public comments will be accepted at the City 

Council hearing for the proposed project. The public 
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hearing will occur during a regularly held City Council 

meeting and will be conducted via webinar and 

telephonically pursuant to the provisions of the 

Governor’s Executive Order, which suspends certain 

requirements of the Ralph M. Brown Act due to COVID-

19. Live public comments will be made available. More 

information can be found on the City’s website at 

https://www.cityofsanteeca.gov using the button 

“Agenda/Minutes,” including further instructions on 

how to access the meeting once the meeting has been 

noticed and the agenda materials for the meeting have 

been posted.  
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Comment Letter I7: Rosemary Hutzley, June 11, 2020 

 

I7-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I7-2:  This comment states that more taxes will result from 

pension costs and salaries for additional fire and police. 

This comment raises economic issues that are not treated 

as significant effects on the environment and do not need 

to be evaluated in the EIR per CEQA Guidelines, 

Section 15131.This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I7-3:  This comment states that there will be larger local taxes 

for road repair, sewage replacement or repair, and other 

infrastructure. The applicant would be responsible for 

implementing and paying for any improvements related 

to the proposed project. This comment raises economic 

issues that are not treated as significant effects on the 

environment and do not need to be evaluated in the EIR 

per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 
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the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I7-4:  This comment states that there will be taxes for increased 

school buildings and school personnel that continues to 

increase like police and fire. School funding is provided 

through impact mitigation fees to address facility 

impacts created by residential and commercial 

development, which differs from how police and fire are 

funded. This comment raises economic issues that are 

not treated as significant effects on the environment and 

do not need to be evaluated in the EIR per CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15131. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I7-5:  This comment states that traffic going east and west on 

State Route (SR-) 52, Mission Gorge Road, Mast 

Boulevard, and Carlton Oaks Boulevard is ridiculous, 

although COVID-19 has made it temporarily better. The 

Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) analyzes 

the transportation effects of the proposed project against 

baseline traffic conditions before COVID-19. The 

impacts to SR-52, Mission Gorge Road, Mast 

Boulevard, and Carlton Oaks Boulevard have been 

adequately addressed in the EIR in Section 4.16, 

Transportation. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
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or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I7-6:  This comment states that the noise from Mast Boulevard, 

SR-52, and SR-125 prevent the commenter from leaving 

their doors or windows open. This comment relates to the 

current ambient noise level at the commenter’s home and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

 This comment also asks how the City of Santee (City) will 

provide noise abatement if the proposed project is built. 

Section 4.12, Noise, analyzes the potential noise impacts 

as a result of implementation of the proposed project with 

respect to changes in vehicular transportation noise, 

stationary noise, aviation noise, and project construction 

noise and vibration. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 

proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to noise, although not to 

below a level of significance. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

I7-7:  This comment states dust, dirt, increased air pollution, 

and noise are byproducts of a huge development during 

the construction process. Sections 4.2, Air Quality, and 

4.12, Noise, analyze the potential air quality and noise 

impacts as a result of implementation of the proposed 

project and identify feasible mitigation to reduce the 
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impacts, although not to below a level of significance 

These issues are adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I7-8:  This comment states there have been numerous fires in 

the City of Santee and that fire danger is real in the valley 

and on hillsides. Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the 

potential impacts of increased wildfires that may result 

from the construction or operation of the proposed 

project. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 

would have a less than significant impact on wildfire 

safety with mitigation incorporated. The majority of the 

information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the Fire Protection Plan and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I7-9:  This comment states that the traffic relief for residents of 

the City will never happen, and if the proposed project is 

built, there will be traffic jams. Section 4.16, 

Transportation, analyzes the potential for the proposed 

project to result in impacts to access, circulation, and 

other transportation modes, including the potential for 

the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 

ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I7-5 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 

facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 

proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, 

although not to below a level of significance. This issue 

is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 This comment also asks how residents will be able to 

evacuate during fire, earthquake, or domestic terror. 

Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the potential impacts of 

increased wildfires that may result from the construction 

or operation of the proposed project. The majority of the 

information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the Fire Protection Plan (2020) and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have 

a less than significant impact on wildfire safety with 

mitigation incorporated. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I7-6 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

I7-10:  This comment states that the City is a small valley, and 

there is no way to add a lane to the freeway or surface roads 

to create traffic relief because SR-52 is bordered by Camp 

Elliot, regional park land, and a landfill. Please refer to 

response to comment I7-9, which addresses the same 

transportation and traffic issue raised in this comment. 

I7-11:  This comment states the commenter’s general opposition 

to development in the City. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I8: Margie Logue, June 13, 2020 

 

I8-1:  This comment provides the commenter’s opinion on a 

variety of general social and environmental issues, 

including air pollution, transportation, and noise. 

Sections 4.2, Air Quality, 4.12, Noise, and 4.16, 

Transportation, in the EIR analyze the impacts of the 

proposed project and identify feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the potentially significant impacts to 

air quality, noise, and transportation, although not to 

below a level of significance. The EIR complies with 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15043, Authority to 

Approved Projects Despite Significant Impacts, which 

states that a public agency may approve a project that 

would cause a significant effect on the environment if 

the agency makes a fully informed and publicly 

disclosed decision that (1) there is no feasible way to 

lessen or avoid the significant effect (see Section 15091) 

and (2) specifically identified expected benefits from the 

project outweigh the policy of reducing or avoiding 

significant environmental impacts of the project (see 

Section 15093).  

I8-2:  This comment states that the proposed project conflicts 

with the Santee General Plan. The proposed project 

would include approval of a General Plan Amendment 

to ensure its consistency with the Santee General Plan. 

Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, analyzes the 
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proposed project’s potential to cause a significant 

environmental impact due to a conflict with the goals 

and policies of the Santee General Plan adopted for the 

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 

effect. Specifically, Section 4.10.5.2, Threshold 2: 

Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations, 

discusses the proposed General Plan Amendment, which 

includes updating the 16 Guiding Principles for the 

proposed project to better adhere to the current project 

design. The proposed project’s consistency with the 

proposed revised 13 Guiding Principles is analyzed in 

Table 4.10-1, Project Consistency with Proposed 

Guiding Principles for Fanita Ranch. The proposed 

project’s consistency with relevant Santee General Plan 

goals, objectives, and policies is provided in Table 4.10-

2, Project Consistency with Relevant City of Santee 

Goals, Objectives, and Policies. The EIR concludes that 

the proposed project would be consistent with the Santee 

General Plan as amended. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I9: Colleen Cochran, June 16, 2020 

 

I9-1:  This comment states that the proposed project conflicts 

with the Santee General Plan. The proposed project 

would include approval of a General Plan Amendment 

to ensure its consistency with the Santee General Plan. 

Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, in the EIR 

analyzes the proposed project’s potential to cause a 

significant environmental impact due to a conflict with 

the goals and policies of the Santee General Plan adopted 

for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect. Specifically, Section 4.10.5.2, 

Threshold 2: Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or 

Regulations, discusses the proposed General Plan 

Amendment, which includes updating the 16 Guiding 

Principles for the proposed project to better adhere to the 

current project design. The proposed project’s 

consistency with the proposed revised 13 Guiding 

Principles is analyzed in Table 4.10-1, Project 

Consistency with Proposed Guiding Principles for 

Fanita Ranch. The proposed project’s consistency with 

relevant Santee General Plan goals, objectives, and 

policies is provided in Table 4.10-2, Project Consistency 

with Relevant City of Santee Goals, Objectives, and 

Policies. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 

would be consistent with the Santee General Plan as 

amended. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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 This comment also states that the voters are due the 

chance to approve the Santee General Plan initiative. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

 This comment also states that the commenter wants the 

opportunity to save Sycamore Canyon. Section 4.3, 

Biological Resources, analyzes the potential impacts on 

biological resources, including sensitive species and 

habitats in adjacent areas like Sycamore Canyon, from 

implementation of the proposed project. Mitigation 

measures are proposed to reduce all direct and indirect 

impacts to biological resources to less than significant. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I9-2:  This comment states that Sycamore Canyon has vernal 

pools and is beneficial to the City of Santee and San 

Diegans. Sections 4.3.5.1 through 4.3.5.3 in Section 4.3, 

Biological Resources, analyze potential impacts to 

vernal pools. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 

BIO-12 (Biological Resources Technical Report 

[Appendix D] Mitigation Measure BIO-3) would reduce 

impacts to vernal pools to a less than significant level 

through rehabilitation or enhancement and creation of 

new seasonal basin resources in the Habitat Preserve. 

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 
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prepared the analysis, the EIR describes the potential 

direct and indirect impacts, recommends mitigation, and 

concludes that the impacts are less than significant with 

mitigation. This issue is adequately addressed in the 

EIR. 

I9-3:  This comment states that the subdivision will have no 

benefit other than to ensure developer profits. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I9-4:  This comment states that the quality of life of residents in 

the area will be destroyed with increased likelihood of 

fires, reduced air quality, increased noise and traffic, and 

destruction of vernal pools. Sections 4.2, Air Quality; 4.3, 

Biological Resources; 4.12, Noise; 4.16, Transportation; 

and 4.18, Wildfire, analyze the potential impacts from 

implementation of the proposed project on the surrounding 

environment. Mitigation measures are identified to reduce 

significant impacts to the extent feasible. These issues are 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I9-5:  This comment states that plans should house people in 

the existing City area to retain the surrounding 

environment. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
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of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I9-6:  This comment states that the proposed project conflicts 

with the Santee General Plan, as well as the commenter’s 

view that voters should be able to approve the Santee 

General Plan initiative and have the opportunity to save 

Sycamore Canyon. Please refer to response to comment I9-

1, which addresses the same issue raised in this comment. 
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Comment Letter I10: Carol Logan, June 16, 2020 

 

I10-1:  This comment states that the proposed project will be a 

disaster for the City of Santee and that it is already 

overcrowded and has traffic. Section 4.16, 

Transportation, in the EIR analyzes the potential for the 

proposed project to result in impacts to access, 

circulation, and other transportation modes, including the 

potential for the proposed project to conflict with a 

program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, 

and pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards 

due to a design feature or incompatible use; and result in 

inadequate emergency access. The EIR analyzes the 

impacts of the proposed project and identifies feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to 

transportation, although not to below a level of 

significance. In addition, Section 4.13, Population and 

Housing, evaluates the increase in population as a result 

of the proposed project, including inducement of 

population growth and displacement of people or housing, 

and concludes that no significant impacts would occur. 

These issues are adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I11: Nancy Burdge, June 23, 2020 

 

I11-1:  This comment states the commenter’s opinion that the 

proposed project will have no benefit other than to ensure 

developer profits. The proposed project’s features, 

including public amenities, are identified in Chapter 3, 

Project Description. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I11-2:  This comment states that the quality of life of residents in 

the area will be destroyed with increased likelihood of 

fires, reduced air quality, increased noise and traffic, and 

destruction of vernal pools. Sections 4.2, Air Quality; 4.3, 

Biological Resources; 4.12, Noise; 4.16, Transportation; 

and 4.18, Wildfire, analyze the potential impacts from 

implementation of the proposed project on the 

surrounding environment. Section 4.3 specifically 

addresses impacts to vernal pools. Feasible mitigation 

measures are identified to reduce significant impacts, 

although not always to below a level of significance. 

These issues are adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I11-3:  This comment suggests that the City of Santee devise plans 

to house people in the existing City area to retain the 

surrounding environment. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 
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accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. Nonetheless, as 

stated in Section 2.2, Project Background, the project site 

has been planned for development for 40 years.  

I11-4:  This comment states that the proposed project conflicts 

with the Santee General Plan. The proposed project would 

include approval of a General Plan Amendment to ensure 

its consistency with the Santee General Plan. Section 

4.10, Land Use and Planning, analyzes the proposed 

project’s potential to cause a significant environmental 

impact due to a conflict with the goals and policies of the 

Santee General Plan adopted for the purpose of avoiding 

or mitigating an environmental effect. Specifically, 

Section 4.10.5.2, Threshold 2: Conflict with Land Use 

Plans, Policies, or Regulations, discusses the proposed 

General Plan Amendment, which includes updating the 

16 Guiding Principles for the proposed project to better 

adhere to the current project design. The proposed 

project’s consistency with the proposed revised 13 

Guiding Principles is analyzed in Table 4.10-1, Project 

Consistency with Proposed Guiding Principles for Fanita 

Ranch. The proposed project’s consistency with relevant 

Santee General Plan goals, objectives, and policies is 

provided in Table 4.10-2, Project Consistency with 

Relevant City of Santee Goals, Objectives, and Policies. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would be 
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consistent with the Santee General Plan as amended. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

This comment also states that the voters are due the 

chance to approve the Santee General Plan initiative first. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

This comment also states that the commenter wants the 

opportunity to save Sycamore Canyon. Section 4.3, 

Biological Resources, analyzes the potential impacts on 

biological resources, including sensitive species and 

habitats in adjacent areas like Sycamore Canyon, from 

implementation of the proposed project. Mitigation 

measures were proposed to reduce all direct and indirect 

impacts to biological resources to less than significant. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I11-5:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter I12: Dave Kramer, June 25, 2020 

 

I12-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter stating the commenter is opposed to the project. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

I12-2:  This comment suggests that the EIR does not adequately 

address the emergency egress, and claims evacuation 

routes would be inadequate in the case of a fast-moving 

Santa Ana wind-driven fire and worse when considering 

the additional evacuation from existing development. 

The proposed project’s location in an area designated as 

a VHFHSZ does not indicate that the proposed project 

cannot be constructed safely. Rather, it requires the 

proposed project to apply the ignition-resistant materials 

and methods detailed in Chapter 7A of the California 

Building Code. The Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1) 

analyzes the site’s fire environment, including fuels and 

terrain and models fire behavior using standard 

protocols and models. The anticipated fire that could be 

generated from the site’s fire environment has been 

designed and planned for through the required fire 

protection features. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Fire Protection and Safety for more information 

regarding the fire protection features that would be 

implemented. Regarding evacuation and the proposed 
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project’s road system, the proposed project meets the 

City’s code requirements for access points, road widths, 

turning radii, and all other road requirements. Each 

neighborhood has a minimum of two access and egress 

points. Please refer to Thematic Response – Evacuation 

for details on how the City of Santee and the County of 

San Diego plan and implement evacuation events. This 

comment raises no new issues that have not been 

adequately addressed in the EIR. Therefore, no 

additional response is required.  

I12-3:  This comment describes the slot canyons to the north 

and east of the project site, then asserts evacuation of the 

proposed project would be impossible during a fast-

moving Santa Ana wind-driven fire. The fire 

environment has been evaluated, including the canyons 

referred to in the comment. Fires igniting near any 

community represents the greatest challenge for 

evacuation, but this possibility has been anticipated with 

the proposed project design and fire protection 

hardening as detailed in Thematic Response – Fire 

Protection and Safety and the proposed project’s Fire 

Protection Plan (Appendix P1). Protecting populated 

areas focuses on hardening the structures and landscape 

from fire, as well as providing reduced fuel buffers along 

the perimeter areas. Attempting to reduce fire hazard by 

manipulating vegetation far away from the community 

is typically not feasible due to biological sensitivity and 
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related cost but is also not considered the best practice 

as wildfires are prone to be blown over firebreaks via 

airborne embers. Regarding proximity fire evacuation 

events, the proposed project provides emergency 

managers the contingency option of temporary refuge 

within the site’s protected structures in a short-notice 

evacuation event when they determine it is safer than a 

late evacuation. Please refer to Thematic Response – 

Evacuation for more details on evacuation planning and 

implementation in the City of Santee and the County of 

San Diego. The comment raises no new issues that have 

not been adequately addressed in the EIR. No additional 

response is required. 

I12-4:  This comment states the existing streets, roads, and 

freeways are at capacity and that the traffic mitigation 

measures would not accommodate the additional 

vehicles. Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzed the 

potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to 

access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to 

conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; substantially 

increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 

use; and result in inadequate emergency access. The EIR 

analyzed the impacts of the proposed project and 

identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 
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impacts to transportation, although not all impacts would 

be reduced to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I12-5:  This comment states that the resulting increase in vehicle 

traffic puts the region further out of compliance with 

CEQA and will adversely impact public safety and quality 

of life. As discussed in response to comment I12-4, the EIR 

analyzes the impacts of the proposed project and identifies 

feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to 

transportation, although not all impacts would be reduced 

to below a level of significance. The EIR complies with 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15043, Authority to Approved 

Projects Despite Significant Impacts, which states that a 

public agency may approve a project that would cause a 

significant effect on the environment if the agency makes 

a fully informed and publicly disclosed decision that (1) 

there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant 

effect (see Section 15091), and (2) specifically identified 

expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy of 

reducing or avoiding significant environmental impacts of 

the project (see Section 15093).  

I12-6:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter I13: Marianne and Roger Lamoureux, June 29, 2020 

 

I13-1:  This comment states that the proposed project conflicts 

with the Santee General Plan. The proposed project 

would include approval of a General Plan Amendment 

to ensure its consistency with the Santee General Plan. 

Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, analyzes the 

proposed project’s potential to cause a significant 

environmental impact due to a conflict with the goals 

and policies of the Santee General Plan adopted for the 

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 

effect. Specifically, Section 4.10.5.2, Threshold 2: 

Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations, 

discusses the proposed General Plan Amendment, which 

includes updating the 16 Guiding Principles for the 

proposed project to better adhere to the current project 

design. The proposed project’s consistency with the 

proposed revised 13 Guiding Principles is analyzed in 

Table 4.10-1, Project Consistency with Proposed 

Guiding Principles for Fanita Ranch. The proposed 

project’s consistency with relevant Santee General Plan 

goals, objectives, and policies is provided in Table 4.10-

2, Project Consistency with Relevant City of Santee 

Goals, Objectives, and Policies. The EIR concludes that 

the proposed project would be consistent with the Santee 

General Plan as amended. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 
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I13-2:  This comment states that the commenter opposes the 

proposed project. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I13-3:  This comment states that the City of Santee has enough 

traffic and describes the commenter’s commute pre- and 

post-COVID-19 pandemic. Section 4.16, 

Transportation, analyzes the potential for the proposed 

project to result in impacts to access, circulation, and 

other transportation modes, including the potential for 

the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 

ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 

facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. In addition, the Transportation 

Impact Analysis (Appendix N) analyzes the 

transportation effects of the proposed project against 

baseline traffic conditions before the COVID-19 

pandemic. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the proposed 

project and identifies feasible mitigation measures to 

reduce the impacts to transportation, although not to 

below a level of significance. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I14: Arli Wolfson, July 2, 2020 

 

I14-1:  This comment describes the commenter’s commute time 

and states the commenter’s opinion that the proposed 

traffic mitigation does not seem adequate to address the 

traffic from the proposed project. Section 4.16, 

Transportation, in the EIR analyzes the potential for the 

proposed project to result in impacts to access, circulation, 

and other transportation modes, including the potential for 

the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 

ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 

facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 

proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 

not to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I14-2:  This comment questions how the additional homes 

proposed by the proposed project help the traffic 

problems in the City of Santee. Please refer to response 

to comment I14-1, which addresses the same issue raised 

in this comment. 
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Comment Letter I15: Ronald and Gloria Gerak, July 3, 2020 

 

I15-1:  This comment summarizes information disclosed in 

Section 4.16, Transportation, of the EIR. It also states 

that the City of Santee’s circulation network will be 

more vulnerable during wildfire emergency evacuation. 

Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the potential impacts of 

increased wildfires that may result from the construction 

or operation of the proposed project. The majority of the 

information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the Fire Protection Plan and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have 

a less than significant impact on wildfire safety with 

mitigation incorporated. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. Please also refer to Thematic 

Responses – Fire Protection and Safety and Evacuation.  

I15-2:  This comment states that the commenter was trapped in 

2004 with only one way out and asks for the proposed 

project to be reconsidered. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
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or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I15-3:  This comment requests that the Santee General Plan is 

adhered to and states that the commenter is against the 

proposed project. The proposed project would include 

approval of a General Plan Amendment to ensure its 

consistency with the Santee General Plan. Section 4.10, 

Land Use and Planning, analyzes the proposed project’s 

potential to cause a significant environmental impact due 

to a conflict with the goals and policies of the Santee 

General Plan adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating an environmental effect. Specifically, Section 

4.10.5.2, Threshold 2: Conflict with Land Use Plans, 

Policies, or Regulations, discusses the proposed General 

Plan Amendment, which includes updating the 16 

Guiding Principles for the proposed project to better 

adhere to the current project design. The proposed 

project’s consistency with the proposed revised 13 

Guiding Principles is analyzed in Table 4.10-1, Project 

Consistency with Proposed Guiding Principles for 

Fanita Ranch. The proposed project’s consistency with 

relevant Santee General Plan goals, objectives, and 

policies is provided in Table 4.10-2, Project Consistency 

with Relevant City of Santee Goals, Objectives, and 

Policies. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 

would be consistent with the Santee General Plan as 

amended. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I16: Jeff Kahn, July 3, 2020 

 

I16-1:  This comment states that the commenter struggles with 

fire hazards every year, the proposed project is a 

hazardous mistake, and the City of Santee’s circulation 

network will be more vulnerable during wildfire 

emergency evacuation. Section 4.18, Wildfire, in the EIR 

analyzes the potential impacts of increased wildfires that 

may result from the construction or operation of the 

proposed project. The majority of the information 

provided in Section 4.18 is based on information from the 

Fire Protection Plan and Construction Fire Prevention 

Plan (2020), which are included as Appendix P1, and the 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included 

as Appendix P2, prepared for the proposed project. This 

section also references information provided in the will-

serve letters provided by the Santee Fire Department in 

Appendix M. The EIR concludes that the proposed 

project would have a less than significant impact on 

wildfire safety with mitigation incorporated. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I17: Ed Ferrari, July 4, 2020 

 

I17-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I18: Matt Cantor, July 5, 2020 

 

I18-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and opines that it is irresponsible to build 3,000 

homes in conjunction with other construction projects 

approved by the City of Santee. Section 4.13, Population 

and Housing, in the EIR analyzes the growth in 

population directly and indirectly related to 

implementation of the proposed project and the potential 

population and housing impacts that could result. 

Changes in population, employment, and housing 

demand are social and economic effects, not 

environmental effects. According to CEQA, these 

effects should be considered in an EIR only to the extent 

that they create adverse impacts on the physical 

environment. The EIR concludes that the proposed 

project would result in less than significant impacts to 

population and housing. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

I18-2:  This comment states that Santee citizens voted down the 

development years ago when another builder planned to 

build the previous project. The consideration of prior 

voter initiatives is not relevant to the proposed project. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  
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I18-3:  This comment seeks to discredit the applicant’s 

statements regarding the ability for the proposed traffic 

mitigation measures to reduce traffic impacts. Section 

4.16, Transportation, analyzes the potential for the 

proposed project to result in impacts to access, circulation, 

and other transportation modes, including the potential for 

the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 

ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 

facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 

proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 

not to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I18-4:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I19: Peter Burrell, July 7, 2020 

 

I19-1:  This comment states concern regarding fire safety and 

the ability to evacuate City of Santee residents and the 

additional proposed project residents. Section 4.18, 

Wildfire, in the EIR analyzes the potential impacts of 

increased wildfires that may result from the construction 

or operation of the proposed project. The majority of the 

information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the Fire Protection Plan and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have 

a less than significant impact on wildfire safety with 

mitigation incorporated. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. Please also refer to Thematic 

Response – Evacuation.  

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I19-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I20-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I20: Danielle and Mike Gregus, July 7, 2020 

 

I20-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I21: Rudy Reyes, July 7, 2020 

 

I21-1: This comment states that the EIR analysis uses the level 

of service (LOS) grading system that has been phased out. 

The Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) 

evaluating the proposed project contains both an LOS and 

a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis, and the 

significance of impacts were determined using both 

metrics. Since the EIR began public review before July 1, 

2020, a VMT analysis was not technically necessary to 

perform. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I22: Rudy Reyes, July 7, 2020 

 

I22-1: This comment provides a link to a summary of Senate Bill 
743 that the commenter states changes from level of 
service (LOS) to vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and asks 
why this is not the current standard overseeing the 
proposed project. The Transportation Impact Analysis 
(Appendix N) contains both an LOS and a VMT analysis, 
and the significance of impacts were determined using 
both metrics. See Comment Letter I21 (Rudy Reyes, July 
7, 2020), which addresses the same issue. 
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Comment Letter I23: Gloria Valenti Gerak, July 8, 2020 

 

I23-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 
letter. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 
information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

I23-2: This comment questions how the proposed project will be a 
fire safe development given previous Court rulings. Please 
refer to Thematic Responses – Fire Protection and Safety, 
Evacuation, and Fire Ignition and Risk for details regarding 
the fire protection system and its ongoing maintenance and 
evacuation planning and implementation in the City of 
Santee and the County of San Diego. The proposed project 
includes a new Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1). The new 
Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1) addresses the issues 
identified in Court decisions specific to the previously 
proposed project. Please refer to Section 9 of the Fire 
Protection Plan and Section 4.18.7, Comparison of Proposed 
Project to 2007 Project, in Section 4.18, Wildfire, of the EIR 
for a detailed comparison of the changes between the 2007 
and 2020 fire protection approaches.  

I23-3: This comment asks how the project can be built without a 
General Plan Amendment. The project would require 
approval of a General Plan Amendment to allow 2,949 
units on the project site (or 3,008 without a school), as 
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identified in Section 3.12, Discretionary Actions, in 
Chapter 3, Project Description.  

I23-4: This comment inquires how the proposed project’s 
pollution, noise, and traffic would be mitigated. The EIR 
analyzed the impacts of the proposed project on air quality 
(Section 4.2), noise (Section 4.12), and transportation 
(Section 4.16) and identified feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce the impacts, although not all impacts would be 
reduced to below a level of significance. The EIR complies 
with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15043, Authority to 
Approved Projects Despite Significant Impacts, which states 
that a public agency may approve a project that would cause 
a significant effect on the environment if the agency makes 
a fully informed and publicly disclosed decision that (1) 
there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant 
effect (see Section 15091), and (2) specifically identified 
expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy of 
reducing or avoiding significant environmental impacts of 
the project (see Section 15093). 

I23-5: This comment references Table 4.12-1, Typical A-
Weighted Noise Levels, in Section 4.12, Noise, and 
questions whether a more current chart is available. This 
table provides an overview of typical noise levels as outlined 
in the Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol prepared by the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans). Table 4.12-1 is consistent with 
the most recent update to the Technical Noise Supplement, 
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which was published in 2013. Therefore, the EIR presents 
the most current data available. No changes to the table have 
been made in response to this comment. 

I23-6: This comment references a General Plan standard of 65 
dBA for traffic noise, and questions how increases in noise 
levels on Mast Blvd and other streets that currently exceed 
70 dBA will be mitigated. Section 8.1 of the City’s General 
Plan Noise Element, Local Regulations, establishes noise 
levels up to 65 dBA CNEL as normally compatible with 
noise-sensitive development. The Noise Element also 
establishes a CEQA threshold that a significant impact 
would occur if the project would cause noise levels to 
exceed the City’s noise compatibility guidelines. Where 
noise levels exceed the compatible noise level without 
project implementation, an increase in noise level of 3 dBA 
or more, directly attributable the project, would be 
significant. The proposed project is not required to mitigate 
the ambient (existing) noise. 

Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: Exceedance of Noise 
Standards, evaluates the potential for the proposed project to 
result in a significant increase in traffic noise levels using the 
CEQA threshold outlined in the Noise Element. The 
potential for the proposed project to permanently increase 
traffic noise is addressed under the following traffic impact 
analysis scenarios: Existing + Project Buildout, Near-Term 
+ Project Buildout, and Year 2035 + Project Buildout. Noise 
levels with and without proposed project implementation are 
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provided in Table 4.12-11, Existing + Project Traffic Noise 
Levels; Table 4.12-12, Near-Term Traffic Noise Levels; and 
Table 4.12-13, Year 2035 Traffic Noise Levels. As shown 
in these tables, noise levels on segments of Mast Boulevard, 
Mission Gorge Road, Fanita Parkway, Carlton Hills 
Boulevard, Cuyamaca Street, and SR-52 are calculated to be 
70 dBA CNEL or above under existing or future conditions. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not directly result in 
a significant contribution (3 dBA or higher) to noise levels 
on Mast Boulevard, Mission Gorge Road, Carlton Hills 
Boulevard, or SR-52. No noise mitigation measures are 
required for these roadways.  

Regarding noise impacts on Fanita Parkway and Cuyamaca 
Street, the EIR identifies Mitigation Measure NOI-6, Noise 
Barrier Installation, to mitigate noise impacts to these 
roadways. Mitigation Measure NOI-6 would reduce impacts 
to some, but not all, receptors to a less than significant level. 
Section 4.12.5.1, under the Operational Noise Mitigation 
Measures Heading, includes an evaluation of other 
mitigation measures that were considered but rejected for 
the proposed project, including additional noise barriers and 
installation of asphalt rubber. Feasible mitigation is not 
available to reduce all significant traffic noise increases to 
below the City’s CEQA thresholds; therefore, Section 
4.12.5.1 identifies a significant and unavoidable traffic noise 
impact on Fanita Parkway and Cuyamaca Street. This issue 
is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I24: Joni Hendrickson, July 8, 2020 

 

I24-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 
letter and asks that the proposed project and all other 
housing developments in the City of Santee (City) be 
stopped. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

I24-2:  This comment states that traffic conditions will continue 
to decline in the City with increased development and 
that adding a lane to State Route 52 will not improve 
traffic conditions. Section 4.16, Transportation, in the 
EIR analyzes the potential for the proposed project to 
result in impacts to access, circulation, and other 
transportation modes, including the potential for the 
proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 
emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 
proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, 
although not to below a level of significance. The EIR 
complies with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15043, 
Authority to Approved Projects Despite Significant 
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Impacts, which states that a public agency may approve 
a project that would cause a significant effect on the 
environment if the agency makes a fully informed and 
publicly disclosed decision that (1) there is no feasible 
way to lessen or avoid the significant effect (see Section 
15091) and (2) specifically identified expected benefits 
from the project outweigh the policy of reducing or 
avoiding significant environmental impacts of the 
project (see Section 15093). This issue is adequately 
addressed in the EIR. 

I24-3:  This comment states that the beauty of the hillsides will 
be lost with the expansion of development. Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, analyzes the potential visual impacts of the 
proposed project from 16 key viewpoints. Specifically, 
Section 4.1.5.3, Threshold 3: Visual Character, 
discusses the proposed project’s impacts on visual 
quality and character and landform alteration. To protect 
and manage hillsides and topographic resources, the 
City has adopted hillside development guidelines as 
described in Table 4.1-1, City of Santee Hillside 
Development Guidelines. By complying with the 
policies in the Santee General Plan and the requirements 
of the Santee Municipal Code, as well as adhering to the 
guidelines set forth in the Fanita Ranch Specific Plan, 
the EIR concludes that the proposed project would not 
degrade the existing landscape from a public viewpoint. 
This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I24-4:  This is a closing comment expressing the commenter’s 
opposition to the proposed project. It does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I25: Michele Perchez, July 8, 2020 

 

I25-1:  This comment summarizes information provided in 

Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: Exceedance of Noise 

Standards, related to permanent increases in traffic noise 

levels, specifically on Fanita Parkway. The comment 

accurately states that a significant and unavoidable 

impact is identified on Fanita Parkway north of Mast 

Boulevard. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I25-2: This comment summarizes the commenter’s noise concerns 

that are outlined in subsequent comments. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I25-3:  This comment provides an introductory statement 

pertaining to subsequent comments. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I25-4: This comment raises concerns about nighttime 

construction noise in violation of the City of Santee’s 

(City’s) Noise Ordinance. As identified in Section 

4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: Exceedance of Noise Standards, in 
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the EIR, construction activities are anticipated to occur 

during the City’s allowable hours of operation; however, 

some nighttime construction in roadways may be required 

to avoid traffic impacts. Section 4.12.5.1 evaluates 

construction noise impacts as result of the proposed 

project. Nighttime construction, if necessary, would 

require approval by the Director of Development Services 

approval consistent with Section 5.04.090 of the City’s 

Noise Ordinance. This requirement, as well as a 

commitment to sound reduction measures, is included in 

Mitigation Measure NOI-4, Nighttime Noise Sound 

Management Plan. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 

NOI-3, Roadway Construction Notification, requires 

written notification to any existing uses within 300 feet of 

roadway construction activities be provided no later than 

10 days before the start of construction activities. The 

notification would provide a point of contact to resolve 

noise complaints. The notification process would allow 

residents to voice concerns to the City prior to the start of 

construction and during construction activities. 

I25-5: This comment states that estimates of on-site noise from 

non-residential uses cannot be fully conducted because it 

is unclear what will be built. The EIR does address noise 

from non-residential land uses in Section 4.12.5.1, 

Threshold 1: Exceedance of Noise Standards. The EIR 

provides an evaluation of typical noise produced from 

commercial development including heating, ventilation, 
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and air conditioning equipment; commercial truck 

deliveries at loading docks; parking lots; and evening or 

nighttime noise from dining or entertainment. 

Agricultural, recreational, and school noise sources are 

also evaluated. The EIR presents a conservative analysis 

by evaluating impacts to existing residences at the closest 

possible distance between non-residential development 

and receptor. Due to over 2,000 feet of distance between 

existing receptors and village development, no significant 

noise impacts were identified. The comment does not 

identify a specific noise source of concern. The EIR 

addresses typical noise sources that can reasonably be 

assumed to be part of the proposed project. It would be 

speculative to address other specific noise sources that 

have not been identified. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. Consistent with CEQA, potential 

impacts of the proposed project were disclosed and 

available for citizen review and input during the 45-day 

Draft EIR public comment period. Additionally, future 

development would be subject to the City’s Noise 

Ordinance that is intended to protect residents from noise 

that is unnecessary, excessive, or annoying.  

I25-6: This comment requests details regarding the installation 

of barriers around stationary equipment at the proposed 

Farm. Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: Exceedance of 

Noise Standards, evaluates the potential noise impacts of 

the Farm operation. As stated in this section, the design 
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plan for the Farm includes a condition of operation that 

noise barriers shall be installed around any stationary 

noise-generating equipment where a barrier is required 

to reduce noise levels to below a 1-hour average sound 

level of 50 decibels as measured at the nearest adjacent 

on-site residential property line. The Farm operator 

would be responsible for the implementation of any 

required noise barriers. 

I25-7: This comment asks how noise at the Farm will be 

monitored and rectified and what would happen if events 

were to occur more frequently or for longer durations 

than described in the EIR. Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: 

Exceedance of Noise Standards, evaluates the potential 

noise impacts of special events at the Farm. The 

evaluation of special event impacts does not include a 

specific prediction of event frequency or duration. 

Rather, the evaluation of potential impacts is based on 

the estimated worst-case noise level that would 

potentially occur from a special event based on 

maximum event capacity of 300 persons. The nearest 

existing noise sensitive land uses are approximately 

3,090 feet south of the event area; due to distance, a 

potentially significant impact would not occur. This 

conclusion is not dependent on event frequency or 

duration. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

Additionally, future events at the Farm would be subject 
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to the City’s Noise Ordinance, homeowners association 

guidelines, and approval/oversight by the Farm operator. 

I25-8: This comment refers to an automated gate installed in 

the Special Use area that may result in nighttime noise 

and asks who would be responsible for paying for the 

use of an off-site RV storage location to avoid disruption 

to the neighbors. Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: 

Exceedance of Noise Standards, evaluates the potential 

for noise impacts as a result of gate operation at the 

Special Use area. The EIR determines that a potentially 

significant impact would occur as a result of gate 

operation because gate specifications are currently 

unknown and existing receptors are within 50 feet of the 

boundary of the Special Use area. Therefore, the EIR 

requires implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-5, 

Special Use Area Noise Measures. This mitigation 

measure outlines performance standards for the 

automated gate, including a noise level limit consistent 

with the City’s Noise Ordinance, and a process for 

addressing complaints. The mitigation measure requires 

response within 1 business day to complaints received 

by the site operator from residents or received from the 

City as a result of a complaint regarding nuisance noise. 

The response shall detail measures that the site operator 

will take to address the complaint and a timeline, such as 

a scheduled maintenance appointment. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I25-9: This comment asks how potential noise impacts to the 

school will be mitigated. As outlined in Section 4.12.5.1, 

Threshold 1: Exceedance of Noise Standards, CEQA is 

intended to protect the existing environment from 

impacts that would result from the proposed project. 

Generally, CEQA does not consider impacts of the 

existing environment on a proposed land use to be 

significant (see Section 15126.2 of the CEQA 

Guidelines). Likewise, sensitive receptors proposed as 

part of the proposed project are not part of the existing 

environment, and impacts to these receptors, including 

the school, from implementation of other project 

components are not addressed. The exception is the 

analysis of consistency with the Santee General Plan. 

The Santee General Plan Noise Element specifically 

states that a significant impact would occur if noise 

levels at any planned development site would exceed the 

noise levels considered compatible for that use. 

Therefore, the potential for ambient noise levels to 

impact the proposed project is addressed under the On-

Site Exposure to Ambient Noise Levels heading in 

Section 4.12.5.1 in the context of demonstrating 

consistency with the Santee General Plan. No significant 

impact was identified to the potential school site as a 

result of this analysis, and no mitigation is required. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I25-10: This comment requests clarification regarding 

construction truck trips. Noise from construction truck 

trips is addressed in Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: 

Exceedance of Noise Standards, under the Construction 

Traffic Noise Heading for the Existing + Construction 

and Near Term + Interim Operation + Construction 

scenarios. As described in this section, construction 

traffic volumes are provided by the Air Quality Analysis 

prepared by LSA (Appendix C1). Truck trips were 

calculated by the CalEEMod model based on the amount 

of building construction required in each phase. The 

highest number of truck trips, 312 vendor trips, is 

estimated daily for Phase 1. During Phase 1 of 

construction, all construction trips would access the 

project site via Fanita Parkway because the extensions to 

Cuyamaca Street and Magnolia Avenue would not be 

completed prior to this phase. Following Phase 1, the 

highest number of truck trips, 235 daily vendor trips, 

would occur daily during building construction activities 

in Phase 4. This worst-case scenario represents 

construction traffic from Phases 2 through 4. The analysis 

of Near-Term conditions assumes that the Cuyamaca 

Street and Magnolia Avenue extensions would be 

accessible following Phase 1 and that construction trips 

may use any study area roadway. Following Phase 1, the 

analysis conservatively assumes 100 percent of 
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construction traffic on each segment of Fanita Parkway, 

Cuyamaca Street, and Magnolia Avenue. 

I25-11: This comment requests clarification for the timing of 

installation of the noise barrier on Magnolia Avenue in 

Mitigation Measure NOI-6. The noise barrier shall be 

installed concurrently with the extension of Magnolia 

Avenue. As detailed in Section 4.16.5.1, Threshold 1: 

Circulation System Performance, the Magnolia Avenue 

extension would be implemented as a project design 

feature prior to the certificate of occupancy of the 

1,500th equivalent dwelling unit. A significant impact 

would not occur to Magnolia Avenue prior to 

construction of the extension because it would not serve 

through traffic to the proposed project. The comment 

also requests clarification on why noise is considered 

mitigated by existing barriers at Cuyamaca Street for the 

years prior to installation of the barrier on Magnolia 

Avenue required in Mitigation Measure NOI-6. The 

existing noise barriers at residences along Cuyamaca 

Street north of El Nopal are of sufficient height to 

provide project noise attenuation to the receptors along 

these segments of Cuyamaca Street. No noise 

attenuation from the existing Cuyamaca Street barriers 

is assumed for Magnolia Avenue. 

I25-12: This comment requests clarification for how residents 

may request construction acoustical monitoring data to 

cross-check compliance. Mitigation Measure NOI-3, 
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Roadway Construction Notification Data, requires the 

construction contractor to provide notification to any 

existing uses within 300 feet of roadway construction and 

provides a process for resolving noise complaints, which 

includes noise monitoring at the nearest affected receptor. 

The results of the noise monitoring would be submitted to 

the Director of Development Services and would be made 

available to residents upon request. The submittal 

requirement has been added to EIR Mitigation Measure 

NOI-3 (Appendix L, NOI-6) for clarity as shown in the 

underlined text below: 

NOI-3: Roadway Construction Notification. In 

accordance with Section 5.04.090 of the Santee 

Municipal Code, the construction contractor shall 

provide written notification to any existing uses 

within 300 feet of roadway construction activities. 

The notification shall be provided no later than 10 

days before the start of construction activities. The 

notice shall describe the nature of the construction 

activities, including the expected duration, and 

provide a point of contact to resolve noise 

complaints. If a complaint is received, construction 

noise shall be monitored by a qualified acoustical 

consultant at the nearest affected receptor for the 

duration of a normal day of construction. If the 

hourly average monitored noise level from 

construction exceeds a normal conversation level (65 
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A-weighted decibels) at the nearest sensitive 

receptor or the ambient noise level at the receptor if 

the ambient noise level exceeds 65 A-weighted 

decibels, construction activities in the immediate 

area of the affected receptor shall cease. 

Construction shall not resume until activities can be 

adjusted or noise reduction measures are 

implemented to reduce noise at the affected receptor 

to below normal conversation levels (65 A-weighted 

decibels) or the ambient noise level at the receptor if 

the ambient noise level exceeds 65 A-weighted 

decibels. Monitoring results shall be submitted to the 

Director of Development Services prior to the 

resumption of construction activities. Measures to 

reduce noise shall include but not be limited to the 

following: . . . 

I25-13: This comment requests clarification regarding 

monitoring of nighttime construction noise. As required 

by Mitigation Measure NOI-4, Nighttime Noise Sound 

Management Plan, the construction contractor would be 

responsible for implementation of a sound management 

plan, and the City would be responsible for enforcement 

of compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance and 

mitigation measures, including the terms of approval for 

nighttime construction, if necessary. There are no 

existing monitoring devices in place, and a resident 
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complaint would trigger investigation by the City, 

consistent with Mitigation Measures NOI-3 and NOI-4.  

I25-14: This comment requests clarification for how residents 

would be notified of vibration construction activities. As 

stated in Mitigation Measure NOI-9, Construction 

Vibration Notification, written notification is required. 

Notification would be mailed to each receptor within 75 

feet of the construction vibration area.  

I25-15: This comment provides an article that summarizes 

potential health effects of noise exposure. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I25-16: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I26: Karen Shroeder, July 8, 2020 

 

I26-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 
letter. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required.  

I26-2: This comment states the commenter’s understanding of 
the Fire Hazard Severity Zone designation and inquires 
if this understanding is correct. The comment is correct 
that the project site is in an area designated as a Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, indicating that specific 
fire protection features, materials and construction 
methods will be required.  

I26-3: This comment inquires if the project applicant 
(HomeFed Fanita Rancho, LLC) or associated entities 
will be writing insurance policies. This is not a CEQA 
issue. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required. 

I26-4: This comment inquires what documentation regarding 
fire risks will be provided or disclosed to potential 
homeowners. Future residents of the proposed project 
would receive copies of the Fire Protection Plan 
(Appendix P1) and the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 
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(Appendix P2), along with ongoing outreach materials 
regarding fire safety. The homeowners association will 
provide a webpage with pertinent fire risk and fire 
protection information, as well as evacuation awareness 
and preparedness planning tools. 

I26-5: This comment inquires about the ability to light back 
fires to protect existing residences and the future 
protocol to protect existing neighborhoods. It is possible 
under some fire conditions that back fires may not be 
available as a firefighting tool. This is the case in any 
landscape where there are nearby homes. However, with 
the proposed project, there are a number of strategies 
available for firefighting that are not currently available. 
For examples, the proposed project represents a large 
fuel break, which changes fire behavior, slows fire 
spread, and acts as a barrier between the existing homes 
and the up-wind open space areas. Additionally, this 
large fuel break provides opportunities for fire retardant 
drops to tie into the proposed project’s Fuel 
Management Zones (FMZs) as an anchor point and 
create wide barriers to halt fire spread. The provision for 
a 100-foot FMZ along the project border where existing 
homes occur is another line of defense that would keep 
flames set back from these existing homes. However, 
with or without the proposed project, the potential for 
airborne embers currently exists, and homeowners 
adjacent to the project site are encouraged to provide 
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ignition-resistant retrofits, such as ember-resistant vents, 
Class A roof systems, and other exterior enhancements 
to harden their homes from airborne embers, the leading 
cause for structure losses during wildfires. 

I26-6: This comment inquires about the rationale to put senior 
housing in the northern areas, which are at greater fire 
risk. The highest fire risk is in the northeastern and 
eastern areas of the proposed project based on fuels, 
terrain, and primary alignment with Santa Ana winds 
(northeast to southwest and east to west). The senior 
housing element is in an area that is defensible, includes 
less aggressive terrain and fuels, and is a short distance 
from the Village Center, the on-site fire station, and the 
primary access route. In addition, the senior housing, 
like all on-site housing, will be provided extreme 
ignition resistance and FMZs that provide appropriate 
setbacks and ember resistance. Please refer to Thematic 
Responses – Fire Protection and Safety and Fire Ignition 
and Risk for additional details. 
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Comment Letter I27: Daniel Bickford, July 9, 2020 

 

I27-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I28: Kristie Chambers, July 9, 2020 

 

I28-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I29: Kyle Craig, July 9, 2020 

 

I29-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I30: Eid Fakhouri, July 9, 2020 

 

I30-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and states opposition to the proposed project. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I30-2:  This comment inquires where the analysis shows 

alternative routes through Poway and Lakeside. Sections 

4.16, Transportation, and 4.18, Wildfire, in the EIR 

evaluate the impacts of additional traffic as a result of 

the proposed project and the adequacy of both Fanita 

Parkway and Cuyamaca Street for evacuation. The 

analyses do not identify the need for additional routes to 

alleviate traffic or for residents to properly evacuate. 

I30-3:  This comment inquires where the current air quality test 

is for the adjacent neighborhoods of State Route 52. The 

current air quality conditions in other areas, such as 

neighborhoods adjacent to State Route 52, are not the 

result of the proposed project. The EIR evaluates the 

potential impacts of the proposed project on the 

environment. Section 4.2, Air Quality, evaluates the 

proposed project’s potential impacts associated with air 

quality. This section is supported by information 

provided in the project-specific Air Quality Analysis 
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(Appendix C1) and the Health Risk Assessment 

(Appendix C2). No further response is required. 

I30-4:  This comment states that black dust appears to be 

coming from the highway and inquires what the source 

and content of this black dust is. Further, this comment 

inquires how the proposed project traffic will add to this 

pollution. The described existing condition is not a result 

of the proposed project. The EIR evaluates the potential 

impacts of the proposed project on the environment. 

Section 4.2 analyzes the potential impacts on air quality 

due to new traffic from the proposed project and 

identifies appropriate mitigation measures to reduce 

those impacts to the extent feasible in accordance with 

the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4. No further 

response is required. 

I30-5:  This comment inquires what the impact of the dust on 

children who attend Carlton Oaks Elementary or West 

Hills High School will be and if there will be a baseline 

measurement of this dust taken from their homes. See 

response to comment I30-4. The described existing 

condition is not a result of the proposed project. 

Therefore, the questions raised in the comment are not 

the responsibly of the proposed project to address.  

I30-6:  This comment asks how bicycle lanes on Fanita Parkway 

will be turned into a car lane during wildfire evacuation 

and if curb parking on the street will be illegal on these 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I30-3 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

roads to ensure they are always accessible by vehicles. 

Section 4.18.5.1, Threshold 1: Emergency Response Plan 

or Evacuation Plan, in Section 4.18 analyzes wildfire 

evacuation after development of the proposed project, 

including the primary streets that would be used for 

evacuation from the project site, including Fanita 

Parkway. As described in Section 4.18.5.1, during an 

emergency evacuation from the project site, the primary 

and secondary roadways would be capable of providing 

resident egress while responding emergency vehicles are 

traveling inbound. In addition, bicycle lanes would be 

provided in both directions that can act as emergency 

lanes for first responders and evacuation lanes for project 

occupants. Curb parking in the bicycle lanes would not be 

allowed. Because the roadways are designed to meet or 

exceed the 2019 California Fire Code requirements, 

including unobstructed travel lanes consistent with the 

Fanita Ranch Specific Plan standards, adequate parking, 

28-foot inside radius, grade maximums, signals at 

intersections, and extremely wide roadside fuel 

modification zones, potential conflicts that could reduce 

roadway efficiency would be minimized, allowing for 

smooth evacuations. The EIR concludes that the proposed 

project would have a less than significant impact on 

wildfire safety and emergency evacuation. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I30-7:  This comment states that they heard taxes from homes 

are not sufficient to maintain roads and asks if this 

statement is true. The comment also asks what the 

funding plan is to maintain roads for the proposed 

project, what the cost per linear foot is, and what the 

surface life of the roads are. This comment raises 

economic issues that are not considered in an EIR. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

I30-8:  This comment suggests that the Farm is a private 

business, not a community farm, and should not be called 

a community asset. Section 3.3.5, Farm, in Chapter 3, 

Project Description, describes the Farm as follows: 

A community-supported agriculture program, where 

the consumer receives produce on a regular basis, 

would be offered. Food grown on the Farm would 

also be distributed to local schools, restaurants, and 

other institutional facilities, such as congregate care 

and assisted living facilities. 

The Farm would allow for a range of community 

activities including farm-to-table events, community 

harvests, weddings, and other celebrations and 

festivals. Farm-based education would be provided 
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as tours, volunteer opportunities, camps, and 

workshops related to gardening and farmer training, 

nutrition, cooking, herbal medicines, and home 

preservation of food. The Village Center and the 

Village Green would allow the Farm’s activities, 

such as farmers markets and festivals, to expand into 

the Village Center. 

No changes to the EIR have been made in response to 

this comment.  
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Comment Letter I31: Frank Ferraro, July 9, 2020 

 

I31-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I31-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I32-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I32: Gloria Valenti Gerak and Ronald Gerak, July 9, 2020 

 

I32-1: This comment states that it would be unfair to require 75 

percent preservation of small parcels in the City if the 

proposed project is only required to preserve 66 percent of 

the land. The reference to 75 percent preservation relates 

to the approach and requirements for assembling preserve 

lands in “soft line areas” of the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan. The percentage of land set aside and the 

requirements for habitat restoration and enhancement for 

large projects that reach “hard line” status cannot be 

directly compared to measures that would be applicable to 

the small parcels located in the “soft line” areas of the 

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. This is the case for the 

proposed project, which in addition to the land that would 

be preserved on site, includes substantial commitments to 

conduct habitat restoration and enhancement on the 

property for species, such as coastal cactus wren 

(Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis) and 

Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha 

quino). Such requirements are not proposed to be required 

for parcels located in soft line areas. In addition, the 

proposed project includes a commitment to create, restore, 

or enhance approximately 12 acres of habitat off site, 

whereas under the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, no 

off-site mitigation is proposed as a requirement for parcels 

located in soft line areas. 
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Comment Letter I33: Mark Hartley, July 9, 2020 

 

I33-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I34: Elizabeth McCune, July 9, 2020 

 

I34-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I35: Nora McIntyre, July 9, 2020 

 

I35-1: This comment requests additional history regarding the 

proposed project, information regarding public votes on 

the proposed project, acknowledgment of the proposed 

increase in dwelling units, and an explanation of project 

differences from the 2007 housing proposal to the 2020 

version be included in Section 1.4 of the Executive 

Summary and other relevant sections. Section 1.4, Project 

Background, provides a brief summary of the proposed 

project’s land use proposals over the last 40 years. Section 

2.2, also titled Project Background, provides a more 

extensive history of the environmental review and land 

use planning for the project site. Historical political 

decisions regarding the project site are not an 

environmental issue and are not addressed in the EIR. The 

increase in number of dwelling units is appropriately 

found in Section 3.12, Discretionary Actions, under the 

General Plan Amendment bullet. The former 2007 project 

is addressed in both Sections 1.4 and 2.2. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

I35-2: This comment requests additional information regarding 

mitigation funding. Mitigation measures will be fully 

funded by the applicant or the proposed project’s 

homeowners association. No further response is required. 
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I35-3: This comment requests that Table 1-1, Proposed Project 

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures, in 

Chapter 1 be verified for the “significance after 

mitigation” against the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 

analysis and updated as applicable. The table has been 

verified as correct.  

I35-4: This comment states SB 743 was approved in 2013 and is 

now in effect as of July 1, 2020, and suggests that the 

impact analysis should not be evaluated based on a system 

that was challenged and replaced. The Transportation 

Impact Analysis (Appendix N) contains both a level of 

service (LOS) and VMT analysis and the significance of 

impacts were determined using both metrics. Since the 

EIR began public review before July 1, 2020, a VMT 

analysis was not technically necessary to perform. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I35-5: This comment requests that Mitigation Measure NOI-9, 

Construction Vibration Notification, be revised to 

include a requirement that construction activities in the 

immediate area of the affected receptor shall cease if the 

vibration exceeds 80 vibration decibels. This mitigation 

measure includes a requirement for the timing of 

implementation of a vibration monitoring program if 

required in response to a complaint. If a complaint is 

received, a vibration monitoring program shall be 

implemented within 2 working days to reduce vibration 
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to below 80 vibration decibels at the nearest receptor. 

This measure would reduce the potential nuisance 

vibration impact during project construction to a less 

than significant level. No change was made to 

Mitigation Measure NOI-9. 

I35-6: This comment refers to the previous applicant having 

filed for bankruptcy, requests information on the funding 

and insurance plan if the current applicant cannot 

complete the proposed project, and asks if the City will 

take over the construction. The financial situation of the 

current applicant has no bearing on that of the previous 

applicant. The Development Agreement between the 

current applicant and City will address the completion of 

public improvements, such as roadway extensions. The 

majority of the proposed project would be on private 

property, and the City would have no obligation to pay 

for any public improvements associated with the 

development nor complete the proposed project. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  
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Comment Letter I36: Ralph Potter, July 9, 2020 

 

I36-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I36-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I37-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I37: Krista Reiderr, July 9, 2020 

 

I37-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I38: Rudy Reyes, July 9, 2020 

 

I38-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 
letter. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

The comment also refers to the confidential nature of the 
resources involved. The City of Santee (City) 
acknowledges the confidentiality of all archaeological 
resources and, therefore, only made the confidential 
reports available to those who meet the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards. 

I38-2: The commenter opines that the project site has received 
inadequate study and claims that it is a “major Village 
site.” Section 4.4.1.2, Previous Research, of the EIR 
provides a summary of previously documented and 
additional Phase I surveys conducted by Rincon 
Consultants, as well as the Phase II testing and 
evaluation plan completed for archaeological resources 
on the project site. Additional information regarding 
these previous studies and the Phase I surveys and Phase 
II testing and evaluation plan completed in support of the 
EIR can be found in Confidential Appendices E1, E2, 
and E4. See also response to comment I173-6 in  
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Comment Letter I173 (Rudy Reyes, July 13, 2020) and 
responses to comments I114-10 and I114-11 in 
Comment Letter I114 (Margaret Field, July 12, 2020). 

I38-3: The commenter opines that the project site requires more 
work than a surface survey and that additional surveys 
should specifically occur in the low hilltops and valley 
floor between CA-8243a and CA-SDI-8338a. Section 
4.4.1.3, Known Cultural Resources, provides details 
regarding the additional pedestrian surveys carried out by 
Rincon Consultants on behalf of the City, which include 
the areas referenced by the commenter. Additionally, 
Phase II subsurface testing was completed in consultation 
with the Most Likely Descendant representative for the 
proposed project and included known site localities in the 
development footprint for the proposed project. 
Information regarding the results of the Phase II Cultural 
Resources Testing and Evaluation Report can be found in 
Section 4.4.1.3 and Confidential Appendix E2. 

I38-4: The commenter opines that the project site is of “high 
archaeological significance value” and that the Barona 
Band of Mission Indians (Barona) is the ancestral group 
for this area. The City has engaged in consultation with 
Barona for the proposed project. A summary of 
consultation efforts can be found in Section 4.4.1.3 of the 
EIR (Known Cultural Resources, Assembly Bill 52 
Consultation) and in Confidential Appendix E3. 
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Consultation with Barona began in September 2018. The 
parties have agreed to the mitigation measures in the EIR 
and conditions of project approval to address Barona’s 
concerns. On July 9, 2020, Barona submitted a letter to 
the City to this effect, with some further changes to the 
conditions of project approval. On July 31, 2020, the City 
sent a response to Barona accepting such changes and 
stating that Assembly Bill 52 consultation had concluded. 
Section 4.4.1.3 of the EIR and Confidential Appendix E3 
has been updated to reflect this information.  

I38-5: This comment advocates for fire protection and evacuation 
safety for the proposed project. Please refer to Appendix 
P1, Fire Protection Plan, and Appendix P2, Wildland Fire 
Evacuation Plan, for details regarding fire protection and 
evacuation planning completed for the proposed project 
and the Thematic Responses for Fire Protection and Safety 
and Evacuation for information regarding the proposed 
project’s comprehensive fire safety features and 
evacuation planning and implementation in the City of 
Santee and the County of San Diego.  

I38-6: This comment asserts that the project site is unsafe due 
to historical fire events and that the proposed project 
does not do enough to guarantee fire safety. Please refer 
to response to comment I138-6 in comment letter I138 
(Sherry Duhamel, July 13, 2020) for additional details 
regarding the proposed project’s high fire safety level. 
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See also response to comment I38-5 and the Thematic 
Responses – Fire Protection and Safety and Evacuation.  

I38-7: This comment repeats comments already made on the 
EIR. Please refer to Comment Letters I22 (Rudy Reyes, 
July 7, 2020) and I23 (Gloria Valenti Gerak, July 8, 
2020) for responses to these comments. 
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Comment Letter I39: Jerry Rosenbach, July 9, 2020 

 

I39-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I40: Walt Schmidtke, July 9, 2020 

 

I40-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I41: Kevin Scott, July 9, 2020 

 

I41-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter and expresses concern related to potential increases 

in traffic and noise levels on Cuyamaca Street. The EIR 

addresses project traffic impacts in Section 4.16, 

Transportation, and project noise impacts in Section 4.12, 

Noise. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I41-2: This comment asks whether implementation of the 

proposed project would include improvements to existing 

noise barriers on Cuyamaca Street. The existing noise 

barriers on Cuyamaca Street north of El Nopal were 

constructed as a requirement of the Silver Country Estates 

Development (TM 93-01) with the anticipation that 

Cuyamaca Street would be eventually constructed as a 

major roadway (four-lane) classification in accordance 

with the City of Santee’s (City’s) adopted Circulation 

Element at the time the proposed project was approved. 

The existing walls were accounted for in evaluating 

potential traffic noise impacts in Section 4.12.5.1, 

Threshold 1: Exceedance of Noise Standards. A minimum 

noise reduction of 5 A-weighted decibels was assumed for 

these barriers, consistent with the Technical Noise 

Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
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prepared by the California Department of Transportation 

in 2013. As shown in Table 4.12-11, Existing + Project 

Traffic Noise Levels; Table 4.12-12, Near-Term Traffic 

Noise Levels; and Table 4.12-13, Year 2035 Traffic Noise 

Levels, under this conservative assumption, the existing 

noise walls are sufficient in height to reduce noise levels 

to below a level of significance. Therefore, improvements 

to the existing noise walls are not proposed. While not 

required by CEQA, the applicant has informed the City of 

their intention to reach out to the commenter to discuss 

the existing noise barriers. 

I41-3: This comment requests that improvements to existing 

noise barriers be included as part of project 

implementation. Please refer to response to comment I41-

2, which addresses the same issue raised in this comment. 

While not required by CEQA, the applicant has informed 

the City of their intention to reach out to the commenter 

to discuss the existing noise barriers. No further response 

is required. 

I41-4: This comment states the commenter’s opinion that the 

proposed project is too large and that the increase in traffic 

will negatively affect the City. Section 4.16, 

Transportation, adequately analyzed the potential for the 

proposed project to result in impacts to access, 

circulation, and other transportation modes, including the 

potential for the proposed project to conflict with a 

program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 
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circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, 

and pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards 

due to a design feature or incompatible use; and result in 

inadequate emergency access. The EIR analyzes the 

impacts of the proposed project and identifies feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to 

transportation, although not to below a level of 

significance. Therefore, project traffic is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

I41-5: This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  
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Comment Letter I42: Robert Shipitalo, July 9, 2020 

 

I42-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I43: Michael Slagle, July 9, 2020 

 

I43-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I44: Jon Stewart, July 9, 2020 

 

I44-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I45: James Sullivan, July 9, 2020 

 

I45-1:  This comment states that the commenter is opposed to 
the proposed project and that adding more housing 
without a realistic plan to improve the current situation 
is irresponsible. It also summarizes impact information 
disclosed in the EIR. Section 4.16, Transportation, in the 
EIR analyzes the potential for the proposed project to 
result in impacts to access, circulation, and other 
transportation modes, including the potential for the 
proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 
emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 
proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, 
although not to below a level of significance. This issue 
is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I45-2:  This comment states the commenter’s concern about fire 
hazards and the ability to evacuate their family during an 
emergency. Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the 
potential impacts of increased wildfires that may result 
from the construction or operation of the proposed 
project. The majority of the information provided in 
Section 4.18 is based on information from the Fire 
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Protection Plan and Construction Fire Prevention Plan 
(2020), which are included as Appendix P1, and the 
Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (2020), which is 
included as Appendix P2, prepared for the proposed 
project. This section also references information 
provided in the will-serve letters provided by the Santee 
Fire Department in Appendix M. The EIR concludes that 
the proposed project would have a less than significant 
impact on wildfire safety. This issue is adequately 
addressed in the EIR. 

I45-3:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required.  
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Comment Letter I46: Jonathan Tolentino, July 9, 2020 

 

I46-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I47: Dean Velasco, July 9, 2020 

 

I47-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I48: Sandra Baker Assemi, July 10, 2020 

 

I48-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I49: Craig Barnett, July 10, 2020 

 

I49-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I50: Richard Bunch, Jr., July 10, 2020 

 

I50-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I51: Ashley Carpenter, July 10, 2020 

 

I51-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I52: David Carruthers, July 10, 2020 

 

I52-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I53: Julianna Chambers, July 10, 2020 

 

I53-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I54: Sean‐Paul and Julianna Chambers, July 10, 2020 

 

I54-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I55: Nelson Chase, July 10, 2020 

 

I55-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I56: Charlene Costa, July 10, 2020 

 

I56-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I57: Howard Dickson, July 10, 2020 

 

I57-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I58: Patricia Digenan, July 10, 2020 

 

I58-1:  This comment states that the EIR provides very little 
information regarding the working farm upon which to 
base any evaluation on its impacts to the proposed 
project and to City of Santee (City) residents. The 
comment also states that there are no details about how 
the community garden and school garden will be built, 
maintained, or infused in the Common Core standards. 
This comment describes the commenter’s inquiries 
about school curriculum and specific details about the 
garden. The proposed project reserves land for a school 
on site, and if the land is acquired by the Santee School 
District, the school district would own and operate the 
school. The curriculum of the on-site school, including a 
gardening program, would be up to the Santee School 
District to decide. This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I58-2:  This comment states that the EIR speaks to permaculture 
without defining what it is and asks how the trees are 
going to be irrigated and maintained. The EIR does not 
specifically discuss permaculture. This comment does 
not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

 This comment also asks if runoff from the garden would 
be diverted from the San Diego River so as to not add 
pollutants and organic matter into the stream. It is not 
clear what garden the commenter is referring to. See 
comment I58-1 for a response regarding the curriculum of 
the on-site school, including a gardening program. 
Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the EIR 
analyzes the impacts of stormwater runoff from the 
project site. The proposed project would be required to 
comply with all applicable regulations pertaining to water 
quality. The EIR concluded that the proposed project 
would result in less than significant impacts to water 
quality. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I58-3:  This comment asks several questions about the details of 
the garden, including funding, types of gardening 
techniques that would be taught, who the gardening 
coordinator would be, if there would be on-site security, 
if there would be an on-site security station, if 
compositing would be taught, and if compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act would occur for the 
garden. Section 3.9 states that community gardens would 
be throughout the proposed project. The specifics 
regarding the community gardens are not yet known 
known. However, the Development Review Permit for 
the Farm requires that the project applicant prepare and 
submit a Farm Operations Manual that addresses the 
ongoing operations of the Farm. The Santee Director of 
Development Services is tasked to review the manual for 
consistency with the adopted Fanita Ranch Specific Plan 
which not only addresses the Farm but also the 
agricultural landscapes that are to be provided 
throughout the community.  

I58-4:  This comment asks what the proposed water source for 
the garden would be, if the water source would be high 
in salts, if an alkaline water softener would be needed, if 
there would be a proposed list of plants and water needed 
to irrigate these plants, and how the water would be used. 
Section 3.4.2, Water Supply, in the Project Description, 
states that water would be supplied by the Padre Dam 
Municipal Water District (PDMWD). Section 4.17.5.2, 
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Threshold 2: Water Supply Availability, in Section 4.17, 
Utilities and Service Systems, analyzes the proposed 
project’s impact on water supply availability and details 
the water demand for the proposed project. The proposed 
project would implement water-efficient irrigation and 
landscaping to reduce water demand. The EIR concludes 
that Padre Dam Municipal Water District would have 
adequate capacity to serve the proposed project, 
including irrigation for the landscaping and gardens, 
with the additional confirmed supplies from the San 
Diego County Water Authority’s accelerated forecast 
growth. With respect to the types of plants to be planted 
at the Farm, that would be the responsibility of the Farm 
operator at the time the Farm is in operation. This 
comment is adequately addressed in the EIR. The 
comments regarding salt content and water softeners do 
not pertain to the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required. 

 This comment also asks how rodents and pests would be 
managed and who would be responsible for the 
abatement. Rodents and pests would be managed by 
individual property owners, the homeowners 
association, and/or the Farm operator. 

I58-5:  This comment states that the vineyard is not in the plans 
and asks for the vineyard to be shown. The vineyards are 
depicted on Figure 3-15, Landscape Plan in Chapter 3, 
Project Description. 
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I58-6:  This comment states that the EIR mentions a military 
training area and possible munitions and requests that 
possible unexploded munitions and heavy metal or radiation 
be checked. Section 4.8.1.1, Environmental Site 
Assessment, in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, discussed how unexploded ordnances in the 
former Camp Elliot west of the project site have been 
removed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Further, 
according to the Phase I ESA (Appendix I), it is unlikely that 
unexploded ordnances are present on the project site, and no 
further investigation on the project site is recommended. 
This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I58-7:   The comment focuses on Valley Fever, describing the 
spores and results of being infected with the disease. The 
City has considered the potential for Coccidioides 
fungus to occur during construction of the proposed 
project, particularly as it may occur during construction 
in the northern half of the project site in Vineyard 
Village, Fanita Commons, and Orchard Village. A more 
detailed discussion of the City’s consideration of 
potential Valley Fever impacts has been added to 
Section 4.2.5.2, Threshold 2: Cumulative Increase in 
Criteria Pollutant Emissions, in the EIR in response to 
the comment, and the Air Quality Analysis in Appendix 
C1 of the EIR has been supplemented with a Valley 
Fever Technical Report (Appendix E).  
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The California Department of Public Health, the County 
of Los Angeles, the County of San Diego all recommend 
watering topsoil prior to and during earth disturbance in 
order to reduce airborne dust emissions and the spread 
of Coccidioides spores. Coccidioides fungus thrives in 
arid environments. Without water the Coccidioides 
fungus eventually desiccates into spores. Watering 
during earth disturbance activities significantly reduces 
airborne spores and the ability of workers to inhale 
spores, which is the route of infection.  

The proposed project is required to implement the dust 
control measures listed in compliance with the 
SDCAPCD Rule 55, which prohibits discharges of 
visible dust emissions into the atmosphere beyond the 
property line for periods longer than 3 minutes in any 60 
minute period. SDCAPCD also requires use of any of the 
following or equally effective trackout/carry-out and 
erosion control measures that apply to the project or 
operation: track-out grates or gravel beds at each egress 
point, wheel-washing at each egress during muddy 
conditions, soil binders, chemical soil stabilizers, 
geotextiles, mulching, or seeding; use of secured tarps or 
cargo covering, watering, or treating of transported 
material for outbound transport trucks. With 
implementation of these regulatory requirements, 
impacts related to Coccidioides for both on-site and off-
site adjacent uses would be less than significant.  
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Section 4.2.5.1 of the EIR includes Mitigation Measures 
AIR-1 (Rule 55 Dust-Control Measures) memorializing 
what is required under SDAPCD Rule 55. Mitigation 
Measure AIR-1 includes provisions requiring that visual 
fugitive dust emissions monitoring shall be conducted 
during all construction phases. Visual monitoring shall 
be logged. If high wind conditions result in visible dust 
during visual monitoring, this demonstrates that the 
measures are inadequate to reduce dust in accordance 
with SDAPCD Rule 55, and construction shall cease 
until high winds decrease and conditions improve. In 
addition, the EIR includes AIR-2 (Supplemental Dust-
Control Measures) that would reduce fugitive dust 
emissions even further and the chance of causing 
Coccidioides fungus spores to become airborne. 

Though impacts related to Valley Fever would be less 
than significant, in response the comment, Mitigation 
Measure AIR-2 has been revised to provide additional 
clarification on the precautions that would be carried out 
to reduce the likelihood of Valley Fever even further. 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2 has been revised as follows: 

AIR-2: Supplemental Dust-Control Measures. As 
a supplement to San Diego Air Pollution Control 
District Rule 55, Fugitive Dust Control, the applicant 
shall require the contractor to implement the 
following dust-control measures during 
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construction. These measures shall be included in 
project construction documents, including the 
grading plan, and be reviewed and approved by the 
City of Santee prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

 The construction contractor shall provide to all 
employees the fact sheet entitled “Preventing 
Work-Related Coccidioidomycosis (Valley 
Fever)” by the California Department of Public 
Health and ensure all employees are aware of 
the potential risks the site poses and inform them 
of all Valley Fever safety protocols, 
occupational responsibilities and requirements 
such as contained in these measures to reduce 
potential exposure to Coccidioides spores. 

 Apply water at least three times per day at all 
active earth disturbance areas sufficient to 
confine dust plumes to the immediate work area. 

 Apply soil stabilizers to inactive construction 
areas (graded areas that would not include active 
construction for multiple consecutive days). 

 Quickly replace ground cover in disturbed areas 
that are no longer actively being graded or 
disturbed. If an area has been graded or 
disturbed and is currently inactive for 20 days or 
more but will be disturbed at a later time, soil 
stabilizers shall be applied to stabilize the soil 
and prevent windblown dust. 
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 Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 20 
mph unless high winds in excess of 20 mph are 
present, which requires a reduced speed limit of 
15 mph. Vehicle speeds are limited to 30 mph 
for onsite haul roads that are paved with gravel 
to suppress dust or where visual dust is watered 
and monitored frequently enough to ensure 
compliance with SDAPCD Rule 55. 

These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 
change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions 
identified in the EIR.  

Also, see response to comment I106-9 (Comment Letter 
I106, Robin Rierdan, July 11, 2020) on Valley Fever. 

This comment further provides a map of the United 
States showing the range of Valley Fever and states that 
Valley Fever can never be fully eliminated from the 
body. Valley Fever is caused by inhaling the spores of 
the Coccidioides fungus. According to the CDC, San 
Diego County is a suspected endemic area for 
Coccidioides. The City reviewed the potential for 
Coccidioides, determined the proposed project would 
have a less than significant impact, and provided 
additional clarification to Mitigation Measure AIR-2 to 
further reduce the potential exposure of Valley Fever as 
discussed in response to comment I58-7. 
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I58-8:  This comment has no text but contains two photos, one 
of a deformed hand and another that cannot be 
distinguished. Sources for the images are not provided, 
and thus, the assumption that the photos represent effects 
of Valley Fever cannot be verified. Concerning Valley 
Fever, please see response to comment I58-7 . Also, see 
response to comment I106-9 (Comment Letter I106, 
Robin Rierdan, July 11, 2020) on Valley Fever. 
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I58-9:  This comment states that the proposed project and Farm 
site would need to be assessed for Valley Fever before 
any disturbance of the soil occurs. Please refer to 
response to comment I58-7, which raises the same issue 
as this comment. 

I58-10:  This comment states that the EIR does not say who will 
operate the Farm and asks what will happen to the land 
if the Farm fails. A professional Farm operator would 
manage the Farm. Section 3.3.1.6, Agriculture Overlay, 
in Chapter 3, Project Description, states that, if the Farm 
were to fail, the underlying land use, Open Space, would 
take effect. The remainder of this comment is a 
concluding comment. This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I59: Nick Diviesti, July 10, 2020 

 

I59-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I60: Ray Espinoza, July 10, 2020 

 

I60-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I61: Liz Finch, July 10, 2020 

 

I61-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I62: Megan Forbell, July 10, 2020 

 

I62-1:  This comment states the commenter’s enjoyment of the 
natural areas on the project site and how nature should 
be preserved and traffic should not be impacted more. 
Please note that, at the present time, the project site is 
private land and is not open to the public. The property 
is fenced, and “no trespassing” signs are posted. 
However, as discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, 
in the EIR, the proposed project would provide 35 miles 
of public trails and would provide for the management 
of the Habitat Preserve in perpetuity.  

 Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes the potential for the 
proposed project to result in impacts to access, circulation, 
and other transportation modes, including the potential for 
the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 
emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 
proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 
not to below a level of significance. This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR.  
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Comment Letter I63: Ashley Gooden, July 10, 2020 

 

I63-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I64: William Guenette, July 10, 2020 

 

I64-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I65: Derek Hadge, July 10, 2020 

 

I65-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I66: Jeff Hayes, July 10, 2020 

 

I66-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I67: Eric Hays, July 10, 2020 

 

I67-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I68: Mark Howell, July 10, 2020 

 

I68-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I69: Mary Hyder, July 10, 2020 

 

I69-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 
letter and does not raise a significant environmental issue 
regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 
in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I69-2: This comment states the commenter’s concern with 
traffic. Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes the 
potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to 
access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 
including the potential for the proposed project to 
conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; substantially 
increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 
use; and result in inadequate emergency access. The EIR 
analyzes the impacts of the proposed project and 
identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 
impacts to transportation, although not all impacts would 
be reduced to below a level of significance. This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR. This comment also 
summarizes impact information disclosed in the EIR. 
This portion of the comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 
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I69-3: This comment states that traffic would not be reduced to 
less than significant with implementation of mitigation 
measures, specifying TRA-21, Mast Boulevard: State 
Route 52 to West Hills Parkway, and that similar routes 
would not be improved with mitigation. As stated in 
response to comment I69-2, the EIR analyzes the impacts 
of the proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, 
although not all impacts would be reduced to below a 
level of significance. Additional lanes are proposed as 
mitigation measures at the Mast Boulevard intersections 
with both the State Route (SR-) 52 westbound ramps and 
West Hills Parkway, which would increase the amount of 
traffic the segment between the two intersections can 
accommodate. The conclusion of impact TRA-21 is that 
the impact was not fully mitigated. The EIR complies 
with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15043, Authority to 
Approved Projects Despite Significant Impacts, which 
states that a public agency may approve a project that 
would cause a significant effect on the environment if the 
agency makes a fully informed and publicly disclosed 
decision that (1) there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid 
the significant effect (see Section 15091) and (2) 
specifically identified expected benefits from the project 
outweigh the policy of reducing or avoiding significant 
environmental impacts of the project (see Section 15093). 
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I69-4: This comment describes the commenter’s commute 
times to and from work. This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required. 

I69-5: This comment states the commenter’s concern about 
increased traffic causing loss of life in the event of an 
emergency evacuation. Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes 
the potential impacts of increased wildfires that may 
result from the construction or operation of the proposed 
project. The majority of the information provided in 
Section 4.18 is based on information from the Fire 
Protection Plan (2020) and Construction Fire Prevention 
Plan (2020), which are included as Appendix P1, and the 
Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included 
as Appendix P2, prepared for the proposed project. This 
section also references information provided in the will-
serve letters provided by the Santee Fire Department in 
Appendix M. The EIR concludes that the proposed 
project would have a less than significant impact on 
wildfire safety with mitigation incorporated. This issue 
is adequately addressed in the EIR. See Thematic 
Response – Evacuation.  
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I69-6: This comment states that what is considered emergency 
supplies and equipment is not identified in the EIR and 
questions if late delivery of tools or machinery would be 
considered emergency supplies and equipment. 
Emergency supplies would consist of supplies that 
would be needed to secure the site or protect the public. 
A late delivery would not constitute an emergency and 
should not be allowed. 

I69-7: This comment questions if construction worker parking 
areas have been identified and, if so, where these areas 
will be. Because of the size and configuration of the 
proposed project, it is anticipated that no off-site parking 
would be required.  

I69-8: This comment asks if an estimated number of 
construction workers on the project site during each 
phase has been determined and, if so, what that number 
is. Section 4.2, Air Quality, details the worst-case 
construction assumptions for the proposed project. 
Based on the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) default assumptions, the busiest phase of 
construction would generate approximately 1,099 total 
daily worker vehicle trips to and from the project site. 

I69-9: This comment asks what will be done to provide 
residents advance notice of road closures. Residents will 
be notified of any closures via signage that would be 
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placed a minimum of 2 weeks before a closure would 
occur. Detour plans would be provided per City of 
Santee (City) standards. 

I69-10: This comment asks how many vendor trips are 
anticipated; if vendors fall outside of the construction 
worker category mentioned; and if Fanita Parkway is the 
route to access the site, what streets would be allowed for 
these trips by vendor trucks. Vendor truck trips are in 
addition to the estimated worker vehicle trips. Refer to 
response to comment I69-8 regarding worker vehicle 
trips. Section 4.2 details the worst-case construction 
assumptions for the proposed project. Based on 
CalEEMod default assumptions, a maximum of 156 daily 
vendor trucks (312 daily vendor truck trips) would access 
the site during the peak construction period. Vendor 
trucks would be allowed to enter the site via Fanita 
Parkway or Cuyamaca Street. Mitigation Measure TRA-
1 in Section 4.16.5.1, Threshold 1: Circulation System 
Performance, has been clarified as follows: 

 In addition, vendor trip limitations shall be imposed, 
which would prohibit vendor truck trips on 
Cuyamaca Street and Magnolia Avenue and require 
all truck traffic to use Fanita Parkway or Cuyamaca 
Street for site access. Additionally, medium- and 
heavy-duty truck trips shall be limited on Fanita 
Parkway. Truck trips shall be limited to 170 one-
way trips (85 two-way trips) on Fanita Parkway 
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during Phase 1 building construction activities and 
to a maximum of 140 one-way trips (70 two-way 
trips) on Fanita Parkway during simultaneous 
building construction activities and project 
operation. Worker vehicle trips would be allowed 
on all roadways. 

The modification to Mitigation Measure TRA-1 does not 
result in any change to the conclusion that the identified 
construction traffic management plan would reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level.  

I69-11: This comment asks what is meant by ambient growth, 
and how the EIR reached the “growth assumed from 
buildout of the Santee General Plan land uses.” Ambient 
growth is general traffic growth separate from project 
traffic. Existing traffic and forecasted Year 2035 traffic 
are known, and the amount of forecasted ambient traffic 
was interpolated between those two volumes. 

I69-12: This comment asks when the 890th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 890th 
unit could be built 3–4 years after construction begins. 
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I69-13: This comment asks if Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + 
Project Intersection Operations, Item 1, states that Year 
2035 Baseline level of service (LOS) for AM equals a C 
grade and Year 2035 + Project LOS AM equals an E 
grade and, if so, how dropping two grades translates into 
“these improvements would mitigate the impact to 
below a level of significance” stated at the bottom of 
TRA-2. Table 4.16-17 shows the project impact before 
mitigation. Table 21-5 of the Transportation Impact 
Analysis (Appendix N) shows the improvement in LOS 
after project mitigation is applied. The mitigated LOS 
for this intersection would be an A.  

I69-14: This comment asks when the 1,917th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 1,917th 
unit could be built 6–7 years after construction begins. 

I69-15: This comment asks if Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + 
Project Intersection Operations, Item 3, says Year 2035 
Baseline LOS for AM equals a C grade and Year 2035 + 
Project LOS AM equals an F grade and, if so, how this 
translates into “implementation of these improvements 
would mitigate the impact to below a level of 
significance” since going from a C grade to an F grade 
seems significant. Table 4.16-17 shows the project 
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impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 of the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) shows the 
improvement in LOS after project mitigation is applied. 
The mitigated LOS for this intersection would be an A. 

I69-16: This comment asks when the 2,212th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 2,212th 
unit could be built 7–8 years after construction begins. 

I69-17: This comment asks if Table 4.16-7, Year 2035 + Project 
Intersection Operations, Item 4, says Year 2035 Baseline 
LOS for AM equals a D grade and Year 2035 + Project 
LOS AM equals an F grade. Table 4.16-17 shows the 
project impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 of the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) shows the 
improvement in LOS after project mitigation is applied. 
The mitigated LOS for this intersection would be a B.  

I69-18: This comment asks when the 1,327th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 1,327th 
unit could be built 4–5 years after construction begins. 
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I69-19: This comment asks if Table 4.16-7, Year 2035 + Project 
Intersection Operations, Item 6, says Year 2035 Baseline 
LOS for AM equals an F grade and Year 2035 + Project 
LOS AM equals an F grade. Table 4.16-17 shows the 
project impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 of the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) shows the 
improvement in LOS after project mitigation is applied. 
The mitigated LOS for this intersection would be a B. 
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I69-20: This comment asks when the 2,654th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 2,654th 
unit could be built 8–10 years after construction begins. 

I69-21: This comment asks if Table 4.16-7, Year 2035 + Project 
Intersection Operations, Item 8, says Year 2035 Baseline 
LOS for AM equals a C grade and Year 2035 + Project 
LOS AM equals a D grade. Table 4.16-17 does not show 
the improvement in LOS due to the project mitigation. 
This information is included in Table 21-5 of the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N). 

I69-22: This comment asks if the City of Santee can do anything to 
ensure the construction of the recommended 
improvements with or without the proposed project. The 
City imposes conditions of approval that require mitigation 
to be implemented prior to the impact occurring. However, 
the improvement identified in this mitigation measure is 
within the jurisdiction of another agency, not the City, and 
the City is without jurisdiction to ensure the construction 
of the recommended improvements. 

I69-23: This comment asks when the 1,828th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
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dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 1,828th 
unit could be built 6–7 years after construction begins. 

I69-24: This comment asks if Table 4.16-7, Year 2035 + Project 
Intersection Operations, Item 9, says Year 2035 Baseline 
LOS for AM equals a C grade and Year 2035 + Project 
LOS AM equals an F grade and, if so, how implementation 
of these improvements translates into mitigating the impact 
to below a level of significance when going from a C grade 
to an F grade. Table 4.16-17 shows the project impact 
before mitigation. Table 21-5 of the Transportation Impact 
Analysis (Appendix N) shows the improvement in LOS 
after project mitigation is applied. The mitigated LOS for 
this intersection would be an A.  

I69-25: This comment asks when the 1,828th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 1,828th 
unit could be built 6–7 years after construction begins. 
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I69-26: This comment asks if Table 4.16-7, Year 2035 + Project 
Intersection Operations, Item 12, says Year 2035 Baseline 
LOS for AM equals an F grade and Year 2035 + Project 
LOS AM equals an F grade and, if so, how implementation 
of these improvements translates into mitigating the impact 
to below a level of significance. Table 4.16-17 shows the 
project impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 of the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) shows the 
improvement in LOS after project mitigation is applied. 
The mitigated LOS for this intersection would be an A.  

I69-27: This comment asks when the 442nd equivalent dwelling is 
expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The number 
of units that would be constructed each year is dependent 
on market conditions. At this time, about 250–300 units per 
year could be built, which means the 442th unit could be 
built 1–2 years after construction begins. 

I69-28: This comment asks if Table 4.16-7, Year 2035 + Project 
Intersection Operations, Item 17, says Year 2035 Baseline 
LOS for AM equals an F grade and Year 2035 + Project 
LOS AM equals an F grade and, if so, how implementation 
of these improvements translates into mitigating the impact 
to below a level of significance. Table 4.16-17 shows the 
project impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 of the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) shows the 
improvement in LOS after project mitigation is applied. 
The mitigated LOS for this intersection would be an E.  
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I69-29: This comment asks if the City can do anything to ensure 
the construction of the recommended improvements with 
or without the proposed project. The City imposes 
conditions of approval that require mitigation to be 
implemented prior to the impact occurring. However, the 
improvement identified in this mitigation measure is within 
the jurisdiction of another agency, not the City, and the 
City is without jurisdiction to ensure the construction of the 
recommended improvements. 

I69-30: This comment asks when the 88th equivalent dwelling is 
expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The number 
of units that would be constructed each year is dependent 
on market conditions. At this time, about 250–300 units per 
year could be built, which means the 88th unit could be 
built 1 year after construction begins. 

I69-31: This comment asks if Table 4.16-7, Year 2035 + Project 
Intersection Operations, Item 18, says Year 2035 Baseline 
LOS for AM equals an F grade and Year 2035 + Project 
LOS AM equals an F grade and, if so, how an F grade is 
acceptable when “mitigation efforts” are proposed. Table 
4.16-17 shows the project impact before mitigation. Table 
21-5 of the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) 
shows the improvement in LOS after project mitigation is 
applied. The mitigated LOS for this intersection would be 
an F.  
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I69-32: This comment asks if the City can do anything to ensure 
the construction of the recommended improvements 
with or without the proposed project. The City imposes 
conditions of approval that require mitigation to be 
implemented prior to the impact occurring. However, the 
improvement identified in this mitigation measure is 
within the jurisdiction of another agency, not the City, 
and the City is without jurisdiction to ensure the 
construction of the recommended improvements. 

I69-33: This comment asks when the 2,064th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 2,064th 
unit could be built 7–8 years after construction begins. 

I69-34: This comment asks if Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + 
Project Intersection Operations, Item 22, says Year 2035 
Baseline LOS for AM equals an F grade and Year 2035 
+ Project LOS AM equals an F grade and, if so, how 
implementation of these improvements translates into 
mitigating the impact to below a level of significance. 
Table 4.16-17 shows the project impact before 
mitigation. Table 21-5 of the Transportation Impact 
Analysis (Appendix N) shows the improvement in LOS 
after project mitigation is applied. The mitigated LOS 
for this intersection would be an E. 
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I69-35: This comment asks when the 2,212th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 2,212th 
unit could be built 7–9 years after construction begins. 

I69-36: This comment asks if Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + 
Project Intersection Operations, Item 25, says Year 2035 
Baseline LOS for AM equals an E grade and Year 2035 
+ Project LOS AM equals an E grade and, if so, how 
implementation of these improvements translates into 
mitigating the impact to below a level of significance. 
Table 4.16-17 shows the project impact before 
mitigation. Table 21-5 of the Transportation Impact 
Analysis (Appendix N) shows the improvement in LOS 
after project mitigation is applied. The mitigated LOS 
for this intersection would be a D.  
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I69-37: This comment asks when the 442nd equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 442th 
unit would be built 1–2 years after construction begins. 

I69-38: This comment asks if Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + 
Project Intersection Operations, Item 15, says Year 2035 
Baseline LOS for AM equals a D grade and Year 2035 
+ Project LOS AM equals a D grade. Table 4.16-17 
shows the project impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 
of the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) 
shows the improvement in LOS after project mitigation 
is applied. However, this intersection would not be 
significantly impacted by the proposed project, and no 
mitigation would be required. 

I69-39: This comment asks if the City can do anything to ensure the 
construction of the recommended improvements with or 
without the proposed project. It also asks, if the City cannot 
ensure construction of recommended improvements, if the 
City should consider the proposed project. The City imposes 
conditions of approval that require mitigation to be 
implemented prior to the impact occurring. However, the 
improvement identified in this mitigation measure is within 
the jurisdiction of another agency, not the City, and the City 
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is without jurisdiction to ensure the construction of the 
recommended improvements.  

I69-40: This comment asks when the 442nd equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 442th 
unit could be built 1–2 years after construction begins. 

I69-41: This comment asks if Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + 
Project Intersection Operations, Item 39, says Year 2035 
Baseline LOS for AM equals an F grade and Year 2035 
+ Project LOS AM equals an F grade. Table 4.16-17 
shows the project impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 
of the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) 
shows the improvement in LOS after project mitigation 
is applied. The mitigated LOS for this intersection would 
be a D.  

I69-42: This comment asks if the City can do anything to ensure 
the construction of the recommended improvements 
with or without the proposed project. The City imposes 
conditions of approval that require mitigation to be 
implemented prior to the impact occurring. However, the 
improvement identified in this mitigation measure is 
within the jurisdiction of another agency, not the City, 
and the City is without jurisdiction to ensure the 
construction of the recommended improvements. 
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I69-43: The comment asks when the 237th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 
250–300 units per year could be built, which means the 
237th unit could be built 1 year after construction begins. 

I69-44: This comment asks for the location of the intersection in 
Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + Project Intersection 
Operations. This intersection (No. 40) is at Mission 
Gorge Road and West Hills Parkway and is shown in 
Table 4.16-17. 

I69-45: The comment states that the improvements to the West 
Hills Parkway/Mission Gorge Road intersection 
described in Mitigation Measure TRA-15 are not in the 
City’s Capital Improvement Program and asks if it is 
prudent to consider the proposed project with the 
COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 reducing funding to the 
City. The restriping of this intersection required by 
Mitigation Measure TRA-15 is a relatively minor 
improvement that does not meet the cost threshold for 
inclusion in the Capital Improvement Program. Because 
the proposed project would contribute to the impact to this 
intersection in 2035, the applicant would be required to 
contribute 18.5 percent fair share toward the restriping of 
this intersection when it is required to be in place. As 
further required by Mitigation Measure TRA-15, “the 
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applicant shall coordinate with the City to initiate a capital 
improvement program” for the proposed project and 
future development to pay into. The comment regarding 
reduced funding to the City due to the COVID-19 
pandemic in 2020 is an opinion and does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 
accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

I69-46: The comment asks when the 560th equivalent dwelling is 
expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The number 
of units that would be constructed each year is dependent 
on market conditions. At this time, about 250–300 units 
per year could be built, which means the 560th unit could 
be built 2–3 years after construction begins. 

I69-47: This comment asks if Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + 
Project Intersection Operations, Item 45, says Year 2035 
Baseline LOS for AM equals an F grade and Year 2035 
+ Project LOS AM equals an F grade. Table 4.16-17 
shows the project impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 
of the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) 
shows the improvement in LOS after project mitigation 
is applied. The mitigated LOS for this intersection would 
be an F.  
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I69-48: This comment asks when the 2,123rd equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 2,123th 
unit could be built 7–8 years after construction begins. 

I69-49: This comment asks if Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + 
Project Intersection Operations, Item 47 says Year 2035 
Baseline LOS for AM equals a D grade and Year 2035 
+ Project LOS AM equals a D grade. Table 4.16-17 
shows the project impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 
of the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) 
shows the improvement in LOS after project mitigation 
is applied. However, the proposed project would not 
significantly impact this intersection in the AM and 
mitigation would not be required.  

I69-50: This comment states that this improvement is not currently 
identified in the City’s Proposed Capital Improvement 
Program Five-Year Budget, Fiscal Year 2017–2018 
through Fiscal Year 2021–2022, and asks if it is prudent 
for the City to consider the proposed project with the 
current COVID-19 pandemic reducing funding to the City. 
The proposed project is responsible for 100 percent of this 
improvement. The City would have no responsibility.  
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I69-51: This comment asks when the 206th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 
250–300 units per year could be built, which means the 
206th unit could be built 1 year after construction begins. 

I69-52: This comment asks if Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + 
Project Intersection Operations, Item 55, says Year 2035 
Baseline LOS for AM equals a D grade and Year 2035 
+ Project LOS AM equals a D grade. Table 4.16-17 
shows the project impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 
of the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) 
shows the improvement in LOS after project mitigation 
is applied. However, the proposed project would not 
significantly impact this intersection in the AM, and 
mitigation would not be required. 

I69-53: This comment asks when the 224th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 
250–300 units per year could be built, which means the 
224th unit could be built 1 year after construction begins. 

I69-54: The comment states that they cannot find the intersection 
mentioned in Mitigation Measure TRA-19 in Table 
4.16-17, Year 2035 + Project Intersection Operations,  
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because it is built out. Mitigation Measure TRA-19 
addresses El Nopal: Magnolia Avenue to Los Ranchitos 
Road (No. 5), which is a street segment, and is contained 
in Table 4.16-18. The current LOS on this segment can 
be found in Table 4.16-12. 

I69-55: The comment states that the commenter cannot find the 
intersection mentioned in Mitigation Measure TRA-20 
in Table 4.16-17 Year 2035 + Project Intersection 
Operations. It also asks if the City can do anything to 
ensure the construction of the recommended 
improvements. Mitigation Measure TRA-20 addresses 
El Nopal: Los Ranchitos to Riverford Road (No. 5), 
which is a street segment, and is contained in Table 4.16-
18. The current LOS on this segment can be found in 
Table 4.16-12. The City imposes conditions of approval 
that require mitigation to be implemented prior to the 
impact occurring. However, the improvement identified 
in this mitigation measure is within the jurisdiction of 
another agency, not the City, and the City is without 
jurisdiction to ensure the construction of the 
recommended improvements. The language in 
Mitigation Measure TRA-20 states the mitigation cannot 
be assured, and therefore, the impact would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

I69-56: The comment asks when the 1,917th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
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number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 1,917th 
unit could be built 6–7 years after construction begins. 

I69-57: The comment asks if Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + Project 
Intersection Operations, Item 17, says Year 2035 
Baseline LOS for AM equals an F grade and Year 2035 
+ Project LOS AM equals an F grade. Table 4.16-17 
shows the project impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 
of the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) 
shows the improvement in LOS after project mitigation 
is applied.  

I69-58: The comment asks if the City can do anything to ensure 
the construction of the recommended improvements 
and, if the City cannot ensure construction of 
recommended improvements, if the City should consider 
the proposed project. The City imposes conditions of 
approval that require mitigation to be implemented prior 
to the impact occurring. However, the improvement 
identified in this mitigation measure is within the 
jurisdiction of another agency, not the City, and the City 
is without jurisdiction to ensure the construction of the 
recommended improvements.  
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I69-59: The comment asks when the 1,843rd equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
amount of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 1,843th 
unit could be built 6–7 years after construction begins. 

I69-60: The comment asks why the commenter cannot find the 
intersection addressed by Mitigation Measure TRA-22 
in Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + Project Intersection 
Operations. Mitigation Measure. TRA-22 (Carlton Oaks 
Drive) provides mitigation for Carlton Oaks Drive: 
Fanita Parkway to Carlton Hills Boulevard (No. 16), 
which is a street segment, and is analyzed in Table 4.16-
18. The current LOS on this segment can be found in 
Table 4.16-12. 

I69-61: The comment asks when the 1,485th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 1,485th 
unit could be built 5–6 years after construction begins. 

I69-62: The comment asks why a fourth lane would not be 
required to be built in advance of monitoring if the City 
approves the proposed project. The analysis shows that 
the fourth lane would not be needed on Fanita Parkway 
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to mitigate an impact. However, to be conservative, the 
monitoring program was recommended. 

I69-63: The comment asks when the 1,264th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 1,264th 
unit could be built 4–5 years after construction begins. 
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I69-64: The comment asks why the commenter cannot find the 
intersection addressed by Mitigation Measure TRA-24 
in Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + Project Intersection 
Operations. Mitigation Measure TRA-24 addresses 
Fanita Parkway: Lake Canyon Road to Mast Boulevard 
(No. 31), which is a street segment, and is analyzed in 
Table 4.16-18. The current LOS on this segment can be 
found in Table 4.16-12. 

I69-65: The comment asks when the 155th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 
250–300 units per year could be built, which means the 
155th unit could be built 1 year after construction begins. 

I69-66: The comment asks if Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + Project 
Intersection Operations, Item 4, says Year 2035 Baseline 
LOS for AM equals a D grade and Year 2035 + Project 
LOS AM equals an F grade, and how the proposed 
improvements would mitigate the impact to below a 
level of significance when the LOS is going from a D 
grade to an F grade. Table 4.16-17 shows the project 
impact before mitigation. Table 21-5 of the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) shows the 
improvement in LOS after project mitigation is applied. 
The mitigated LOS for this segment would be a B.  
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I69-67: The comment asks when the 1,481st equivalent dwelling is 
expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The number 
of units that would be constructed each year is dependent 
on market conditions. At this time, about 250–300 units per 
year could be built, which means the 1,481th unit could be 
built 5–6 years after construction begins. 

I69-68: The comment asks why the commenter cannot find the 
intersection addressed by Mitigation Measure TRA-26 
in Table 4.16-17, Year 2035 + Project Intersection 
Operations. Mitigation Measure TRA-26 addresses 
Cuyamaca Street: El Nopal to Mast Boulevard (No. 46), 
which is a street segment, and is analyzed in Table 4.16-
18. The current LOS on this segment can be found in 
Table 4.16-12. 

I69-69:  The comment asks when the 2,650th equivalent dwelling 
is expected to be completed prior to occupancy. The 
number of units that would be constructed each year is 
dependent on market conditions. At this time, about 250–
300 units per year could be built, which means the 2,650th 
unit could be built 8–12 years after construction begins.  
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I69-70: The comment asks what happens when traffic issues 
from all four phases occur simultaneously and, if the 
City approves the proposed project, how the City would 
build in controls on phasing to ensure traffic mitigation 
occurs first. The standard practice to ensure 
transportation improvements are implemented at the 
time of need is to attach an equivalent dwelling unit to 
each measure. In this way, if the phases occurred sooner 
or later, or overlapped, the mitigation measures would 
still be implemented at the time of need.  

I69-71:  This comment summarizes the project phasing as 
outlined in Section 4.16, Transportation, and inquires 
what the project schedule timeline is for each of the four 
phases. Section 3.11, Project Description, Conceptual 
Phasing Plan, describes the conceptual phasing timeline 
for the proposed project. Each phase would take 
approximately 2 to 4 years to complete. Construction is 
anticipated to begin in summer 2021 with a buildout of 
approximately 10 to 15 years. 

I69-72: This comment inquires if there is a potential increased 
risk of asthma to City residents if the proposed project is 
approved and what the actual steps to mitigate the 
asthma risk would be. Section 4.2.5.3, Air Quality, 
Threshold 3: Sensitive Receptors, details the results of a 
Health Risk Assessment (Appendix C2) completed for 
the proposed project, which analyzed the risk of health 
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problems from exposure to toxic air contaminants during 
construction to future residents within the proposed 
project and impact of the proposed project to existing 
City residents. The study found the maximum increases 
in non-cancer risk would be below the significance 
threshold, and impacts would be less than significant. In 
addition, under Threshold 3, the section titled 
Assessment of Project Operational Impacts discusses the 
potential health effects as a result of the operation of the 
proposed project and further explains in detail why it is 
not feasible to provide such a meaningful assessment of 
potential health impacts from operational emissions.  

I69-73: This comment asks what mechanisms are in place to 
require the developer to have the funding for proposed 
mitigation. Mitigation measures will be fully funded by 
the applicant or the proposed project’s homeowners 
association. The Development Agreement between the 
current applicant and City will address the completion of 
public improvements. The Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097; 
California Public Resources Code, Section 21083) and 
Conditions of Approval are legally binding documents 
to assure that all improvements are implemented in 
accordance with the triggers contained in the mitigation 
measures or the conditions, respectively. HomeFed will 
be required to enter into Subdivision Improvement 
Agreements with the City for all of the required public 
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improvements. The agreements will be secured by 
acceptable securities provided by HomeFed to assure the 
completion of the improvements. This comment does 
not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I69-74: This is a closing comment and does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I70: Shauna Johnson, July 10, 2020 

 

I70-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I71: Terry Johnson, July 10, 2020 

 

I71-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I72: James Kerns, July 10, 2020 

 

I72-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I73: Kathleen Kuklinski, July 10, 2020 

 

I73-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I74: Lorri Langmaid, July 10, 2020 

 

I74-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I75: Jeffrey Mair, July 10, 2020 

 

I75-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I76: Jeffrey Mair, July 10, 2020 

 

I76-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I77: Jon Major, July 10, 2020 

 

I77-1:  This comment states that the traffic in the County of San 
Diego is horrible and that the mitigation is minimal. 
Section 4.16, Transportation, in the EIR analyzes the 
potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to 
access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 
including the potential for the proposed project to conflict 
with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 
emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 
proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 
not to below a level of significance. This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR.  

 This comment also states that current residents should 
expect that their neighborhoods will not change and that 
the COVID-19 pandemic and unrest this year should be 
taken as a warning. This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I78: Wayne Morton, July 10, 2020 

 

I78-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I79: Hellen Nguyen, July 10, 2020 

 

I79-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I80: Joseph Niezgoda, July 10, 2020 

 

I80-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I81: William Parish, July 10, 2020 

 

I81-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I82: Gail Ramer, July 10, 2020 

 

I82-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I83: Michael Ranson, July 10, 2020 

 

I83-1: This comment provides support for the proposed project, 

including the proposed traffic improvements, public 

trails, and community Farm. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I83-2: This comment provides an explanation of the location of 

the commenter’s property. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I83-3: This comment summarizes information that is provided 

in Section 4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: Exceedance of Noise 

Standards, of the EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I83-4: This comment states that the conclusion in Section 

4.12.5.1, Threshold 1: Exceedance of Noise Standards, 

that potential impacts to the segment of Fanita Parkway 

from Ganley Road to Lake Canyon Road cannot be 

mitigated is only partially correct. This does not follow 

the EIR approach, which determines impacts that cannot 

be fully mitigated to below a level of significance to be 

significant and unavoidable. Partially mitigating an 

impact, such as noise, through all feasible measures is 

required under CEQA; however, if those measures 

would not fully reduce the impact, then the conclusion 

would still be significant and unavoidable. This 

comment provides an introduction to subsequent 

comments that provide the commenter’s basis for this 

statement. Please refer to responses I83-5 through I83-8.  

I83-5: This comment states that some data in Section 4.12.5.1, 

Threshold 1: Exceedance of Noise Standards, is misleading 

because conditions, specifically topography, vary between 

receptors on the eastern side of Fanita Parkway. The 

commenter references noise measurement locations 

provided in Table 4.12-3, Ambient Sound Level 
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Measurements (dBA). Data recorded at these locations was 

used to establish the baseline noise environment but was 

not included in vehicle noise modeling. Section 4.12.5.1, 

under the Operational Noise Mitigation Measures heading, 

includes an evaluation of the potential effectiveness of a 

wall on the eastern side of Fanita Parkway. As noted by the 

commenter, topography varies on the eastern side of Fanita 

Parkway. As such, portions of a noise wall on Fanita 

Parkway would be required at unsafe or visually 

incompatible heights to provide a continuous, effective 

noise barrier that would mitigate segment impacts to a less 

than significant level. Because the impact to this segment 

of Fanita Parkway could not be fully mitigated, a noise 

barrier on the eastern side of Fanita Parkway was 

determined to be infeasible, and the impact was determined 

to be significant and unavoidable. The comment also 

accurately states that the EIR acknowledges that additional 

noise barriers may be feasible on Fanita Parkway and 

Cuyamaca Street if barriers can be negotiated with private 

property owners to be installed at existing fence lines rather 

than in the roadway rights-of-way. However, as noted in 

the EIR, such agreements cannot be guaranteed at this time, 

and even if some property owners agree, the barriers would 

need to be continuous across all affected properties to be 

effective. Therefore, this is not considered to be a feasible 

mitigation measure in accordance with Section 

15126.4(a)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I83-6: This comment provides an introduction to two noise 

barrier options that the commenter presents in comments 

I83-7 and I83-8. Please refer to the responses to these 

comments, in addition to response to comment I83-5 that 

describes why a noise barrier along the eastern side of 

Fanita Parkway is infeasible. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I83-7: This comment includes a suggestion by the commenter to 

construct a noise barrier on the commenter’s property, 

consistent with the statement in Section 4.12.5.1 under 

Operational Noise Mitigation Measures that noise barriers 

may be feasible on Fanita Parkway if barriers can be 

negotiated with private property owners. The 

commenter’s willingness to negotiate is noted; however, 

installation of a noise barrier at one property would not 

sufficiently mitigate the potential impact identified along 

the entire eastern segment of Fanita Parkway from Ganley 

Road to Lake Canyon Road. As such, the commenter’s 

Option A does not identify a new mitigation measure that 

would reduce an impact of the proposed project to a less 

than significant level, and no changes to the EIR have 

been made in response to this comment. 

I83-8: This comment includes a suggestion by the commenter 

that a 6- to 8-foot noise wall may be constructed at the 
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right-of-way adjacent to the commenter’s property that 

may provide some noise attenuation. Several cross-

sections of Fanita Parkway from Ganley Road to Lake 

Canyon Road were considered in the Noise Technical 

Report (Appendix L) analysis of noise barrier feasibility 

on the eastern side of Fanita Parkway. The differences in 

elevation between the roadway right-of-way and 

receptor location vary from an approximately 4-foot 

change in elevation in the middle of the segment to an 

approximately 23-foot difference in elevation near 

Ganley Road. Taking into account distance and 

elevation, noise barriers ranging from 7 feet to 17 feet in 

height would be required to break the line of sight 

between the receptor and Fanita Parkway and provide a 

reduction in vehicle traffic noise. As noted in Section 

4.12.5.1 under Operational Noise Mitigation Measures, 

noise walls exceeding 8 feet would be incompatible with 

the City’s Zoning Ordinance (Santee Municipal Code, 

Section 13.10.050[F][2]), and noise walls up to 17 feet 

would be visually incompatible with the surrounding 

community and above the California Department of 

Transportation maximum noise barrier height of 14 to 16 

feet. Therefore, although estimated barrier height at the 

rights-of-way adjacent to the commenter’s property may 

be within compatibility standards, an effective, 

continuous noise barrier along the entire eastern segment 

of Fanita Parkway from Lake Canyon Road to Ganley 

Road is not feasible. Similar to the commenter’s Option 
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A, described in response to comment I83-7, construction 

of a barrier outside public rights-of-way, closer to the 

commenter’s backyard, would require negotiation with 

all other property owners adjacent to this segment of 

Fanita Parkway in order to construct an effective noise 

barrier. As such, the commenter’s Option B does not 

identify a new mitigation measure that would reduce an 

impact of the proposed project to a less than significant 

level, and no changes to the EIR have been made in 

response to the comment. 

I83-9: This is a closing comment and offer to negotiate with the 

applicant regarding noise barrier construction. Refer to 

responses to comments I83-7 and I83-8 regarding the 

commenter’s mitigation suggestions. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I83-10: This comment contains the attachments to the comment 

letter, including tables from Section 4.12, Noise, a 

marked-up map showing the location of the 

commenter’s property, and marked-up maps, photo 

simulations and roadway cross-sections identifying the 

locations of the noise barrier options described in 

comments I83-7 and I83-8. Refer to responses to 

comments I83-7 and I83-8 regarding the commenter’s 

mitigation suggestions. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I84: Edgar Rodriguez, July 10, 2020 

 

I84-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I85: Doug Rosaaen, July 10, 2020 

 

I85-1:  This comment states the commenter’s opposition to the 

proposed project. This comment also states that the 

proposed project will fail to improve State Route 52, 

City of Santee streets, parks and trails, or community 

services. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, 

in the EIR, the proposed project would include park and 

trail improvements and provide an on-site fire station 

and land use designation for an on-site law enforcement 

satellite office. Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes 

the potential for the proposed project to result in impacts 

to access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to 

conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; substantially 

increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 

use; and result in inadequate emergency access. The EIR 

analyzes the impacts of the proposed project and 

identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 

impacts to transportation, although not to below a level 

of significance. Improvements to State Route 52 are 

identified in Mitigation Measures TRA-29 and TRA-30. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 Further, Section 4.15, Recreation, analyzes the potential 

impacts to parks and trails from implementation of the 
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proposed project and concludes that the proposed project 

would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 

air quality, noise, and transportation after all feasible 

mitigation is applied. Section 4.14, Public Services, 

analyzes the potential impacts to public services from 

implementation of the proposed project and concludes 

less than significant impacts to fire protection services, 

police protection services, public school facilities, and 

libraries would occur. These issues are adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I86: Dennis Schroeder, July 10, 2020 

 

I86-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I86-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I87-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I87: Lorenda Seibold-Phalan, July 10, 2020 

 

I87-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I88: Heather Shuck, July 10, 2020 

 

I88-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I89: Roger Simpson, July 10, 2020 

 

I89-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I90: Jasen Torbett, July 10, 2020 

 

I90-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I91: David Weiland, July 10, 2020 

 

I91-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I92: Tracey Weiss, July 10, 2020 

 

I92-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I93: Thomas Wilke, July 10, 2020 

 

I93-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I94: Bill Woody, July 10, 2020 

 

I94-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I95: James Zanger, July 10, 2020 

 

I95-1:  This comment states that the proposed project will create 

a traffic nightmare. This comment suggests that, if all 

roads connect to existing streets, traffic will be 

considerably reduced. Section 4.16, Transportation, in 

the EIR analyzes the potential for the proposed project 

to result in impacts to access, circulation, and other 

transportation modes, including the potential for the 

proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 

ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 

facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 

proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, 

although not to below a level of significance. This issue 

is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 This comment also states that gated cul-de-sacs are a 

nightmare during a fire emergency. The proposed 

project does not include gated cul-de-sacs. Section 4.18, 

Wildfire, analyzes the potential impacts of increased 

wildfires that may result from the construction or 

operation of the proposed project. The majority of the 

information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the Fire Protection Plan (2020) and 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I95-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have 

a less than significant impact on wildfire safety with 

mitigation incorporated. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I96: George Atanasov, July 11, 2020 

 

I96-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I97: Avg Joe, July 11, 2020 

 

I97-1:  This comment asks that no wildlife be needlessly killed 
or beautiful natural resources be irreversibly destroyed. 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and Appendix D, 
Biological Resources Technical Report, in the EIR fully 
analyze potential impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife 
species and sensitive vegetation communities. Based on 
the opinion of the biological experts who prepared the 
analysis, the EIR concludes that impacts to sensitive 
plant and wildlife species and sensitive vegetation 
communities would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. This issue is adequately 
addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I98: Carolyn Barkow, July 11, 2020 

 

I98-1:  This comment asks what can be done to stop the 
proposed project. This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I98-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

This page intentionally left blank. 
 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I99-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I99: Davey Butler, July 11, 2020 

 

I99-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I100: Peggy Emanuel, July 11, 2020 

 

 

I100-1:  This comment states the commenter’s enjoyment of the 

hiking trails in the City of Santee. This comment also 

provides an opinion that letting a developer destroy 

nature is a crime. Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and 

Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report, in 

the EIR fully analyze potential impacts to sensitive plant 

and wildlife species and sensitive vegetation 

communities. Based on the opinion of the biological 

experts who prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes 

that impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species and 

sensitive vegetation communities would be less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR.  
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Comment Letter I101: Kristine Hammond, July 11, 2020 

 

I101-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I102: Cathy Hays, July 11, 2020 

 

I102-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I102-2:  This comment states that adding additional housing units 

will take away the open land that wildlife calls home and 

asks what will happen to the animals. Section 4.3, 

Biological Resources, and Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report, in the EIR fully analyze 

potential impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species 

and sensitive vegetation communities. The EIR 

concludes that impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife 

species and sensitive vegetation communities would be 

less than significant with mitigation incorporated. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I102-3:  This comment states that many people from San Diego 

hike and bike the trials in this area and provides an 

opinion regarding the aesthetic character of a different 

development project. The project site is on private land 

that is currently fenced and has “no trespassing” signs 

posted. As stated in Chapter 3, Project Description, the 

proposed project would provide approximately 35 miles 

of public trails. Section 4.1, Aesthetics, analyzes the 
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potential visual impacts of the proposed project from 16 

viewpoints. Specifically, Section 4.1.5.3, Threshold 3: 

Visual Character, discusses the proposed project’s 

impacts on visual quality and character and landform 

alteration. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 

would not degrade the existing landscape from a public 

viewpoint. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I102-4:  This comment states the commenter’s concern about traffic 

in the City of Santee (City) and their typical commute 

times to work. Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes the 

potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to 

access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to conflict 

with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 

pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a 

design feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 

proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 

not to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I102-5:  This comment states that the amount of development in 

the area over the last few years scares them and asks 

what happened to responsible growth and keeping open 

land for the citizens of the City. The project site is 

privately owned land; it is not owned by the City or 
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currently open to the public. As described in Chapter 3, 

the proposed project would open 35 miles of trails public 

trails and would provide public parks. Section 4.13, 

Population and Housing, analyzes the potential 

population and housing impacts that could result from 

implementation of the proposed project. The EIR 

concludes that the proposed project would result in a less 

than significant impact on population and housing. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I102-6:  This comment states that adding an extra lane on State 

Route 52 and widening the entrance at Mast Boulevard will 

not help. The comment also states that the surface streets 

in the City will not be able to handle the extra cars from the 

proposed project. Please refer to response to comment 

I102-4, which discusses the transportation analysis 

prepared for the proposed project.  

I102-7:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I103: Carl, July 11, 2020 

 

I103-1:  This comment states the commenter’s opinion that traffic 
in the City of Santee is a nightmare, an extra on-ramp lane 
will not improve State Route 52, and traffic in the City of 
Santee is not managed well. Section 4.16, Transportation, 
in the EIR analyzes the potential for the proposed project 
to result in impacts to access, circulation, and other 
transportation modes, including the potential for the 
proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 
emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 
proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 
not to below a level of significance. This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 This comment also refers to a different development 
project that constructed a condominium complex. It is 
not clear what project is being referred to in the 
comment. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 
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Comment Letter I104: Ray Ortiz, July 11, 2020 

 

I104-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I105: Nelly Purvis, July 11, 2020 

 

I105-1:  This comment forwards a comment letter received by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to the City of Santee 
(City). The comment letter, prepared by Nelly Purvis, is 
very similar to Comment Letter I2 prepared by Nelly 
Purvis (May 29, 2020) and sent to the City. This comment 
does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 
the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

I105-2:  Please see responses to comments I2-1and I2-2 in 
Comment Letter I2 (Nelly Purvis, May 29, 2020), which 
addresses the same issues raised in this comment. This 
comment further adds an extra sentence compared to 
Comment Letter I2 regarding the commenter’s opinion 
that the City cannot rob people of their property rights to 
create mitigation for the proposed project. The project 
site is privately owned and is not public property owned 
by the City as the commenter infers. Further, the 
proposed project would mitigate its biological resources 
impacts almost entirely onsite, as discussed in Section 
4.3, Biological Resources, and the Biological Resources 
Technical Report (Appendix D). See response to 
comment I2-3 in Comment Letter I2 (Nelly Purvis, May 
29, 2020) for a response to the remainder of this 
comment. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy  
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of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I106: Robin Rierdan, July 11, 2020 

 

I106-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I106-2: This comment provides the comment’s opinion 

regarding the project’s impacts, specifically local 

hydrology and water quality, terrestrial and aquatic 

habitats, traffic, air quality, and noise. See Sections 4.9, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, 4.3, Biological 

Resources, 4.16, Transportation, 4.2, Air Quality, and 

4.12, Noise, of the EIR for a thorough analysis of these 

topics. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I106-3: This comment states the EIR fails to analyze a 

reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the project 

that would substantially lessen its environmental 

impacts. Chapter 6, Alternatives, analyzed five different 

alternatives selected for evaluation to represent a 

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that 

would feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives 

but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the proposed project in accordance 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. Please refer to 

response to comment 106-5 below for additional 
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description of the range of alternatives analyzed in 

Chapter 6. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I106-4: This comment states that the EIR analysis is inadequate 

and does not properly mitigate the impacts and should 

be recirculated. The EIR analyzed the impacts of the 

proposed project on the CEQA Guidelines Thresholds 

and identified appropriate mitigation to mitigate those 

impacts to the extent feasible in accordance with the 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. Further, no 

significant new information has been added to the EIR 

that would warrant recirculation under CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15088.5. 

I106-5: This comment states the EIR fails to analyze a meaningful 

array of alternatives for development. This comment is 

incorrect in the assertion that the EIR does not analyze a 

No Development Alternative. This alternative is analyzed 

in Chapter 6, Alternatives, specifically Section 6.2.1, No 

Project/No Build Alternative. This comment is also 

incorrect in the assertion that the EIR does not analyze a 

variety of housing numbers. These alternatives are 

analyzed in Chapter 6, Alternatives, specifically Sections 

6.2.3, Modified Development Footprint Alternative, 6.2.4, 

No Fanita Commons Reduced Project Alternative, and 

6.2.5, No Vineyard Village Reduced Project Alternative. 

This comment is also incorrect in its assertion that the 

project does not analyze the project at its existing zone. 

This alternative is analyzed in Section 6.2.2, No 
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Project/General Plan Consistency Alternative. Please also 

refer to response to comment I106-3 which addresses the 

same alternatives issue raised in this comment.  

 Regarding affordable housing units, as stated in Section 

4.13.2.2, the Santee General Plan Housing Element 

identifies the project site for above moderate housing. At 

2,949 units, or 3,008 units without the school, the 

proposed project would meet and exceed the City’s 

assigned allocation of 1,410 above-moderate units 

identified in the adopted Housing Element Site Inventory. 

The City of Santee General Plan contains a Housing 

Element certified by the Department of Housing and 

Community Development, the state agency charged with 

administering Housing Element law. With regard to the 

proposed project, the Fanita Ranch Specific Plan provides 

for an assortment of housing types at various density 

ranges, such as single-family detached homes, attached 

homes, and senior-restricted housing. These are 

anticipated to include both for sale and rental housing. 

I106-6: This comment alleges that the EIR provides an 

incomplete description of the project’s environmental 

setting. This comment is an introductory comment for 

the comments below. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I106-7:  This comment provides an introduction to the 

comments below. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I106-8: This comment states that the wildlife and habitat surveys 

are incomplete as to several common species and as to 

species of pollinators. This comment also states that 

many of the surveys are old.  

Survey methodologies are described in Section 3.2 of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report, Appendix D. 

The schedule of surveys is summarized in Table 3-1, 

Schedule of Surveys on Fanita Ranch, in the Biological 

Resources Technical Report, and the survey efforts are 

summarized in Sections 3.2.1 through 3.2.15. As 

described therein, surveys included resource mapping, 

flora and fauna surveys, a jurisdictional delineation, 

special status plant species surveys, vernal pool 

branchiopod (Fairy Shrimp) surveys, Quino checkerspot 

butterfly habitat assessment and focused surveys, 

burrowing owl habitat assessment and surveys, coastal 

California gnatcatcher surveys, riparian bird surveys, 

coastal cactus wren surveys, Hermes copper habitat 

assessment and surveys, western spadefoot surveys, bat 

surveys, and a wildlife corridor camera study. Over 760 
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person days of site-wide, focused surveys were 

completed on the project site. 

  Focused surveys for special-status plant species were 

conducted in 2004 at the appropriate phenological stage 

(blooming and fruiting) to detect and identify the target 

species, as discussed in Section 3.2.5 of Appendix D of 

the EIR. The October 2003 Cedar Fire burned nearly the 

entire site and adequate rainfall provided substantial plant 

growth during the 2004 survey season. Following the 

survey effort in 2004, the climatic conditions worsened 

(i.e., drought) and led to years of recovery, non-native 

grass growth, non-native species competition, and 

reduced visibility to detect plants. Therefore, the 2004 

survey effort provided the most comprehensive data set 

regarding special-status plant species. A focused survey 

for willowy monardella (Monardella viminea) within the 

project site was conducted in June 2016.  

Survey guidelines for special-status species do not 

typically include expiration dates and by including the 

previous surveys (i.e., those surveys conducted prior to 

2016/2017) in the project’s impact analysis the EIR 

provides a more comprehensive dataset of the special-

status species present within the project site. When 

surveys were required for the proposed project, all 

surveys were conducted in accordance with the most 

recent survey protocols or guidelines (see Section 3.2 of 

the Biological Resources Technical Report, which is 
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Appendix D of the EIR). Surveys were conducted during 

the appropriate time of year in accordance with the 

specific species survey requirements.  

This comment states that surveys for wildlife and habitat 

must be revised and renewed. CEQA does not require a 

lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, 

study, and experimentation recommended by 

commenters. The surveys conducted for the EIR have 

allowed for a sufficient degree of analysis to provide the 

information needed to determine the environmental 

consequences of the project.  

The comment states that common species, such as 

southern pacific rattlesnake and other herpetology 

species, are not included under the species found in the 

wildlife surveys. A total of three rattlesnake species were 

observed within the project site, and a complete list of all 

wildlife species, including herpetology species, observed 

within the project site is included in Appendix K, Wildlife 

Species Compendium, to the Biological Resources 

Technical Report, which is Appendix D to the EIR. 

The comment states that no pollinator, including native 

bees, butterflies, and other species, studies were 

conducted or assessed for their importance to habitat 

viability. The comment incorrectly states that no 

pollinator surveys were conducted. Multiple year studies 

were conducted within the project site for two butterfly 
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species and all bat species, which are also considered 

pollinator species, occurring on the project site. The 

butterfly and bat survey reports include all species 

recorded during the surveys (see Appendices A-C, Quino 

Checkerspot Butterfly Survey Reports, and Appendix O, 

2016 Focused Bat Survey Results at Fanita Ranch, to the 

Biological Resources Technical Report, Appendix D to 

the EIR). It should be noted that it is not a CEQA 

requirement, nor standard practice, to perform pollinator 

surveys or assess their importance to habitat viability. 

The EIR concludes that the amount of high quality 

habitat provided in the Habitat Preserve for all wildlife 

species, including pollinators, would be sufficient to 

support the long-term persistence of these species and 

the habitat itself and would contribute to reducing 

impacts to less than significant for several species. 

Furthermore, CEQA does not require a lead agency to 

conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 

experimentation recommended by commenters. The 

surveys conducted for the EIR have allowed for a 

sufficient degree of analysis to provide the information 

needed to determine the environmental consequences of 

the proposed project. 

I106-9: The comment alleges that the air quality analysis did not 

use appropriate models for the amount of project-

generated dust and did not determine if Valley Fever is 

present in the soil. The comment continues to describe 
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in detail the type of air dispersion model needed for the 

analysis, which exactly describes the modeling that was 

completed. Lastly, the comment expresses concern for 

the project archaeologist and Native American monitor. 

In particular, project-generated emissions of criteria air 

pollutants and fugitive dust were analyzed using several 

models developed by the California Air Resources 

Board (CARB) and the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA), and approved for use by the San Diego 

County Air Pollution Control District (SDCAPCD). 

As explained in Section 4.2.4.1 of the EIR, the California 

Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 2016 version 

3.2.25 was used to develop mass emission inventories of 

criteria pollutants and fugitive dust based upon the 

construction equipment and mass grading occurring on 

site. CalEEMod 2016 version 3.2.25 was developed by 

CARB and approved for use in California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis.  

Once mass emissions were defined, air dispersion 

modeling was performed using the EPA Regulatory Air 

Dispersion Model (AERMOD). The model is approved 

by the SDAPCD when estimating the air quality impacts 

associated with point and fugitive sources in simple and 

complex terrain. The AERMOD air dispersion model is 

based on planetary boundary layer theory. AERMOD 

fully incorporates the PRIME building downwash 
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algorithms, advanced depositional parameters, local 

terrain effects, and advanced meteorological turbulence 

calculations. The model was used to calculate the annual 

average and short duration (i.e., 1-hour) pollutant 

concentrations associated with each emitting source. The 

meteorological data between the years of 2010 and 2012 

at the El Cajon Meteorological Station was provided by 

SDAPCD and used in the AERMOD modeling. 

The AERMOD dispersion modeling results focused on 

the dispersion of diesel particulate matter (DPM) from 

the exhaust of the earth movers, graders, trenchers and 

other construction equipment used during site clearing, 

grading, trenching, and other construction activities. 

While the focus was on DPM, the same dispersion 

characteristics apply to fugitive dust. Therefore, the 

modeling used in the health risk analysis of DPM is a 

great tool in assessing the dispersion of fugitive dust. 

Valley Fever is a disease caused by the spores of 

Coccidiodes fungus. The City has considered the 

potential for Coccidiodes fungus to occur during 

construction of the proposed project, particularly as it 

may occur during construction in the northern half of the 

project site in Vineyard Village, Fanita Commons, and 

Orchard Village. Air dispersion modeling of site 

clearing, grading and construction in these areas was 

conducted using the AERMOD dispersion model as 

described above. The dispersion modeling shows that 
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DPM particulate matter is reduced to background levels 

at existing residential areas downwind (east) of the 

ground disturbance activities. This conclusion is 

primarily due to the distance between existing 

residential areas and the ground disturbance areas in the 

northern portion of the site. 

A more detailed discussion of the City’s consideration 

of potential Valley Fever impacts as it relates to 

construction has been added to Section 4.2.5.2, 

Threshold 2: Cumulative Increase in Criteria Pollutant 

Emissions, in the EIR in response to the comment, and 

the Air Quality Analysis in Appendix C1 of the EIR has 

been supplemented with a Valley Fever Technical 

Report (Appendix E).  

The California Department of Public Health, the County 

of Los Angeles, the County of San Diego all recommend 

watering topsoil prior to and during earth disturbance in 

order to reduce airborne dust emissions and the spread 

of Coccidioides spores. Coccidioides fungus thrives in 

arid environments. Without water the Coccidioides 

fungus eventually desiccates into spores. Watering 

during earth disturbance activities significantly reduces 

airborne spores and the ability of workers to inhale 

spores, which is the route of infection.  

The proposed project is required to implement the dust 

control measures listed in compliance with the 
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SDCAPCD Rule 55, which prohibits discharges of 

visible dust emissions into the atmosphere beyond the 

property line for periods longer than 3 minutes in any 60 

minute period. SDCAPCD also requires use of any of the 

following or equally effective trackout/carry-out and 

erosion control measures that apply to the project or 

operation: track-out grates or gravel beds at each egress 

point, wheel-washing at each egress during muddy 

conditions, soil binders, chemical soil stabilizers, 

geotextiles, mulching, or seeding; use of secured tarps or 

cargo covering, watering, or treating of transported 

material for outbound transport trucks. With 

implementation of these regulatory requirements, 

impacts related to Coccidioides for both onsite and 

offsite adjacent uses would be less than significant.  

Section 4.2.5.1 of the EIR includes Mitigation Measures 

AIR-1 (Rule 55 Dust-Control Measures) memorializing 

what is required under SDAPCD Rule 55. Mitigation 

Measure AIR-1 includes provisions requiring that visual 

fugitive dust emissions monitoring shall be conducted 

during all construction phases. Visual monitoring shall 

be logged. If high wind conditions result in visible dust 

during visual monitoring, this demonstrates that the 

measures are inadequate to reduce dust in accordance 

with SDAPCD Rule 55, and construction shall cease 

until high winds decrease and conditions improve. In 

addition, the EIR includes Mitigation Measure AIR-2 
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(Supplemental Dust-Control Measures) that will reduce 

fugitive dust emissions even further and the chance of 

causing Coccidioides fungus spores to become airborne. 

Though impacts related to Valley Fever would be less 

than significant, in response the comment, Mitigation 

Measure AIR-2 has been revised to provide additional 

clarification on the precautions that would be carried out 

to reduce the likelihood of Valley Fever even further. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2 has been revised as follows: 

AIR-2: Supplemental Dust-Control Measures. As a 

supplement to San Diego Air Pollution Control 

District Rule 55, Fugitive Dust Control, the applicant 

shall require the contractor to implement the 

following dust-control measures during 

construction. These measures shall be included in 

project construction documents, including the 

grading plan, and be reviewed and approved by the 

City of Santee prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

 The construction contractor shall provide to all 

employees the fact sheet entitled “Preventing 

Work-Related Coccidioidomycosis (Valley 

Fever)” by the California Department of Public 

Health and ensure all employees are aware of the 

potential risks the site poses and inform them of 

all Valley Fever safety protocols, occupational 

responsibilities and requirements such as 
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contained in these measures to reduce potential 

exposure to Coccidioides spores. 

 Apply water at least three times per day at all 

active earth disturbance areas sufficient to 

confine dust plumes to the immediate work area. 

 Apply soil stabilizers to inactive construction 

areas (graded areas that would not include active 

construction for multiple consecutive days). 

 Quickly replace ground cover in disturbed areas 

that are no longer actively being graded or 

disturbed. If an area has been graded or disturbed 

and is currently inactive for 20 days or more but 

will be disturbed at a later time, soil stabilizers 

shall be applied to stabilize the soil and prevent 

windblown dust. 

 Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 20 mph 

unless high winds in excess of 20 mph are 

present, which requires a reduced speed limit of 

15 mph. Vehicle speeds are limited to 30 mph for 

onsite haul roads that are paved with gravel to 

suppress dust or where visual dust is watered and 

monitored frequently enough to ensure 

compliance with SDAPCD Rule 55. 
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These revisions are for clarification purposes and do not 

change the calculations, analysis, or conclusions 

identified in the EIR.  

Regarding the comment’s concern for the project 

archaeologist and Native American monitor, the 

February 2, 2018 scope of work (titled “Proposal - Fanita 

Ranch Phase II Cultural Resources Testing and 

Evaluation”) for the firm retained by the City for the 

Phase II Cultural Resources Testing and Evaluation 

Report (Confidential Appendix E2) included safety 

measures for the protection of field personnel during 

ground disturbance to reduce the likelihood of Valley 

Fever (see Task 1.2), consistent with applicable state and 

local regulations. In fact, the work was subject to a Site 

Specific Health and Safety Plan, dated April 3, 2018, 

which included the wearing of dusk protection masks. 

Such precautions would continue for the Phase III work 

during construction under Mitigation Measure CUL-2 

(Phase III Data Recovery Excavation Program).  

I106-10: This comment states that Valley Fever is very hard to 

control and alleges that wetting soil for fugitive dust 

control “activates the fungus, which causes it to grow and 

release more spores.” This comment also alleges that 

anyone living downwind of the proposed project is at risk 

for the disease. The comment continues with an October 

2007 provided by the California Department of Public  
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Health in which 10 of 12 construction crew members 

excavating a trench in the San Joaquin Valley contracted 

Valley Fever. Finally, the comment lists selected Valley 

Fever and dust control measures for the El Monte Sand 

Mining Project shown to reduce exposure to Valley 

Fever. Please refer to response to comment I106-9 which 

addresses the same issue as this comment. 

I106-11: This comment requests that on-site Valley Fever 

potential be studied and if the study determines that the 

spores are found, implement the Valley Fever Safety 

Protocols. Please refer to response to comment I106-9 

which addresses the same issue as this comment. 

I106-12: This comment states that the SDAPCD is interested in 

Valley Fever. Please see response to comments I106-9, 

which address the same issues as this comment. 
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I106-13: This comment states that the EIR did not address Valley 

Fever and that Valley Fever has the potential to severely 

harm the health of downwind residents and the residents 

who live near any roadway taken by construction 

equipment. Please refer to response to comment I106-9 

which addresses the same issue as this comment. 

I106-14: This comment alleges that currently there is the smell of 

sulfur dioxide (SO2) emanating from the sewer treatment 

plant operated by the Padre Dam Municipal Water 

District (PDMWD). It should be noted that existing 

residences are in closer proximity to PDMWD than the 

majority of proposed residences in the proposed project.  

As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, specifically 

Section 4.2.5.4, while exhaust from heavy-duty 

equipment on the project site during construction would 

emit odors, emissions of SOx, the pollutant most 

associated with odors, would be minimal. Operational 

emissions of odors would generally be confined to the 

Agriculture Overlay zone on the project site and would 

dissipate quickly beyond the limits of the Farm based on 

typical agricultural operations and the proposed project’s 

potential to generate odors would be low. Further, while not 

an impact under CEQA, as an impact of the environment 

on the proposed project, it is noted that operation of the 

proposed project would require implementation of 

Conditional Use Permit measures at the PDMWD Ray 
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Stoyer WRF located on Fanita Parkway west of the 

project site. The PDMWD Ray Stoyer Water Recycling 

Facility (WRF) located on Fanita Parkway west of the 

project site would generate odors that would potentially 

affect people on-site. The existing Conditional Use 

Permit for the PDMWD Ray Stoyer WRF contains 

required measures that would be implemented once the 

proposed project is constructed to reduce potential odor 

impacts. These measures include the use of an odor 

scrubber to limit hydrogen sulfide to 6 to 10 ppm at peak 

operations, the replacement of the existing primary 

clarifier system with a chemical scrubbing system, the 

covering of all zones of the biological nutrient removal 

basins and the installation of additional chemical 

scrubbers, and the installation of an additional sulfur 

dioxide neutralization system at the diechlorination 

building. These previsions by PDMWD would reduce 

SO2 and any odor impacts to less than significant.  

 In addition, a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) (Appendix 

C2) was prepared for the proposed project and is 

included as Appendix C2. The HRA estimates the 

increased risk of health problems in people who are 

exposed to Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and 

examines the potential health effects from TAC 

emissions from the proposed project, particularly 

construction equipment exhaust during construction of 

the proposed project. As discussed in the HRA, the on-
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site and off-site sensitive receptors would be subject to 

lower health risks during project operation than during 

project construction. Therefore, operation of the 

proposed project would not be expected to result in any 

basin-wide increase in health effects. 

I106-15: This comment states that PDMWD plans to change out 

its technology which would reduce the odor impacts, and 

states that there is no guarantee that the new technology 

will ever be built. The comment further alleges that more 

research needs to be done to study SO2 emissions on site. 

PDMWD monitors its facilities for SO2 but has not 

detected measurable emissions beyond the fence line of 

its facilities. Note that water treatment facilities can emit 

odors that have a very similar smell to sulfur but are not 

SO2. PDMWD has indicated that their plans to renovate 

the existing Ray Stoyer WRF has been budgeted and will 

occur within five years. See also response to comment 

I106-15 regarding odors from the PDMWD facility. 

I106-16: This comment provides an introduction to the subsequent 

comments regarding increased downstream flooding. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information provided 

in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  
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I106-17: This comment states that the EIR does not analyze the 

impacts of the project to flooding that has taken place 

historically at Carlton Oaks Boulevard and PDMWD 

properties.  

The CEQA requirement that the project not adversely 

impact the peak flows in the downstream watershed 

(Sycamore Creek) is addressed in the Master Drainage 

Study for Fanita Ranch Vesting Tentative Map (Appendix 

J1). This study was prepared per the requirements of the 

San Diego County Hydrology Manual as adopted by the 

city of Santee. Detention basins were designed on each 

watershed to reduce post-development runoff from a 100-

year frequency storm to pre-development levels. The 

Master Drainage Study shows that post development 

runoff from the 100-year frequency storm to Sycamore 

Creek will be 583 cubic feet per second (cfs) less than 

predevelopment peak runoff. 

For less frequent runoff events (ten-year frequency storms 

and under), the Storm Water Quality Management Plan 

(SWQMP) was prepared for Vesting Tentative Map for 

Fanita Ranch Permit Application Numbers GPA2017-

2/TM 2017-3 per the requirements of the San Diego 

Municipal Storm Water Permit Order No. R9-2013-0001. 

The SWQMP includes the design of hydromodification 

basins throughout the project. These basins reduce the 

runoff from storms up to and including the ten-year 
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frequency storm to predevelopment runoff standards prior 

to leaving the developed portion of the property.  

The proposed project would not increase the flows to 

Sycamore Creek from low frequency storms and would 

decrease runoff from the 100 year frequency storm by 

583 cfs. Therefore, the project will not exacerbate the 

current off-site conditions. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

I106-18: Please refer to response to comment I106-17 which 

addresses the same issue raised by this comment. 

I106-19: Please refer to response to comment I106-17 which 

addresses the same issue raised by this comment. 

I106-20: Please refer to response to comment I106-17 which 

addresses the same issue raised by this comment. 

I106-21: Please refer to response to comment I106-17 which 

addresses the same issue raised by this comment. 

I106-22: This comment asserts that the hardening of the landform 

with houses and roads will induce several effects on the 

aquifer, and asserts that such impacts will be deleterious 

to its use by the riparian vegetation in Sycamore Creek. 

The comment does not raise any issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR as it relates to the proposed project’s impact on 

groundwater quality or riparian vegetation.  
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The commenter asserts that the proposed project would 

induce several effects on the aquifer but does not state or 

describe what these effects might be. It should be noted 

that the proposed project does not propose the use of 

groundwater which potentially could draw down the 

aquifer. Therefore, any impacts to water supply in the 

groundwater aquifer from the proposed project are 

limited to the impacts of decreased recharge to 

groundwater as a result of increased impervious area.  

An analysis of potential project impacts, including the 

potential effects of increased impervious areas, is 

presented in Sections 4.9.5.2 and 4.9.6.2 of the EIR. The 

proposed project includes several design features that 

would reduce the impacts that increased impervious area 

could potentially have on recharge to the groundwater 

aquifer. These include the incorporation of pervious 

landscaped areas into the project design especially areas 

OS-1 and OS-2, along with approximately 2,022 acres 

of undeveloped area. The project design also 

incorporates features that slow runoff from developed 

areas, by draining stormwater into the proposed on-site 

basin system designed to slow peak flow and discharge 

to rates equal to or less than existing conditions, 

allowing it to infiltrate the ground surface. See also 

Appendix J1, which provides hydromodification 

calculations for the biofiltration basins. In addition, as 

part of the EIR process, pre and post development 
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evaluations of the surface hydrology were performed 

which included estimating the quantity of water that 

infiltrates to the aquifer based on existing soil types 

(Appendix J5). Based on these design features and these 

analyses, the EIR concluded that the proposed project 

would not substantially deplete groundwater or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge, such that the 

impacts would be less than significant.  

I106-23: This comment asserts that the EIR did not provide an 

evaluation of current groundwater quality conditions and 

potential impacts to groundwater quality based on 

operations of the proposed project. The City disagrees 

with this comment. Section 4.9.1.3, Groundwater 

Quality, describes the current conditions of the San 

Diego River Valley Groundwater Basin.  

It is noted that, given that the proposed project does not 

include the use of groundwater or the drilling of 

groundwater wells, the potential impacts on 

groundwater quality are limited to any impact of 

infiltrating surface water on the quality of underlying 

groundwater. As discussed in Section 4.9.2 of the EIR, 

the proposed project is subject to several federal, state 

and local regulations that require the maintenance of 

surface water quality. Construction activities at the 

project site would require the preparation of a 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that 

would include a series of project-specific Best 
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Management Practices (BMPs) that would be 

implemented during construction to protect surface 

water runoff by addressing erosion, accidental spills, and 

water quality of stormwater runoff. After the completion 

of project construction, the proposed project would be 

subject to the City’s Stormwater Management 

Ordinance and other regulations discussed in EIR 

Section 4.9.2.3, which would require the design and 

installation of permanent BMPs for stormwater pollutant 

controls. Project BMPs would be designed to protect the 

quality of surface water, and since contaminated surface 

water is the potential source for degradation of 

groundwater quality, protection of surface water quality 

would ensure that groundwater quality is not degraded 

by project activities. Further discussion of water quality 

impacts are presented in Section 4.9.5.1 of the EIR. 

Please also refer to Section 4.9.5.3 for further discussion 

of BMPs and design features that protect water quality, 

and see Appendices J2, J3 and J4, which provide the 

Stormwater Quality Management Plans. 

I106-24: This comment questions whether accumulation of debris 

within the proposed retention basins may degrade ponded 

water quality. All on-site basins provide biofiltration and 

would be designed in compliance with the San Diego 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems Permit (MS4s) 

Order No. R9-2013-0000 as amended per Order Nos. R9-

2015-0001 and R9-2015-0100 and implemented in City 
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of Santee Stormwater Management Ordinance. These 

regulations require that stormwater be filtered through an 

engineered soil and gravel section within a specified 

length of time. These permits also require the removal of 

trash and debris. It should be noted that ponded water 

would not be contained for an extended length of time. 

Instead it would be discharged to Sycamore Creek at a 

prescribed rate. Attachment 3a to Appendix J2, the Storm 

Water Quality Management Plan, summarizes the 

maintenance responsibilities and schedules for structural 

BMPs, including these retention basins.  

I106-25: This comment states that infiltration of surface water 

would degrade aquifer water quality. The comment also 

states that the EIR does not compare the pre- and post-

construction infiltration rates. Finally, the comment 

states that exposed minerals and elements could be 

washed down during dust control operations and 

infiltrate the ground.  

The comment does not explain the basis for the assertion 

that groundwater quality would decline through 

infiltration. It should be noted that, as described in the 

response to comment I106-23 above, degradation of 

groundwater quality as a result of surface water 

infiltration would occur only if the quality of the surface 

water is poorer than the quality of underlying 

groundwater. As described in the response to comment 

I106-23, the proposed project contains several elements 
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that are designed to ensure that surface water quality 

would not be significantly degraded. 

Section 4.9.5.3, Threshold 3: Site Drainage and 

Hydrology, discusses the pre- and post-development 

conditions for the proposed project in relation to surface 

flows and the infiltration requirements of the San Diego 

Regional Water Quality Control Board. This section 

describes the Master Drainage Study, included as 

Appendix J1, which evaluates the pre-development 

project 100-year flows to be 3,312 cubic feet per second 

and post-project runoff flows to 2,729 cubic feet per 

second, for a reduction of 583 cubic feet per second 

versus existing conditions, attributable, in part, to 

infiltration. Appendix J3 sets out the water quality and 

hydromodification calculations affected by infiltration 

basins. Impacts on infiltration rates also are discussed in 

the EIR Section 4.9.5.2 and the Stormwater Infiltration 

Feasibility Study (Appendix J5).  

With respect to the comment suggesting water infiltration 

from dust control, the City disagrees with the comment. 

The quantity of water applied for dust control does not 

produce any material quantity of run-off or percolation 

that leads to infiltration to groundwater. Water for dust 

control is minimally applied to that which is necessary to 

keep only the topmost layer of the soil moist, not wet 

enough to produce any substantial quantity of infiltration. 

Consequently, the inference of the comment that minerals 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I106-26 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

will be “washed down during dust control operations and 

infiltrate the ground” is simply based on an incorrect 

understanding of the amount of water that would be 

applied for dust control operations.  

Further, geologic formations mapped on the project site 

include Stadium Conglomerate, Friars Formation, 

Granitic Rock and other geologic units as described in 

EIR Appendices G1 through G4 (Geotechnical 

Investigations). These formations are not associated 

with naturally occurring uranium, asbestos or salts. 

Finally, implementation of the SWPPP and the Storm 

Water Quality Management Plan would minimize the 

exposure of minerals and elements and protect surface 

water and groundwater quality. 
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I106-26: This comment states the EIR description of the handling 

and storage of hazardous materials is curt and does not 

elaborate on plans to protect groundwater. Section 4.8, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, analyzed the hazards 

and hazardous materials impacts that may result from the 

implementation of the proposed project and identified 

appropriate mitigation to mitigate those impacts to the 

extent feasible in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.4. This issue is adequately addressed in 

the EIR. 

I106-27: This comment questions the proposed project’s impact 

on the City of San Diego’s pueblo water rights. This 

comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of 

the Draft EIR, and this response is provided for 

information purposes only. The City of San Diego’s 

pueblo rights to groundwater are noted. The proposed 

project’s effect on water supply and water right is 

analyzed in Section 4.17 of the Draft EIR. Section 

4.17.1.1, Water, describes the provision of water to the 

proposed project from Padre Dam Municipal Water 

District. It notes that Padre Dam Municipal Water 

District imports 100 percent of its water through the San 

Diego County Water Authority. Section 4.17.5.2, Water 

Supply Availability, analyzes the water supplies 

available to serve the proposed project and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and 

multiple dry years. This assessment concludes water  
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supplies are sufficiently available to meet the proposed 

project’s demand in normal, single dry, and multiple dry 

years without using groundwater. 

I106-28: This comment is a picture of the Potential Critical Coarse 

Sediment Yield Area PCCYSA prepared by the County 

of San Diego. 

The Watershed Management Area Analysis (WMAA) 

potential Critical Coarse Sediment Yield Area 

(PCCSYA) Map was a regional mapping effort prepared 

by the County of San Diego. These maps were prepared 

as a guide and do not have project level detail. Appendix 

H of the County of San Diego BMP Design Manual 

provides the Guidance for Investigating Critical Coarse 

Sediment Yield Area. Section H.7.3 defines the 

methodology to refine the PCCSYA mapping using the 

more detailed data from site specific Geology, Land use 

and Slopes. As presented in Appendix J6, Potential 

Critical Course Sediment Yield Area Analysis, a site-

specific PCCSYA map using more detailed analysis per 

Section H.7.3 of the Guidance for Investigating Critical 

Coarse Sediment Yield Area was developed for use in 

the analysis of the Fanita Ranch Project. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I106-29: This comment states that The Fanita Ranch Draft 

Revised Environmental Impact Report did not analyze 
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impacts to Potential Critical Coarse Sediment Yield 

Areas (PCCSYA). 

The EIR included The Storm Water Quality 

Management Plan (SWQMP). The SWQMP Included a 

Hydromodification Management Plan and a Technical 

Memorandum entitled Analysis of PCCSYA’s for Fanita 

Ranch. The Analysis of Critical Coarse Sediment Areas, 

Appendix J6, prepared by Dr. Luis Parra, PhD provides 

the analysis of the PCCSYA avoidance or demonstrated 

to have no net impact to the watershed through a detailed 

Erosion Potential Analysis per Appendix H.8 of the 

County of San Diego BMP Design Manual. 

The result of this analysis is that through the combined 

protection of natural area and the Erosion Potential 

Analysis there is no net impact to the Potential Critical 

Coarse Sediment Yield Areas (Appendix J6). This issue 

is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I106-30: This comment states that the Potential Critical Coarse 

Sediment Areas (PCCYSA) should be avoided unless 

additional analyses are performed. Refer to Appendices J6 

and J7 for the PCCYSA analysis for the proposed project. 

Please also refer to response to comment I106-29 which 

addresses the same issue raised in this comment. 
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I106-31: This comment states that the Potential Critical Coarse 

Sediment Yield Area mapped in the report do not match the 

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board mapping. 

The Watershed Management Area Analysis (WMAA) 

potential Critical Coarse Sediment Yield Area 

(PCCSYA) Map was a regional mapping effort prepared 

by the County of San Diego. These maps were prepared 

as a guide and do not have project level detail. Appendix 

H of the County of San Diego BMP Design Manual 

provides the Guidance for Investigating Critical Coarse 

Sediment Yield Area. Section H.7.3 defines the 

methodology to refine the PCCSYA mapping using the 

more detailed data from site specific Geology, Land use 

and Slopes. As presented in Appendix J6, Potential 

Critical Course Sediment Yield Area Analysis, a site-

specific PCCSYA map using more detailed analysis per 

Section H.7.3 of the Guidance for Investigating Critical 

Coarse Sediment Yield Area was developed for use in 

the analysis of the proposed project. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I106-32: This comment states that it is “impossible to establish at 

this level the proportion of sloped areas that consist of 

coarse bed material” and avoidance is the only option.  

The EIR included The Storm Water Quality 

Management Plan (SWQMP). The SWQMP Included a 
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Hydromodification Management Plan and a Technical 

Memorandum entitled Analysis of PCCSYA’s for Fanita 

Ranch. The statement quoted was from Section 2.3 of 

the Appendix J6, Critical Coarse Sediment Yield Area 

Analysis, referring to the analysis of cut and fill areas. 

As determined in Section 2.3.1 of the Potential Critical 

Coarse Sediment Yield Area Analysis, this mitigation 

methodology was not used on the proposed project. This 

is because, following a discussion with the City of 

Santee and the City’s third-party reviewer, it was agreed 

that the inclusion of Fill and Cut Areas is not specifically 

included as a simplified alternative in Appendix H of the 

County of San Diego BMP Design Manual, and 

therefore the process explained in Section 2.3 is not 

valid, even if it follows the intent of the permit in terms 

of protection of CCSYAs. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

I106-33: This comment states the report must demonstrate “the 

geology of the cut areas will remain the same as the geology 

of the terrain before cutting while the geology of the fill area 

will be similar to the geology of the soil underneath.”  

The statement quoted was from Section 2.3 of Appendix 

J6, Critical Coarse Sediment Yield Area Analysis, 

referring to the analysis of cut and fill areas. As 

determined in Section 2.3.1 of the Potential Critical 

Coarse Sediment Yield Area Analysis, this mitigation 

methodology identified in Section 2.3 was not used for 
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the proposed project. This is because, following a 

discussion with the City of Santee and the City’s third-

party reviewer, it was agreed that the inclusion of Fill 

and Cut Areas is not specifically included as a simplified 

alternative in Appendix H of the County of San Diego 

BMP Design Manual, and therefore the process 

explained in Section 2.3 is not valid, even if it follows 

the intent of the permit in terms of protection of 

CCSYAs. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I106-34: This comment quotes several additional passages from 

Section 2.3 of the EIR Appendix J6, Potential Critical 

Coarse Sediment Yield Area Analysis. Refer to response 

to comment I106-34 for a response to the issue raised in 

this comment.  

I106-35: This comment states that there are several areas of 

Potential Critical Coarse Sediment Yield Area that are 

not avoided by the proposed project and that 

development is not an excuse for non-avoidance. 

Section H.2 of the County of San Diego BMP Design 

Manual Guidance for Investigating Critical Coarse 

Sediment Yield Areas does not state that avoidance is 

the only mitigation method for PCCSYA. Several 

mitigation measures detailed in Sections H.2 – H.4 may 

be used. 
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The EIR included Appendix J2, Storm Water Quality 

Management Plan (SWQMP). Included in the SWQMP 

are the Hydromodification Management Plan and 

Technical Memoranda entitled Potential Critical Course 

Sediment Yield Area (PCCSYA) Analysis (On-Site) and 

PCCSYA Analysis (Off-Site). These technical 

memoranda are also included in the EIR as Appendices 

J6 and J7. The Analysis of Critical Coarse Sediment 

Areas prepared by Dr. Luis Parra, PhD provides the 

analysis of Erosion Potential and Sediment Supply 

Potential per Appendix H.8 of the County of San Diego 

BMP Design Manual. 

The result of this analysis is that through the combined 

protection of natural area and the Erosion 

Potential/Sediment Supply Analysis there is no net 

impact to the Critical Coarse Sediment Yield from the 

development of the Fanita Ranch Project. Therefore, no 

mitigation measures are required. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I106-36: This comment states that the Geomorphic Landscape Unit 

(GLU) mapping is different from the County mapping. 

The Watershed Management Area Analysis (WMAA) 

potential Critical Coarse Sediment Yield Area 

(PCCSYA) Map was a regional mapping effort prepared 

by the County of San Diego. These maps were prepared 

as a guide and do not have project level detail. Appendix 

H of the County of San Diego BMP Design Manual 

provides the Guidance for Investigating Critical Coarse 

Sediment Yield Area. Section H.7.3 defines the 

methodology to refine the PCCSYA mapping using the 

more detailed data from site specific geology, land use 

and slopes. As presented in Appendix J6, Potential 

Critical Course Sediment Yield Area Analysis, a site-

specific PCCSYA map using more detailed analysis per 

Section H.7.3 of the Guidance for Investigating Critical 

Coarse Sediment Yield Area was developed for use in 

the analysis of the proposed project. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I106-37: This comment states that the soil loss equation was 

developed for agricultural lands, not Fanita Ranch. 

Section H.8.2 of the Guidance for Critical Coarse 

Sediment Yield Area prepared by the County of San 

Diego BMP Design Manual states that the Revised 

Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE) should be used 
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in estimating the sediment yield from hillsides. The 

RUSLE is widely used in determining sediment yield in 

construction activities as well as farming operations. 

Appendix J6, specifically Section 4.2, presents the 

RUSLE calculations completed for the proposed project. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

106-38: This comment states that harvest and use, infiltration options 

should be used for the proposed project. It also questions the 

n-imperv value of 0.012 in the SWMM model. 

Harvest and reuse feasibility analysis is included in 

Worksheet B.3-1 of the Storm Water Quality 

Management Plan (SWQMP) (Appendix J2). Per the 

San Diego County BMP Manual methodology, it was 

determined that the 36 hour demand is less than 0.25 of 

the Design Capture Volume so Harvest and Use is 

considered to be infeasible.  

Infiltration Feasibility analysis is included in Worksheet 

C.4-1 of the SWQMP. Per the County of San Diego 

BMP Manual Methodology and the Geotechnical 

Investigation for Fanita Ranch, it was determined that 

due to the existing Soil Groups C and D, infiltration in 

any appreciable rate or volume is not feasible. 

The n-imperv value of 0.012 in the SWMM model is 

correct per the County of San Diego HMP Manual and 

local criteria. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I106-39: This comment states a number of concerns with the 

Master Drainage Study (Appendix J1) including the age 

of the 2007 Sycamore Creek Study, the decrease in flow 

rates, the variance in flow rates at individual discharge 

locations, erosion at drainage outfalls, the use of Soil 

Group D, and the impacts from the natural drainages that 

are being altered. 

The 2007 Floodplain Analysis for Fanita Lake study of 

Sycamore Creek by Rick Engineering was prepared for 

Barratt American Inc. and is referred to in the Master 

Drainage Study (Appendix J1) for reference. Per CEQA, 

the proposed project is required to mitigate runoff so as 

not to adversely impact the Sycamore Creek Watershed. 

The proposed project is not required to mitigate existing 

downstream flooding issues that may exist. 

The overall decrease in flow rates of 583 cfs referred to 

in the Master Drainage Study (Appendix J1) is for the 

peak discharges for the 100-year frequency storm. Since 

flooding has been indicated as an issue historically, this 

peak discharge decrease would be beneficial to the 

Sycamore Creek Watershed. The Storm Water Quality 

Management Plan for the proposed project includes a 

Hydromodification Management Plan which manages 

post-development runoff up to and including the ten-

year frequency storm to closely match predevelopment 

runoff to reduce any impact to the Sycamore Creek 
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Watershed or the upstream tributaries. Since the flows 

are at or below pre-development conditions, the 

velocities and erosion potential is reduced as well.  

Soil Group D was assumed for the post-development 

calculations. During the grading operations, soils are 

mixed. It is standard practice to use the Soil Group with 

the highest runoff coefficients and lowest infiltration 

rates. This yields conservative results as it increases the 

design runoff in the post-development condition.  

The SWQMP addresses the runoff from all developed 

areas prior to the runoff entering any natural watercourse 

outside the graded footprint. Each outfall to these natural 

areas has been cleaned per the per the San Diego 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 

requirements and the runoff will be mitigated per the San 

Diego Hydromodification Management Plan (RWQCB 

2016). Therefore, these issues are adequately addressed 

in the EIR. 
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I106-40: This comment questions the EIR’s analysis of state and 

local mandates regarding “the Sycamore Creek aquifer.” 

The aquifer underlying the proposed project is the San 

Diego River Valley aquifer not the Sycamore Creek 

aquifer. EIR Section 4.9.1.3 and Master Drainage Study 

(Appendix J1) discuss state and local mandates related to 

groundwater, including the Water Quality Control Plan 

for the San Diego Basin (Basin Plan), the Sustainable 

Groundwater Management Act, and the City of Santee 

Jurisdictional Runoff Management Program. Please see 

response to comment 106-22 for further response. 

I106-41: This comment questions the adequacy of the EIR’s 

analysis of impacts to groundwater in terms of the 

quality, proximity and timing of groundwater flows. 

Please refer to the responses to comments I106-22 and 

I106-23 that respond to the same issues. 

I106-42: The comment states “the City of Santee intends to also 

approve the Santee Multiple Species Conservation 

Subarea plan as it approves of the Fanita Ranch 

development.” The comment continues that any 

reference to the MSCP cannot be found in the EIR. The 

comment concludes that the commenter could not find 

the 2018 Draft MSCP Subarea Plan.  

The commenter's statement is incorrect – the City would 

not be adopting the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan together 
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with the approval of the proposed project (if it is 

approved). Section 3.12, Discretionary Actions, lists the 

proposed and future discretionary actions required to 

implement the proposed project. Adoption of the City's 

MSCP Subarea Plan is not a listed future action. Also, 

adoption of the City's MSCP Subarea Plan is not 

assumed or required for the approvals for the proposed 

project. While demonstrating consistency with a Draft 

Plan is not a requirement under CEQA because such 

plans are not adopted and may not be adopted, 

nevertheless the proposed project is consistent with the 

Draft MSCP Subarea Plan. Section 4.3.5.6, Threshold 6: 

Habitat Conservation Plan, and Section 4.3.6.6., 

Cumulative Threshold 6: Habitat Conservation Plans, of 

the EIR analyzed the proposed project’s consistency 

with the City’s Draft MSCP Subarea Plan and 

determined that “implementation of the current project 

design would be consistent with the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan and would not compromise future 

implementation of the MSCP Subarea Plan … because 

[it] meets all requirements and provides a greater level 

of conservation than required for the Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan pursuant to the MSCP Plan.”  

Finally, the commenter states that they were not able to 

find any reference to the 2018 Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan in the EIR. In fact, there are innumerable 

references to it throughout Section 4.3: Biological 
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Resources. To the extent that the commenter was 

attempting to locate a copy of the City's Draft MSCP 

Subarea Plan, the Wildlife Agency Review Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan December 2018 is posted on the 

City’s website (http://sntbberry.cityofsanteeca 

.gov/sites/FanitaRanch/Public/Remainder%20of%20the 

%20Record/(2)%20Reference%20Documents%20from 

%20EIR%20&%20Technical%20Reports/Tab%20492 

%20-%202018-12%20Santee%20SAP%20Wildlife 

%20Agency%20Review%20Draft%20Dec18v2.pdf). 

It is noted the commenter refers to and includes a copy of 

a “map found in the Wildlife Agency Review Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan December 2018,” in the text of the 

comment letter marked for the following comment. 
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I106-43: The comment expresses the commenter’s opinion 

regarding smaller property owners’ treatment under the 

Draft MSCP Subarea Plan compared to the proposed 

project, and expresses concern that the commenter's 

property is included in an area covered by the plan. The 

comment states the proposed project would provide 

mitigation at 62% of the project site’s land area while 

properties in the Northern Magnolia area are required to 

conserve between 75 to 90-95 percent.  

 The Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan includes differing 

percentages of preserved open space, depending on the 

relative sizes of the parcels in the Plan area and the 

planned preserve area that results from the development 

of those parcels. The proposed project, similar to other 

master-planned communities in the San Diego region, is 

very large (over 2,600 acres) and typical open space 

dedications are very sizable (in the 100’s to 1,000’s of 

acres) compared to average-sized undeveloped parcels 

of 5-10 acres such as in the Draft Santee MSCP Plan’s 

North Magnolia Subunit. Additionally, it should be 

noted that: (1) hardline and softline areas are not directly 

comparable to determine fairness not only because of the 

size of set aside land but also because the hardline 

project has extensive restoration obligations that are not 

proposed for softline. (2) The proposed softline set aside 

is not new land and was in the 1998 Draft MSCP Plan; 

(3) The value of the area for conservation is apparent 
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from GIS data/vegetation mapping. Surveys of the 

property were not necessary to establish basis of 

deciding that some portion of the softline areas should 

be conserved; (4) Reference to any percentage above 75 

percent was in recognition that some areas may be 

acquired and is not a suggestion that individual 

landowners in softline preserve areas would be required 

to set aside more than 75 percent. 

It should be noted that the commenter’s property may be 

included in the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan boundary, 

but in no way is there a statement being made by the 

project’s EIR document that concludes that the 

commenter’s property would be conserved in the same 

way as Mission Trails Regional Park. 
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I106-44: The commenter states that property owners in the 

“Magnolia Bowl” area were not notified by the City that 

their properties were being considered for inclusion in 

the City's MCSP Subarea Plan. The comment further 

suggests that the applicant was allowed to participate in 

negotiations with the City and wildlife agencies and was 

allowed to negotiate lower conservation ratios than 

small property owners in the "Magnolia Bowl" area. It 

should be noted that the proposed project has not yet 

received a building permit. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I106-45: The comment states that their property was not studied 

for its value as habitat, the property should not be placed 

in the mitigation reserve, and expresses the commenter’s 

opinion about the expected mitigation requirements for 

smaller property owners under the City's MSCP Subarea 

Plan. The comment also states that development of the 

project site will require higher conservation ratios for 

smaller property owners, with preservation standards of 

up to 90 percent, and states that through the MSCP 

Subarea Plan the City intends to take property rights. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. However, it should be noted that 

approval of the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, which may 

include the commenter’s property, would not result in 

the commenter’s property being used to mitigate for the 

proposed project. The proposed project does not rely in 

any way on the commenter’s property for the project’s 

mitigation obligations. 
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I106-46: The comment provides background information on the “5% 

Take Rule” which suggests that the City was only permitted 

to allow development on 5 percent of the coastal sage scrub 

habitat within the City until the City had an approved MSCP 

Subarea Plan. Interim take was allowed under a Section 4(d) 

Rule issued under the federal ESA. The comment continues 

that the 5 percent "take" was “given to the Sky Ranch 

development in approximately 2007” and subsequently 

smaller property owners have not been able to develop, 

which has amounted to a regulatory taking. Smaller property 

owners have proceeded since the exhaustion of the 5 percent 

with individual permitting. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, 

no further response is required. 

I106-47: The comment states that if Santee residents sue the City over 

the approval of the proposed project, the City has "a nexus 

for forcing the [applicant] to pay to defend the lawsuit". 

However, the commenter states that if "small property 

owners decide to … sue the [City] for a regulatory taking" 

or other issues, the City would be required to pay for the 

lawsuit itself. The comment continues with a concluding 

statement thanking the City for the opportunity to comment 

on the EIR. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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I106-48: This comment provides a reference to an attachment 

included by the commenter titled Chapter 6: 

Hydromodification Management Requirements for 

PDPs. The attachment is provided in the Response to 

Comments Attachments section of EIR Volume III. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

References 
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Comment Letter I107: Denise Smith, July 11, 2020 

 

I107-1:  This comment states the commenter’s opposition to the 
proposed project. This comment also states the 
commenter’s opinion that traffic will be a nightmare that 
could cause hazards to evacuation. Section 4.16, 
Transportation, in the EIR analyzes the potential for the 
proposed project to result in impacts to access, circulation, 
and other transportation modes, including the potential for 
the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 
emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 
proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 
not to below a level of significance.  

In addition, Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the 
potential impacts of increased wildfires and evacuation 
that may result from the construction or operation of the 
proposed project. The majority of the information 
provided in Section 4.18 is based on information from 
the Fire Protection Plan and Construction Fire 
Prevention Plan (2020), which are included as Appendix 
P1, and the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (2020), which 
is included as Appendix P2, prepared for the proposed 
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project. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 
would have a less than significant impact on wildfire and 
evacuation safety with mitigation incorporated. These 
issues are adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I108: Mark Brouker, July 12, 2020 

 

I108-1:  This comment states the commenter’s experiences with 
traffic issues and how further development would result in 
near gridlock. It also mentions project construction and 
damage to the environment. The EIR addresses 18 
environmental topics in detail in Chapter 4, including 
project construction and operation, and identifies feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts. In 
particular, Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes the 
potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to 
access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 
including the potential for the proposed project to conflict 
with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 
emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 
proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 
not to below a level of significance. This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR.  
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Comment Letter I109: Diane Burkard, July 12, 2020 

 

I109-1:  This comment states the commenter’s concerns about the 

proposed project, including impacts to wildlife, plants, and 

traffic, and the commenter’s general opposition to the 

proposed project. Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and 

Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report, in the 

EIR fully analyze potential impacts to sensitive plant and 

wildlife species and sensitive vegetation communities. 

Based on the opinions of the biological experts who 

prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes that impacts to 

sensitive plant and wildlife species and sensitive vegetation 

communities would be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

In addition, Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes the 

potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to 

access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to conflict 

with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 

pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a 

design feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 

proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation measures 

to reduce the impacts to transportation, although not to 

below a level of significance. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR.  
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Comment Letter I110: Betsy Burke, July 12, 2020 

 

I110-1:  This comment forwards a comment letter received by the 
USFWS to the City of Santee. This comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

I110-2:  This comment states that despite several proposed exits 
and an onsite fire station there is a general wildfire risk 
of the proposed project. Section 4.18, Wildfire, in the 
EIR analyzes the potential impacts of increased wildfires 
that may result from the construction or operation of the 
proposed project. The majority of the information 
provided in Section 4.18 is based on information from 
the Fire Protection Plan and Construction Fire 
Prevention Plan (2020), which are included as Appendix 
P1, and the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (2020), 
which is included as Appendix P2, prepared for the 
proposed project. This section also references 
information provided in the will-serve letters provided 
by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. The EIR 
concludes that the proposed project would have a less 
than significant impact on wildfire safety. This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I111: Chatton, July 12, 2020 

 

I111-1:  This comment states the commenter’s general opposition 
to the proposed project and their doubt that there will be 
any traffic relief if the proposed project is built, even with 
the proposed traffic mitigation plan. Section 4.16, 
Transportation, in the EIR analyzes the potential for the 
proposed project to result in impacts to access, circulation, 
and other transportation modes, including the potential for 
the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 
emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 
proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 
not to below a level of significance. This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 The comment also mentions the destruction of 
wilderness that should be preserved. The proposed 
project would preserve 1,650.4 acres or approximately 
63 percent of the proposed project site as Habitat 
Preserve, which would be owned, conserved, and 
managed in perpetuity. Therefore, this issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR.  
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Comment Letter I112: Mike Deacon, July 12, 2020 

 

I112-1:  This comment states the commenter’s general 
opposition to the proposed project. This comment does 
not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  
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Comment Letter I113: Deniece Evans, July 12, 2020 

 

I113-1:  This comment states the commenter’s general opposition 
to the proposed project and that it is causing current traffic 
congestion. The proposed project has not been approved. 
No current development occurs on the project site; 
therefore, the proposed project is not contributing to 
current traffic conditions. This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 
accuracy of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, 
no further response is required.  
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Comment Letter I114: Margaret Field, July 12, 2020 

 

I114-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 
letter. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

I114-2: This comment states that the Kumeyaay Nation is the 
sole indigenous group that has occupied the project site 
over time. The comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required. 

I114-3: This comment asserts that the City of Santee (City) 
should have consulted with the newly created Kumeyaay 
Historic Preservation Council (KHPC) under California 
Public Resources Code, Section 21080.3.1 (also referred 
to as Assembly Bill [AB] 52). The comment omits the 
following provision in Section 21080.3.1, which states, 
“Prior to release of a negative declaration, mitigated 
negative declaration, or environmental impact report for 
a project, the lead agency shall begin consultation with a 
California Native American tribe that is traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the 
proposed project if: (1) the California Native American 

tribe requested to the lead agency, in writing, to be 
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informed by the lead agency through formal notification 
of proposed projects in the geographic area that is 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the tribe . . . .” 
(emphasis added).  

As explained in detail in Section 4.4.1.3, Known 
Cultural Resources, of the EIR (Senate Bill 18 
Consultation and Assembly Bill 52 Consultation), the 
City sent AB 52 notification letters to the three tribal 
contacts that formally requested notification of projects 
in the City on September 7, 2018. Under California 
Public Resources Code, Section 21080.3.1(b), the tribes 
had 30 days from receipt of the notification letters to 
request consultation under AB 52. KHPC did not request 
notice of City projects or consultation on the proposed 
project under AB 52 until June 10 and June 30, 2020, 
after the EIR for the proposed project was released for 
public review on May 29, 2020, and more than a year 
and a half after the City notified requesting tribes of the 
proposed project. On July 2, 2020, the City responded to 
Tom Holm at KHPC explaining that the time period for 
consultation under AB 52 had expired.  

KHPC was also absent from the Local Government 
Tribal Consultant List provided by the Native American 
Heritage Commission to the City in October 2018, when 
the City sent the Senate Bill 18 notification letters to the 
24 tribes provided on the list. Of the nine groups 
represented by KHPC, however, six groups were  
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individually contacted as part of Senate Bill 18 because 
they were listed on the consultation list provided by the 
Native American Heritage Commission.  

While KHPC can, and has, submitted comments on the 
EIR as any member of the public (see California Public 
Resources Code, Section 21080.3.2[c]), the time period 
for AB 52 consultation has expired. The City concluded 
consultation with the one tribe that requested 
consultation (Barona Band of Mission Indians [Barona]) 
on July 31, 2020. After nearly 2 years of consultation 
with Barona, the parties have agreed to the mitigation 
measures in the EIR and conditions of project approval 
to address the tribe’s concerns. It is not reasonable to 
expect the City to voluntarily reopen AB 52 consultation 
because of a newly formed organization that did not 
timely request notice of City projects as provided for in 
the statute. To do otherwise would defeat the purpose of 
the time frames in the statute. Senate Bill 18 and AB 52 
do not contain any such provisions requiring that 
consultation be reopened. The City has added KHPC to 
its AB 52 notification list, and KHPC will be notified of 
future projects as required under CEQA. 

I114-4: This comment addresses the cultural significance of the 
area. The comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no  
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further response is required. Nonetheless, the City 
acknowledges the commenter’s concern for cultural 
resources. The City has required extensive archaeological 
investigations to further understand the nature of the area 
and to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed project 
on any such resources. A summary of these studies can be 
found in Section 4.4.1, Environmental Setting, and in 
Confidential Appendices E1, E2, and E4. 

I114-5: This comment addresses the pros and cons of site capping 
from the commenter’s perspective. Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1 (Site Capping Program) requires placement of a cap 
on a portion of one site where significant resources were 
found, including human remains. The Kumeyaay Cultural 
Repatriation Committee was designated as the mostly likely 
descendent (MLD) for the project site. The Kumeyaay 
Cultural Repatriation Committee represents several 
Kumeyaay tribes in the County of San Diego (including 
those affiliated with the KHPC). The MLD has indicated 
that, because human remains are present throughout sites 
CA-SDI-8243 and CA-SDI-8345, they consider all artifacts 
present to be potential funerary objects. Additionally, 
Barona consulted with the City for the proposed project and 
recommended capping be used to preserve in place sensitive 
cultural resources. Under California Public Resources Code, 
Section 5097.98, the MLD provided the recommendation 
for capping to avoid further impacts to human remains and 
funerary objects. The applicant has agreed to comply with 
the MLD’s recommendations for capping. A limited data 
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recovery program has been proposed and would be executed 
prior to capping; however, the City and landowner consider 
the protection of human remains and associated funerary 
objects to be the primary concern. The City has determined 
that the MLD’s concerns for the protection for their 
ancestors supersede the desire for future study by the 
archaeological community. Notably, Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1 requires a minimum of 24 inches of fill material be 
maintained between the surface of the archaeological cap 
and any ground-disturbing activities per Barona’s request. 

I114-6: This comment summarizes previous archaeological 
investigations on the project site. This comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I114-7: This comment addresses the National Register of Historic 
Properties and California Register of Historical Resources 
(NRHP/CRHR) significance of CA-SDI-8243. The City 
agrees that CA-SDI-8243 retains data potential and remains 
eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 4. To mitigate the 
impact to the site, a Phase III data recovery program would 
be executed prior to construction as described in Mitigation 
Measure CUL-2. The MLD and the consulting tribe have 
concurred with the proposed plan. This comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  
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I114-8: This comment addresses NRHP/CRHR significance of 
CA-SDI-8345. The City agrees that CA-SDI-8345 
retains data potential and remains eligible for the CRHR 
under Criterion 4. To mitigate the impact to the site, a 
Phase III data recovery program would be executed prior 
to construction as described in Mitigation Measure 
CUL-2. The MLD and the consulting tribe have 
concurred with the proposed plan. This comment does 
not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

I114-9: This comment addresses concerns related to human 
remains on the project site. The presence of human 
remains throughout site CA-SDI-8345 has been 
identified by the MLD. The City and landowner 
consulted with the MLD regarding the treatment of the 
human remains and funerary objects in compliance with 
California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98. The 
MLD has recommended capping as a method to protect 
the remains of their ancestors. The landowner has agreed 
to comply with the MLD’s recommendations. This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental 
issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 
information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 
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I114-10: This comment addresses the context of the resource sites 
in their totality. The City interprets this comment as the 
commenter suggesting that the archaeological sites 
present on the project site and the surrounding 
landmarks are eligible under Criteria C/3. The comment 
also suggests the local flora and fauna and landscape 
could be considered a “cultural landscape.” Cultural 
landscapes are defined as a geographic area, including 
both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife or 
domestic animals therein, associated with a historic 
event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or 
aesthetic values per National Park Service Preservation 
Brief 36. There are four types of cultural landscapes. The 
City believes the type of cultural landscape suggested in 
the comment is an ethnographic landscape because they 
embody a variety of natural and cultural resources that 
associated people define as heritage resources (National 
Park Service Preservation Brief 36). Ethnographic 
landscapes are identified by the ancestral groups tied to 
those landscapes and are typically presented during 
consultation efforts for a project (e.g., AB 52 and or 
Senate Bill 18 consultation).  

The City engaged in consultation for the proposed 
project with Barona. A summary of consultation efforts 
can be found in Section 4.4.1.3 of the EIR (Known 
Cultural Resources, Assembly Bill 52 Consultation) and 
in Confidential Appendix E3. Consultation with Barona 
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began in September 2018. The parties have agreed to the 
mitigation measures in the EIR and conditions of project 
approval to address the tribe’s concerns. On July 9, 
2020, Barona submitted a letter to the City to this effect, 
with some further changes to the conditions of project 
approval. On July 31, 2020, the City sent a response to 
Barona accepting such changes and stating that AB 52 
consultation has concluded. Section 4.4.1.3 of the EIR 
has been updated to reflect this information.  

During consultation with Barona, the project site was not 
identified in any communication as a cultural or 
ethnographic landscape (see Confidential Appendix E3, 
Page 5, and Section 4.4.1.3 of the EIR for a summary of 
consultation efforts). Ethnographic landscapes are 
viewed from a natural landscape and cultural landscape 
perspective. The native flora of the project site have been 
altered due to the introduction of non-native flora during 
the historical use of the project site for ranching 
(Confidential Appendix E2, Page 21) and modern 
recreational activities, which allows for the inadvertent 
introduction of non-native species (Biological 
Resources Technical Report [Appendix D], Page 71). 
Additionally, the topography has been altered due to 
unauthorized use, such as the development of off-road 
trails (Biological Resources Technical Report 
[Appendix D], Page 33) and the historical use as a ranch 
and quarry (Confidential Appendix E2, Page 29). In  
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addition, the development of a power distribution line 
and Padre Dam Municipal Water District facilities have 
altered the line of sight from many cultural resources in 
the proposed project, including CA-SDI-8243. 
Therefore, the approach to address sites individually was 
proposed by the Secretary of the Interior Qualified 
Archaeologist and subsequently reviewed and approved 
by the MLD representative. The results and 
recommendations were reviewed and found to be 
agreeable to the consulting tribe, Barona. 

I114-11: This comment makes the case for interpreting each 
archaeological site on the project site as an extension of 
one (or maybe two) habitation centers or cultural 
landscape. Known archaeological sites within the 
development footprint were evaluated using the federal 
and state criteria for evaluating cultural resources. This 
includes evaluation for eligibility according to criterion 
C/3 of the NRHP/CRHR. Site boundaries were drawn 
based on the distribution of artifacts and features and 
revised when appropriate. The archaeological sites in 
question are discrete localities and, therefore, were 
recorded as individual sites rather than one large 
habitation site because these areas are separated by 
natural landscape boundaries, such as changes in 
topography, or at minimum 100 feet of space void of 
archaeological resources. Of the sites evaluated, many 
possess ubiquitous exfoliated bedrock milling features 
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or lithic reduction localities that do not retain integrity 
and are not considered to be the embodiment of a type, 
period, or region. Several sites lack the necessary 
artifacts and ecofacts to date the sites to definitively 
identify them as being contemporaneous with other sites 
in the region (see Confidential Appendix E1, Page 27, 
Confidential Appendix E2, Page 67, and Section 4.4 of 
the EIR). See also response to comment I114-10.  

I114-12: This comment concerns labeling resource sites on the 
project site as CRHR “eligible” or “ineligible.” This 
comment is addressed in response to comment I114-11. 
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I114-13: This comment summarizes seven of the sites identified 
on the proposed project. This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required. 

I114-14: This comment questions the eligibility recommendation of 
CA-SDI-22186 in the EIR. Site CA-SDI-22186 was 
evaluated against the research themes/questions identified 
in the Phase II testing plan for the proposed project 
(Confidential Appendix E2). The evaluation was 
completed by a Secretary of the Interior qualified 
archaeologist. The recommendation was reviewed and 
received concurrence from the MLD and consulting tribe. 
See also responses to comments I114-10 and I114-11.  

I114-15: This comment questions the eligibility recommendation 
of CA-SDI-22188 put forth in the EIR. Site CA-SDI-
22188 was evaluated against the research 
themes/questions identified in the Phase II testing plan 
for the proposed project (Confidential Appendix E2). 
The evaluation was completed by a Secretary of the 
Interior qualified archaeologist. The recommendation 
was reviewed and received concurrence from the MLD 
and consulting tribe. See also responses to comments 
I114-10 and I114-11.  
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I114-16: This comment concerns CA-SDI-5981, which was 
recorded as an isolated find and, therefore, was 
recommended as ineligible because isolated discoveries 
do not typically possess the criterion required for 
eligibility because their data potential is exhausted after 
the initial recordation; therefore, they are not considered 
significant resources under CEQA (see Confidential 
Appendix E1, Page 27). Additionally, the site is in an 
area of heavy grading and was likely destroyed after it 
was recorded in 1980 (Confidential Appendix E1, Page 
49). Management considerations cannot be applied to a 
site that is no longer extant. This approach was 
recommended by the Secretary of the Interior qualified 
archaeologist and received concurrence from the MLD 
and consulting tribe. See also responses to comments 
I114-10 and I114-11.  

I114-17: This comment concerns CA-SDI-5985, which was 
recorded as an isolated find and, therefore, was 
recommended as ineligible because isolated discoveries 
do not typically possess the criterion required for 
eligibility. Additionally, the site is in an area of heavy 
grading and was likely destroyed after it was recorded in 
1980 (Confidential Appendix E1, Page 49). 
Management considerations cannot be applied to a site 
that is no longer extant. This approach was 
recommended by the Secretary of the Interior qualified 
archaeologist and received concurrence from the MLD 
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and consulting tribe. See also responses to comments 
I114-10 and I114-11.  

I114-18: This comment concerns CA-SDI-8336. Assessment of 
integrity is a standard procedure during a site evaluation. 
Site CA-SDI-8336 was evaluated against the research 
themes/questions identified in the Phase II testing plan 
(Confidential Appendix E2). The evaluation was 
completed by a Secretary of the Interior qualified 
archaeologist. The recommendation was reviewed and 
received concurrence from the MLD and consulting tribe. 
See also responses to comments I114-10 and I114-11.  

I114-19: This comment concerns CA-SDI-8341 and its eligibility 
recommendation. Management considerations cannot be 
applied to a site that is no longer extant. This approach 
was recommended by a Secretary of the Interior 
qualified archaeologist and received concurrence from 
the MLD and consulting tribe. See also responses to 
comments I114-10 and I114-11.  
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I114-20: This comment concerns CA-SDI-8342 and its eligibility 
recommendation. CA-SDI-8342 was evaluated against 
the research themes/questions identified in the Phase II 
testing plan (Confidential Appendix E2). The evaluation 
was completed by a Secretary of the Interior qualified 
archaeologist. The recommendation was reviewed and 
received concurrence from the MLD and consulting tribe. 
See also responses to comments I114-10 and I114-11. 

I114-21: This comment concerns CA-SDI-8344 and its eligibility 
recommendation. CA-SDI-8344 was evaluated against 
the research themes/questions identified in the Phase II 
testing plan (Confidential Appendix E2). The evaluation 
was completed by a Secretary of the Interior qualified 
archaeologist. The recommendation was reviewed and 
received concurrence from the MLD and consulting tribe. 
See also responses to comments I114-10 and I114-11. 

I114-22: This comment concerns CA-SDI-14686 and its 
eligibility recommendation. CA-SDI-14686 was 
evaluated against the research themes/questions 
identified in the Phase II testing plan (Confidential 
Appendix E2). The evaluation was completed by a 
Secretary of the Interior qualified archaeologist. The 
recommendation was reviewed and received 
concurrence from the MLD and consulting tribe. See 
also responses to comments I114-10 and I114-11. 
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I114-23: This comment concerns CA-SDI-22503 and its eligibility 
recommendation. CA-SDI-22503 was evaluated against 
the research themes/questions identified in the Phase II 
testing plan (Confidential Appendix E2). The evaluation 
was completed by a Secretary of the Interior qualified 
archaeologist. The recommendation was reviewed and 
received concurrence from the MLD and consulting tribe. 
See also responses to comments I114-10 and I114-11. 

I114-24: This comment summarizes the opinions of the 
commenter. Each archaeological site was evaluated 
individually as a potentially unique resource. The MLD 
and consulting tribe have concurred with the findings 
and recommendations pertaining to archaeological 
resources. Although the City does not dispute the 
educational potential of the resources, the archaeological 
sites in question are on private property and are not 
required to be accessible to the public. The commenter’s 
concerns regarding site selection, resource procurement, 
and use of surrounding plants shall be addressed in the 
data recovery efforts proposed as part of Mitigation 
Measure CUL-2 (Phase III Data Recovery Excavation 
Program) identified in the EIR. A study of place names 
shall be included in the data recovery mitigation efforts, 
addressing the commenter’s concern. As previously 
stated, the subject property is privately held, and access 
for students is not required of the current landowner. 
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I114-25: This comment includes references for the previous 
comments. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required.  
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Comment Letter I115: Steve Foxover, July 12, 2020 

 

I115-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I116: Janet Garvin, July 12, 2020 

 

I116-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 
letter. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

I116-2: This comment states how the commenter found the EIR 
technical and confusing and asks what requirements or 
guidelines it follows. It is unclear what sections of the 
EIR the commenter found confusing. The table of 
contents provides a roadmap of the EIR, identifying all 
chapters, sections, subsections, figures, tables, and 
appendices. Chapter 1, Executive Summary, specifically 
Table 1-1, provides a summary of the impact analysis 
and conclusions contained in Sections 4.1 through 4.18 
of the EIR and also provides Table 1-2 that compares the 
conclusions of the alternatives analysis presented in 
Chapter 6. In addition, Chapter 2, Introduction, provides 
the project overview, project background, purpose, and 
use of the EIR, EIR process, organization of the EIR, and 
documents incorporated by reference. The EIR was 
prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; California Public 
Resources Code, Section 21000 et. seq.) and the CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15140, which states that an EIR 
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shall be written in plain language so that decision makers 
and the public can rapidly understand the document.  

I116-3: This comment provides an introduction to the 
subsequent comments. This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required.  

I116-4: This comment summarizes information disclosed in 
Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR 
regarding the proposed project’s potential significant 
impacts. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 
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I116-5: This comment asks if it is correct to assume that, before 
any structure is built, irreparable damage to air quality, 
noise levels, and traffic in the environment of the City of 
Santee (City) will have already occurred. It is unclear what 
the commenter means “before any structure is built.” 
Vegetation removal and grading would precede building 
construction; however, all of these activities are considered 
part of project construction. Impacts would occur from 
project construction and operation, as discussed throughout 
Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the EIR.  

I116-6: This comment asks if the projections for water availability 
are adequate and realistic. Section 4.17.5.2, Threshold 2: 
Water Supply Availability, in Section 4.17 analyzes the 
potential impacts to water supply availability from 
implementation of the proposed project. A Water Supply 
Assessment (Appendix O3) was prepared to evaluate water 
supplies that are, or would be, available during normal, 
single dry year, and multiple dry years during a 20-year 
projection and to determine if the available water supplies 
meet existing, projected, and future water demands served 
by Padre Dam Municipal Water District, including the 
proposed project. The EIR concludes that the proposed 
project would increase the demand on water supply from 
Padre Dam Municipal Water District; however, sufficient 
water supplies are available to serve the proposed project 
and reasonably foreseeable future development during 
normal, single dry year, and multiple dry years, and 
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impacts would be less than significant. This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I116-7: The comment states the City’s commitment and plans to 
provide Community Choice Energy and asks if the 
electrical infrastructure plans for the project site have been 
reviewed for a fit with Community Choice Energy, also 
referred to as Community Choice Aggregation (CCA). 
Assembly Bill 117, which was signed into law in 2002, 
allows California cities to either individually or 
collectively supply electricity to customers within their 
borders through the establishment of a CCA. The CCA 
would allow the City’s energy users to choose an 
alternative option to San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
and use more renewable energy. CCA programs have 
renewable energy percentages between 33 and 100, and the 
national opt-out rates for the program range from 3 to 5 
percent. The establishment of a CCA does not change the 
electrical infrastructure but allows the City to purchase 
electricity based on a renewable energy goal. More 
important to the proposed project is the on-site 
photovoltaic (PV) solar generation commitment. 
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 in Section 4.7, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, states that the proposed project shall 
provide on-site PV renewable energy generation with a 
total design capacity of at least 12.147 megawatts for the 
preferred land use plan with school, or 12.083 megawatts 
capacity for the land use plan without school, at full 
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buildout. The electrical utility lines feeding into the project 
site and the internal electrical lines distributed on the 
project site would be sized and designed to accommodate 
the required on-site PV solar generation.  

I116-8: This comment states that, if the developer is without 
jurisdiction to implement a traffic mitigation measure and 
cannot be held to that mitigation, then a significant and 
unavoidable impact to traffic would occur. The EIR 
analyzes the impacts of the proposed project and identifies 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to 
transportation, although not to below a level of 
significance. The City disagrees that the EIR is misleading. 
For every instance where a mitigation measure is not 
within the City’s jurisdiction, the EIR clearly states that the 
impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
However, a proposed condition of approval is the 
requirement that the applicant coordinate with adjacent 
jurisdictions to mitigate project impacts within their 
respective jurisdiction. 

I116-9: This comment asks if the project construction will take 
approximately 15 years. Section 3.11, Conceptual 
Phasing Plan, describes the conceptual phasing timeline 
for the proposed project. Each phase would take 
approximately 2 to 4 years to complete. Construction is 
anticipated to begin in summer 2021 with a buildout of 
approximately 10 to 15 years. 
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I116-10: This comment states that there will be significant and 
unavoidable impacts to air quality, noise, and 
transportation from implementation of the proposed 
project. This is correct. The EIR analyzes the impacts of 
the proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts, although not all impacts 
could be reduced to below a level of significance.  

I116-11: This comment states the commenter’s concern with 
living in the area during the construction phase of the 
proposed project. Refer to response to comment I116-
10. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required. 

I116-12: This comment states the commenter’s opinion that the Draft 
EIR should be rejected does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 
the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required.  

I116-13: This comment states the commenter’s general opposition to 
the proposed project, is a closing comment, and does not 
raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I117: Joyce Gorton, July 12, 2020 

 

I117-1:  This comment states the commenter’s opposition to the 

proposed project. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I118: Retha Knight, July 12, 2020 

 

I118-1: This comment states that the proposed project does not 

follow the Santee General Plan and was voted down by 

Santee citizens. As stated in Section 3.12, Discretionary 

Actions, in Chapter 3, Project Description, in the EIR, the 

proposed project would require approval of a General 

Plan Amendment to allow for 2,949 units on the project 

site. The result of past votes related to former projects 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

I118-2: This comment states that fire danger and traffic are at an 

all-time high and that the cumulative effects are not 

properly mitigated. Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the 

potential direct and cumulative impacts of increased 

wildfires that may result from the construction or 

operation of the proposed project. The majority of the 

information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the project-specific Fire Protection 

Plan and Construction Fire Prevention Plan, which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan, which is included as Appendix P2. 

Section 4.18 also references information provided in the 

will serve letters provided by the Santee Fire Department 

provided in Appendix M. The EIR concludes that the 

proposed project would have a less than significant 
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impact on wildfire safety. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR.  

Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzed the potential for 

the proposed project to result in direct and cumulative 

impacts to access, circulation, and other transportation 

modes, including the potential for the proposed project 

to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; substantially 

increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 

use; and result in inadequate emergency access. The EIR 

analyzed the impacts of the proposed project and 

identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 

impacts to transportation, although not all impacts would 

be reduced to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 This comment also states the Quino checkerspot 

butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino) and other 

endangered animals and plants would be destroyed. 

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and Appendix D, 

Biological Resources Technical Report, fully analyze 

potential impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species, 

including Quino checkerspot butterfly. The EIR 

concluded impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species 

would be reduced to a less than significant level with 

mitigation incorporated. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 
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This comment also states vistas will be gone forever. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, analyzes the potential visual 

impacts of the proposed project from 16 key public 

viewpoints. Specifically, Section 4.1.5.1, discusses the 

proposed project’s impacts on public scenic vistas. The 

EIR concluded that the proposed project would result in 

less than significant impacts to public scenic vistas. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

This comment also states that air quality will be even 

worse. Section 4.2, Air Quality, analyzes the potential 

for impacts to air quality due to implementation of the 

proposed project and recommends mitigation measures 

to reduce or avoid adverse impacts. The EIR analyzed 

the impacts of the proposed project and identified 

feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to air 

quality, although not all impacts would be reduced to 

below a level of significance. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

I118-3: This comment summarizes information disclosed in the 

EIR that, even with the mitigation measures, traffic 

impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. No 

further response is required. 

I118-4: This comment states that the City of Santee’s heavily 

impacted circulation network will be more vulnerable 

during wildfire emergency evacuation. Section 4.18, 
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Wildfire, analyzes the potential direct and cumulative 

impacts of increased wildfires and evacuation that may 

result from the construction or operation of the proposed 

project. The majority of the information provided in Section 

4.18 is based on information from the Fire Protection Plan 

and Construction Fire Prevention Plan (Appendix P1 and 

the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2). The EIR 

concludes that the proposed project would have a less than 

significant impact on wildfire safety. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. Please also refer to the 

Thematic Response – Evacuation.  

I118-5: This comment asks how roadway access moving west can 

be mitigated when the freeways are already overcrowded. 

See response to comment I118-4, which addresses the 

same issue. No further response is necessary. 

I118-6: The comment expresses concern with the proposed 

project’s impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher 

(Polioptila californica californica). This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

Nonetheless, as discussed in Section 4.3, Biological 

Resources, impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher 

would be reduced to less than significant through 

implementation of the following: Mitigation Measure 

BIO-1, which would conserve 1,017.61 acres of suitable 

habitat; Mitigation Measure BIO-2, which would restore 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I118-5 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

45.54 acres of temporary impacts to suitable habitat 

areas; Mitigation Measure BIO-14, which would require 

preconstruction nesting bird surveys in suitable habitat; 

and Mitigation Measure BIO-17, which would remove 

brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater) from the 

project site.  

I118-7: The comment lists species with USFWS-designated 

Critical Habitat on the project site, including the Hermes 

copper butterfly (Lycaena hermes), willowy monardella 

(Monardella viminea), and coastal California 

gnatcatcher. The comment correctly states that the 

project site contains USFWS-designated Critical Habitat 

for willowy monardella and coastal California 

gnatcatcher. However, USFWS has only proposed 

Critical Habitat for the Hermes copper butterfly. 

Potential impacts to these species and habitat that 

supports these species is addressed in Section 4.3.5, 

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  

I118-8: This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter I119: Sandy Kuntz, July 12, 2020 

 

I119-1: This comment provides opinions of the proposed 

project. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I119-2: This comment states the aesthetic value of Santee is 

impossible to be mitigated. Section 4.1, Aesthetics, 

analyzed the potential visual impacts of the proposed 

project from 16 key viewpoints. Specifically, Section 

4.1.5.3, discusses the proposed project’s impacts on 

visual quality and character and landform alteration. The 

proposed project would alter the existing aesthetic 

characteristics of the project site, as well as alter the 

existing landform in certain areas from a variety of 

vantage points in the City of Santee (City) and adjacent 

areas. To protect and manage hillsides and topographic 

resources, the City has adopted hillside development 

guidelines as described in Table 4.1-1, City of Santee 

Hillside Development Guidelines. The large cut and fill 

slopes on the project site, as identified on the Vesting 

Tentative Map, that are visible from the public rights-of-

way would use landform grading techniques to recreate 

and mimic the flow of natural contours and drainages in 

the natural surroundings. Where development is 

proposed on hillsides, grading would be efficient to 
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minimize the grading footprint. Special contour grading 

techniques would be used at edges and transitions in 

landform. During construction, these slopes would be 

temporarily devoid of vegetation; however, they would 

be revegetated and landscaped in compliance with the 

Santee Municipal Code, Chapter 12.26, Landscape and 

Irrigation Regulations, and the Guidelines for 

Implementation of the City of Santee Water Efficient 

Landscape Ordinance (2017). By complying with the 

policies in the Santee General Plan and the requirements 

of the Santee Municipal Code, as well as adhering to the 

guidelines set forth in the Fanita Ranch Specific Plan, 

the EIR concludes that the proposed project would not 

degrade the existing landscape from a public viewpoint. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I119-3: This comment asks if the EIR mitigates for traffic using 

current traffic maps. It is unclear as to what the 

commenter meant regarding “current traffic maps”. It is 

possible they meant “traffic counts”. The baseline traffic 

counts identified in the Transportation Impact Analysis 

(Appendix N) were conducted in 2018 when area 

schools were in session. There has been little new 

development in Santee since these counts were 

conducted and where new development did occur, those 

volumes are captured in the cumulative project traffic 

volume forecasts. Traffic from 55 near term cumulative 

projects was included on top of the existing volumes to 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I119-3 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

account for new development within not only the City of 

Santee, but also other nearby jurisdictions. Also refer to 

EIR Section 4.16, Transportation.  

I119-4: This comment states the traffic impact does not include the 

415-unit Weston development. This statement is false. The 

Weston development was included in the Transportation 

Impact Analysis (Appendix N) as a cumulative project. Data 

from that project is included in Table 4-2, Cumulative 

Projects, of the EIR (project #19). Therefore, the traffic from 

the Weston project was adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I119-5: This comment asks how construction and operation traffic 

will be mitigated at West Hills Parkway, Mission Gorge 

Road, and Carlton Hills Road. The recommended mitigation 

measures for the West Hills Parkway/Mission Gorge Road 

intersection is Mitigation Measure TRA-15 in Section 4.16 

of the EIR and mitigation at the Mission Gorge 

Road/Carlton Hills Boulevard intersection is Mitigation 

Measure TRA-16. 

I119-6: This comment states cumulative traffic in Santee will be 

significantly higher, contributing to cumulatively higher 

pollution, effectively increasing asthma and other health 

issues for citizens and ask how health impacts will be 

addressed. Section 4.2.5.3, Air Quality, Threshold 3: 

Sensitive Receptors, details the results of a Health Risk 

Assessment (Appendix C2) completed for the proposed 

project, which analyzed the risk of health problems from 
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exposure to toxic air contaminants during construction to 

future residents within the proposed project and impact of 

the proposed project to existing City residents. The study 

found the maximum increases in non-cancer risk (including 

asthma) would be below the threshold and impacts would be 

less than significant. Mitigation Measures AIR-3, AIR-4, 

AIR-11, and AIR-12 would be required to reduce residential 

cancer risk during construction and operation of the 

proposed project. In addition, under Threshold 3, 

Assessment of Project Operational Impacts, discusses the 

potential health effects as a result of the of the operation of 

the proposed project and further explains in detail why it is 

not feasible to provide such a meaningful assessment of 

potential health impacts from operational emissions.  

I119-7: The comment asks a series of questions regarding the types 

of mitigation measures that will be implemented for impacts 

to biological resources. Refer to Section 4.3.5, Project 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures, which provides 23 

mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to biological 

resources to less than significant. These measures include 

Preserve Management Plan (BIO-1), Upland Restoration 

Plan (BIO-2), Narrow Endemic Plant Species (BIO-3), Oak 

Tree Restoration Plan (BIO-4), Preconstruction Surveys and 

Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-Status 

Plant Species (BIO-5), Land Use Adjacency Guidelines 

(BIO-6), Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (BIO-7), 

Approved Biologist (BIO-8), Habitat Preserve Protection 
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(BIO-9), Weed Control Treatments (BIO-10), Argentine 

Ant Control and Monitoring (BIO-11), Vernal Pool 

Mitigation Plan (BIO-12), Western Spadefoot Relocation 

(BIO-13), Nesting Bird Survey (BIO-14), Wetland 

Mitigation Plan (BIO-15), Coastal Cactus Wren Habitat 

Management (BIO-16), Brown-Headed Cowbird Trapping 

(BIO-17), Restoration of Suitable Habitat for Quino 

Checkerspot Butterfly and Hermes Copper Butterfly (BIO-

18), African Clawed Frog Trapping (BIO-19), Wildlife 

Protection (BIO-20), Fire Protection Plan (BIO-21), 

Wildlife Corridor (BIO-22), and Wildlife Undercrossings 

(BIO-23). This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I119-8: The comment asks if mitigation land will be public or 

private, and how this would work. The process is discussed 

within the Preserve Management Plan (Appendix P to the 

Biological Resources Technical Report, which is Appendix 

D to the EIR). The Habitat Preservation of on-site open 

space requires recordation of a Habitat Preserve 

conservation easement. The Habitat Preserve would be 

owned, conserved, and managed in perpetuity through the 

Preserve Management Plan by a Habitat Preserve 

management entity with a funding mechanism approved by 

the City in accordance with applicable regulations.  
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I119-9: The comment suggests that fire danger will likely increase 

due to humans and traffic and questions how the proposed 

project structures and the natural environment will be 

protected. As detailed in the project-specific Fire 

Protection Plan (Appendix P1), a comprehensive fire 

protection system has been designed to protect the 

proposed project, but that also protects the natural 

environment by minimizing potential for accidental 

ignitions and creating wide, maintained buffers between 

the proposed project and the natural areas. Maintenance 

would be performed by the funded homeowners 

association that is a condition of the proposed project’s 

approval. Please refer to the Thematic Response – Fire 

Protection and Safety and Thematic Response – Fire 

Ignition and Risk for responses to the comment’s 

questions regarding fire danger, protection of homes and 

buildings and that natural fire habitat. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I119-10: This comment asks how City residents will be able to 

breathe fresh air during construction with the resulting 

truck and building pollution and asks how air pollution 

and aggravated asthma and other illnesses will be 

mitigated. Please refer to response to comment I119-6 

which addresses the same issue as this comment. 

I119-11: The comment questions what mechanism is in place to 

assure that HomeFed Fanita Rancho, LLC (HomeFed), 
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will complete all improvements. The Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15097; Public Resources Code Section 21083) 

and Conditions of Approval are legally binding 

documents to assure that all improvements are 

implemented in accordance with the triggers contained in 

the mitigation measures or the conditions, respectively. 

HomeFed will be required to enter into Subdivision 

Improvement Agreements with the City for all of the 

required public improvements. The agreements will be 

secured by acceptable securities provided by HomeFed to 

assure the completion of the improvements. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the accuracy or adequacy of the information 

provided in the EIR. No further response is required.  

I119-12: This comment questions the role of the City Planner. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the accuracy or adequacy of the information 

provided in the EIR. No further response is required. 

I119-13: This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter I120: Robert Laudy, July 12, 2020 

 

I120-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 
letter. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

I120-2: The comment suggest that the proposed project will 
cause a major degradation of accomplishments of the 
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). Please 
refer to Thematic Response – Santee MSCP Subarea 
Plan for a response to this comment. The comment also 
mentions many species that are addressed in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, and the Biological Resources 
Technical Report (Appendix N), and suggests that the 
mitigation is not adequate to address these impacts. 
However, the commenter does not explain what makes 
them think the mitigation is not adequate. Therefore, no 
further response is required. Nonetheless, the City 
disagrees with this comment. Based on the opinion of 
the biological experts who prepared the analysis, the EIR 
concludes that the recommended mitigation measures 
would reduce all biological resources impacts to a less 
than significant level.  

I120-3: The comment states that it is important to wildlife to 
maintain undeveloped corridors per the MSCP and that 
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the project site is pivotal for these corridors due to its 
location. Please refer to Thematic Responses for 
Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity and the 
Santee MSCP Subarea Plan for responsive information. 
No further response is required. 

I120-4: This comment states commuter traffic on SR-52 will be 
impacted by many more drivers, bicyclists, pedestrians, 
and residents on a daily basis. Section 4.16, 
Transportation, analyzes the potential for the proposed 
project to result in impacts to SR-52 and identifies 
Mitigation Measures TRA-29 and TRA-30 to reduce 
those impacts. Per the explanation in Section 4.16.5, 
Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, the applicant 
has privately funded the SR-52 PSR-PDS, with an 
attachment included in the appendix to the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N). Per the 
SR-52 PSR-PDS included in Appendix N, the applicant 
has entered into an agreement with Caltrans to identify 
operational improvements to SR-52 that are intended to 
relieve congestion. This issue is adequately addressed in 
the EIR.  

I120-5: This comment states that fire hazard and evacuation will 
be extreme if the proposed project is approved and 
speculates that homeowners may seek additional fire 
prevention measures resulting in impacts to surrounding 
County open spaces. Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the 
potential wildfire impacts that may result from the 
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construction or operation of the proposed project. The 
majority of the information provided in Section 4.18 is 
based on information from the Fire Protection Plan and 
Construction Fire Prevention Plan, which are included 
as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan, 
which is included as Appendix P2, prepared for the 
proposed project. This section also references 
information provided in the will serve letters provided 
by the Santee Fire Department provided in Appendix M. 
The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have 
a less than significant impact on wildfire safety. Such 
conclusion is not dependent on, nor does the project 
require, additional fire prevention measures for existing 
development or adjacent open space areas. Thus, there 
would be no additional impact to “County open spaces,” 
and any potential impacts from the proposed project 
related to the MSCP have been fully analyzed in Section 
4.3.5.6 (Habitat Conservation Plan). This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I120-6: This comment refers to content provided on the 
proposed project website and states that the Stowe Trail 
is on MCAS Miramar property. This statement is not 
entirely correct because there are portions of the Stowe 
Trail on and off MCAS Miramar property. The EIR does 
not rely on statements provided on the proposed project 
website. The comment also suggests that the proposed 
project will demand more trails through Sycamore 
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Canyon, which would further harm the preserve’s 
wildlife and habitat. Section 4.15.5.1, Threshold 1: 
Deterioration of Parks and Recreational Facilities, in 
Section 4.15, Recreation, discusses the proposed trail 
connections to the existing Goodan Ranch/Sycamore 
Canyon County Preserve. As stated in this section, the 
proposed project would provide over 35 miles of trails 
(23 acres) and would comply with the Santee Municipal 
Code. Trail locations throughout the project site would be 
coordinated to minimize conflicts with sensitive habitat 
areas by using existing trails and dirt roads and providing 
signage, well-defined trail markers, fencing, and 
community education to protect habitat areas. Trails 
would be managed in accordance with the Fanita Ranch 
Public Access Plan (Appendix T of the Biological 
Resources Technical Report (EIR Appendix D)). The 
EIR acknowledges that, while project residents may use 
existing Neighborhood and Regional Parks or other 
recreational facilities, they would also be expected to use 
the on-site recreational amenities due to convenience 
and variety. Therefore, substantial physical deterioration 
of the existing recreational facilities would not be 
expected to occur or be accelerated. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

In addition, Sections 4.3.5.1 and 4.3.5.2 in Section 4.3 
analyze the potential indirect impacts to sensitive plants, 
wildlife, and habitats and edge effects associated with the 
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proposed project. The EIR concludes that the proposed 
project would not result in significant indirect impacts to 
sensitive biological resources with mitigation incorporated. 
This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I120-7: This comment refers to statements made in “the Ranch’s 
literature” and provides the commenter’s opinion about 
the project. It is not clear what source of information the 
commenter is referring to. As stated in Chapter 3, Project 
Description, the proposed project would include 
community parks, a Farm, and 35 miles of trails as 
project features. The comment further states that these 
project features are not mitigation for habitat impacts. 
This portion of the comment is correct. The proposed 
recreational project features are not considered 
mitigation for impacts to habitat. Based on the opinions 
of the biological experts who prepared the analysis, the 
impacts to biological resources from the proposed 
project would be fully mitigated to a less than significant 
level with implementation of mitigation measures BIO-
1 through BIO-23 (see EIR Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources). This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 
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I120-8: This comment states that the proposed project is not 
good for residents and not good for wildlife that depend 
on the goals of the MSCP. Further, this comment states 
that the EIR is deficient due to its significant adverse 
impacts to biological resources, fire safety, climate, and 
traffic impacts. Please refer to Thematic Response – 
Santee MSCP Subarea Plan for a response to this 
comment regarding the goals of the MSCP. Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources; Section 4.18, Wildfire; Section 
4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; and Section 4.16, 
Transportation, analyze the impacts of the proposed 
project on biological resources, fire safety, greenhouse 
gas emissions, and traffic, respectively and identify 
appropriate mitigation to mitigate those impacts to the 
extent feasible in accordance with the CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15126.4. 
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Comment Letter I121: Michael Ranson, July 12, 2020 

 

I121-1:  This comment contemplates whether new development 
enhances or destroys the environment and expresses 
appreciation of the trail constructed by the Weston 
project. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I121-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I121-3 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

I121-2:  This comment includes photographs of the trail built by 
the Weston project with descriptions provided as an 
attachment by the commenter. This comment does not 
raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I122: Michael Ranson, July 12, 2020 

 

I122-1:  This comment provides a photograph of a sound wall at 
Fanita Parkway and Mast Boulevard. The commenter 
intends to illustrate that high walls like this example are 
possible in the City of Santee, although not common. 
Section 4.12, Noise, specifically Section 4.12.5.1, 
(under heading Permanent Increase in Vehicle Noise), in 
the EIR states that noise walls up to approximately 20 feet 
in height in the roadway right-of-way would be required on 
the eastern side of Fanita Parkway to break the line of sight 
and provide noise attenuation at adjacent receptors. At 
these heights, noise walls would be visually incompatible 
with the surrounding community and above the Caltrans 
and City of Santee’s Zoning Ordinance noise wall height 
limits. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required.  
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Comment Letter I123: John Riedel, July 12, 2020 

 

I123-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 
letter. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required. 

I123-2: The comment restates information in the EIR regarding 
several species, including coastal California gnatcatcher, 
coastal cactus wren, and least Bell’s vireo. The comment 
restates dates of surveys conducted on the project site for 
these species and states the commenter’s opinion that “it is 
unacceptable to use data from 15 years and 4 years ago for 
MSCP Special Status Wildlife Species” and that “current 
comprehensive survey must be performed to be properly 
analyze for significance of impacts as required by CEQA.”  

With respect to the comment that current comprehensive 
surveys are required to properly analyze impacts under 
CEQA, there is no CEQA requirement that places a time 
limit or expiration on data that can be used in a technical 
analysis to support a CEQA analysis, only that the best 
available information be used. In fact, having a dataset 
from 15 years and 4 years ago provides valuable baseline 
information for the status of species in a given location 
and can inform an impact analysis.  
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The EIR summarizes site-specific surveys in Section 
4.3.1.1, Biological Survey Methods. As described 
therein, a substantial amount of field studies were 
conducted, including over 760 person days of site-wide 
and focused surveys on the project site, including a 
focused survey exclusively for willowy monardella 
(Monardella viminea), rare plants (40 person days), and 
eight sensitive wildlife species, including Quino 
checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino; 413 
person days), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia; 17 
person days), coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila 
californica californica; 118 person days), least Bell’s 
vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus; 10 person days for riparian 
birds collectively), southwestern willow flycatcher, 
coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus 
sandiegensis; 3 person days), San Diego fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta sandiegonensis; 40 person days for fairy 
shrimp collectively), Riverside fairy shrimp 
(Streptocephalus woottoni), Hermes copper butterfly 
(Lycaena hermes; 75 person days plus 15 person days in 
2020), and western spadefoot (Spea hammondii; 3 
person days plus USGS survey). In addition, previous 
wetlands jurisdictional delineations (22 person days plus 
additional surveys in 2020) were updated and verified. 
These surveys are further described in Section 3, Survey 
Methodologies, of the Biological Resources Technical 
Report (Appendix D). Survey results are presented in 
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Section 4.3.1.2, General Biological Survey Results; 
Section 4.3.1.3, Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources; 
Section 4.3.1.4, Special Biological Resources; and 
Section 4.3.1.5, Wildlife Corridors and Habitat 
Linkages, in Section 4.3, Biological Resources.  

In addition, the impact analysis also uses modeled 
habitat suitability rather than numbers of pairs or 
individuals, including coastal California gnatcatcher use 
areas (that may not always be occupied from year-to-
year), so temporal changes in vegetation communities 
are actually more relevant to the impact analysis than 
numbers of individuals or pairs of a species in any given 
year. For example, had a wildfire destroyed suitable 
habitat shortly prior to surveys, a habitat-based analysis 
would be suspect. As noted in Appendix D, Biological 
Resources Technical Report, the most recent fire on the 
project site was the 2003 Cedar Fire, allowing the major 
upland communities on site, including scrub, chaparral, 
and grasslands (see Table 4.3-1, Existing Vegetation 
Communities and Land Cover Types on the Project Site 
and Off-Site Improvement Areas), to fully recover since 
the original 2004 vegetation mapping following the 2003 
fire. The breadth of study has allowed a pre-fire/post-
fire/recovery perspective on the resources on site 
including transitioning use by grasshopper sparrow to 
coastal California gnatcatcher use for example.  
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As described in the Biological Resources Technical 
Report (Appendix D), 39 coastal California gnatcatcher 
use areas were detected on the project site during 2016 
focused surveys using USFWS survey protocols, with the 
majority located in the southern portion (see Biological 
Resources Technical Report Table 4-5, Special-Status 
Species Observed on Fanita Ranch) which was consistent 
with the previous survey. A use area is defined as a 
specific area of modeled suitable habitat that each coastal 
California gnatcatcher pair was observed utilizing (i.e., 
nesting and/or foraging in) during the surveys. As stated 
in Biological Resources Technical Report, Table 3-2, 
Suitable Habitat Models for Special-Status Wildlife 
Species Present or with Moderate Potential to Occur 
within the Project Area (including Off-site Areas), 
modeled habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher is 
based on the following vegetation communities: Diegan 
coastal sage scrub (including valley needlegrass 
grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native 
grassland, and fire recovered varieties). There are 
approximately 1,471.40 acres of suitable coastal scrub 
habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher on the project 
site and a total of 2,407.40 acres of USFWS-designated 
Critical Habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher the 
project site, 1,356.56 acres of which are modeled suitable 
habitat for the species. 
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I123-3: The comment states that a comprehensive survey must 
be performed to be properly analyzed for significance as 
required by CEQA. The comment restates information 
from page 4.3-37 of the EIR regarding impacts to 
“987.58 acres of Critical Habitat for coastal California 
gnatcatcher, including both permanent and temporary 
impacts; however, only 399.19 acres would be 
considered suitable habitat for this species.”  

 With respect to the comment that current comprehensive 
surveys are required to properly analyze impacts under 
CEQA, there is no CEQA requirement that places a time 
limit or expiration on data that can be used in a technical 
analysis to support a CEQA analysis, only that the best 
available information be used. 

 This comment restates text from the EIR but does not 
raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 
adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 
EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I123-4: The comment expresses the commenter’s opinion that 
“by impacting 60% of CAGN habitat, resulting in only 
40% remaining habitat would be suitable habitat for the 
species is bewildering and unacceptable.”  

The comment questions the validity of the analysis of 
permanent and temporary impacts to 987.58 acres of 
coastal California gnatcatcher Critical Habitat, of which 
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only 399.19 acres would be considered suitable habitat 
for the species relying on 15-year old data. First, the 
habitat suitability model is based in vegetation mapping 
conducted in 2014 and the coastal California gnatcatcher 
use areas are based on 2016 surveys (see Biological 
Resources Technical Report Table 3-1, Schedule of 
Surveys for Fanita Ranch), so the data for the impact 
analyses are not 15 years old. While total coastal 
California gnatcatcher Critical Habitat on site is 2,407.4 
acres, based on the habitat model, 1,356.56 acres are 
considered suitable habitat based on the modeling. 
Therefore, the 399.19 impacted acres represent 30 
percent of the total modeled suitable Critical Habitat on 
site (see Biological Resources Technical Report Table 5-
5b, Impacts to Vegetation Communities and Land Cover 
Types within Coastal California Gnatcatcher Critical 
Habitat Areas). The remaining 588.39 acres of impacts 
are to non-suitable habitat despite their inclusion in 
Critical Habitat.  

It is the impacts to the 399.19 acres of suitable modeled 
Critical Habitat and 427.85 acres of suitable modeled 
habitat for the entire project site that are the basis for the 
proposed mitigation. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 
(Preserve Management Plan) would preserve 1,017.61 
acres of modeled suitable habitat (69 percent of the 
1,471.41 acres total suitable habitat on site) and 25 of 39 
(64 percent) of coastal California gnatcatcher use areas 
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(see Table 4.3-8a, Direct Impacts to Special-Status 
Wildlife Species); provide in-perpetuity management of 
the Critical Habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher 
included in the Habitat Preserve; and contribute to the 
conservation and recovery of this species. In addition, per 
Mitigation Measure BIO-14 (Nesting Bird Survey) 
preconstruction surveys would be conducted prior to 
construction to ensure that direct impacts to coastal 
California gnatcatchers would be avoided. If the species 
is observed, restrictions would be implemented. As stated 
in Table 4.3-20, Multiple Species Conservation Program 
Consistency Analysis, all clearing of suitable habitat 
would be outside of the nesting period as identified in the 
MSCP Plan area-specific management directives.  

Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 
prepared the impact analysis and the recommended 
mitigation, the City disagrees with the comment that 
impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher are not 
mitigated to a less than significant level.  

I123-5: The comment restates information in the EIR regarding 
impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher, least bell’s 
vireo, coastal cactus wren. These topics are adequately 
addressed in the EIR. This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I123-6: The comment expresses the commenter’s opinion that 
the impacts to a number of special-status wildlife species 
“are Significant Impacts that mitigation cannot bring to 
Less than Significant.” The comment does not state why 
the commenter believes the mitigation measures 
identified in the EIR are not adequate to reduce impacts 
to a less than significant level. Refer to response to 
comment I123-4. The measures in the EIR provide for a 
Habitat Preserve that would permanent preserve 
sensitive habitat for these and other species. Additional 
mitigation is provided to reduce various direct and 
indirect impacts to biological resources. This comment 
does not raise a significant environmental issue 
regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 
provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 
required. Nonetheless, the City disagrees with this 
comment. Based on the opinion of the biological experts 
who prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes that the 
recommended mitigation reduces all biological impacts 
to less than significant.  
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I123-7: The comment restates and summarizes Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1, BIO-14, BIO-15, BIO-16, BIO-18, 
and BIO-22. Refer to response to comment I123-4. This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental 
issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 
information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

I123-8: The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter 
that the mitigation measures identified in the EIR are not 
adequate to reduce impacts to coastal California 
gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo, coastal cactus wren, and 
their habitat to a less than significant level. The comment 
further suggests that the EIR should be updated to 
conclude that impacts to these species are significant and 
unavoidable. Refer to responses to comments I123-4 and 
I123-6. The comment does not state why the commenter 
believes the mitigation measures identified in the EIR 
are not adequate to reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level. The measures in the EIR provide for a 
Habitat Preserve that would permanently preserve 
sensitive habitat for these and other species and 
numerous other mitigation measures. No further 
response is required. Nonetheless, the City disagrees 
with this comment. Based on the opinion of the 
biological experts who prepared the analysis, the EIR 
concludes that the recommended mitigation reduces all 
biological impacts to less than significant.  
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I123-9: The comment restates information from Section 4.3.7 of 
the Draft EIR, which compares the proposed project 
with the 2007 project. The EIR determined that the 
proposed project has been revised and is “less impactful 
to land, habitat, and species.” The comment continues 
that the proposed project would still result in impacts as 
reported in the EIR. The comment concludes that the 
project site is “a vital part of the City’s MSCP” and plays 
an important role in regional wildlife corridors as the 
EIR discusses in Section 4.3.1.5. Please refer to 
Thematic Responses – Santee MSCP Subarea Plan and 
Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity. This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental 
issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 
information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

I123-10: The comment states there are two project alternatives that 
would reduce significant impacts identified in responses 
to comments I123-1 through I123-9. These alternatives 
are discussed in Section 6.1.2, Alternate Location, and 
Section 6.2.1, No Project/No Build Alternative, in 
Chapter 6, Alternatives. Each of these alternatives would 
avoid development under the currently proposed project 
on the project site. The comment suggests support for 
these alternatives but does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
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of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required. 

I123-11: This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I124: Ellen Rothe, July 12, 2020 

 

I124-1:  This comment states that the proposed project will have a 
severe impact on the environment, primarily traffic and 
congestion. Section 4.16, Transportation, in the EIR 
analyzes the potential for the proposed project to result in 
impacts to access, circulation, and other transportation 
modes, including the potential for the proposed project to 
conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; substantially 
increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 
use; and result in inadequate emergency access. The EIR 
analyzes the impacts of the proposed project and identifies 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to 
transportation, although not to below a level of 
significance. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I125: Marie Weber, July 12, 2020 

 

I125-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I125-2:  This comment is a restatement of the EIR language at the 

locations where the traffic impacts are considered significant 

and unavoidable since the locations are not within the City 

of Santee’s (City’s) jurisdiction. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I125-3: This comment states that the traffic concerns mentioned 

in the EIR seem to go against the promise of no residents 

moving in until State Route (SR-) 52 improvements are 

complete and asks if the proposed project has 

jurisdiction to improve SR-52. As stated in the EIR, SR-

52 is within the jurisdiction of the California Department 

of Transportation. The proposed project will be subject 

to conditions of approval that will be dictated by City 

staff and City Council that will ensure mitigation 

measures are completed before project impacts occur. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I125-4: This comment states that traffic will be greatly increased 

if the elementary school is not built on the project site. 

Section 4.16.5.1, Threshold 1: Circulation System 

Performance, in EIR Section 4.16, Transportation, 

analyzes potential impacts to transportation with the 

preferred land use plan with school and the land use plan 

without school. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 

proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, 

although not to below a level of significance. This issue 

is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I125-5: This comment states the commenter’s issues finding 

homeowner’s insurance living in the City. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I125-6: This comment requests information about affordable 

housing. As stated in Section 4.13, Population and 

Housing, specifically Section 4.13.2.2, the Santee 

General Plan Housing Element identifies the project site 

for above moderate housing. At 2,949 units, or 3,008 

units without the school, the proposed project would 

meet and exceed the City’s assigned allocation of 1,410 

above-moderate units identified in the adopted Housing 

Element Site Inventory. This comment references state 

law requirements for Housing Elements of General Plans 
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to accommodate housing for residents of all income 

levels. The Santee General Plan contains a Housing 

Element certified by the Department of Housing and 

Community Development, the state agency charged with 

administering Housing Element law. With regard to the 

proposed project, the Fanita Ranch Specific Plan 

provides for an assortment of housing types at various 

density ranges, such as single-family detached homes, 

attached homes, and senior-restricted housing. These are 

anticipated to include both for sale and rental 

housing. There are no deed-restricted affordable housing 

units proposed in the proposed project.  

I125-7: This comment asks if the proposed project has been 

voted down by the citizens of the City in the past. Prior 

votes on past development proposals are not relevant to 

the current proposed project. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I125-4 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I126-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I126: Cynthia Wootton, July 12, 2020 

 

I126-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I126-2: This comment states the proposed project is within the 

wildland-urban interface and expresses the opinion that 

the proposed project would increase human ignitions. It 

further states that the proposed project would be an 

island between the habitat preserve and the Goodan 

Ranch/Sycamore Canyon Preserve. The proposed 

project is between existing City urban areas and the 

Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon Preserve and would 

present a large fuel break given the converted natural 

vegetation to ignition resistant landscapes and structures. 

A comprehensive fire protection system has been 

designed to protect the proposed project, but that also 

protects the natural environment by minimizing potential 

for accidental ignitions and creating wide, maintained 

buffers between the proposed project and the natural 

areas. Please refer to the Thematic Response – Fire 

Ignition and Risk for details regarding humans and 

ignitions related to ignition-resistant master planned 

communities. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
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of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I126-3: This comment quotes text from the Sierra Club’s website 

regarding the cause of fires in the wildland-urban 

interface. Please refer to response to comment I126-2 

and the Thematic Response – Fire Ignition and Risk for 

details regarding the latest research on human-caused 

ignitions from ignition-resistant communities. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I126-4: This comment inquires about how the proposed project 

will ensure fires started by people are extinguished 

quickly, particularly during the Santa Ana season and 

high-heat conditions. The proposed project includes 

passive protections that separate the developed areas 

from the adjacent open space. The customized fuel 

modification zones minimize the potential that an 

accidental fire on the site would escape into the 

vegetation by creating low fuel, irrigated and thinned 

areas as buffers. Further, every building would be fitted 

with interior fire sprinklers that would control a structure 

fire until the on-site fire station arrives. The on-site fire 

station could respond to every unit within approximately 

3.5 minutes of travel time. This same response speed 

would help initial firefighting response to vegetation 
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fires in the area or along the trails, with a fast size up and 

call for additional units if needed. The residents would 

serve as additional monitors for fast fire detection and 

reporting. The proposed project’s homeowners 

association would provide ongoing resident outreach and 

education regarding wildfire, and during Red Flag 

Warning weather conditions, messaging would stress the 

types of activities that should be avoided until the Red 

Flag Warning ends. 

I126-5: This comment inquires about how often maintenance 

will be performed to ensure sprinklers are functional, 

wood fencing or flammable structure have not been 

constructed, and fire pits/barbecues are not used, 

particularly during fire season. Maintenance will be 

performed in the site’s fuel modification zones (which 

includes rear yards) on an ongoing basis. These zones 

would be inspected by a third-party inspector twice 

annually to confirm they are in condition required by the 

accepted Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1). The Santee 

Fire Department would receive the inspection reports 

and would have the ability to enforce any abatement 

issues observed during the inspections. The HOA would 

be funded to provide the maintenance and inspections. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Fire Protection and 

Safety for more details regarding how the proposed 

project would manage and enforce the provisions 
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required in the EIR, Fire Protection Plan (Appendix P1), 

and Santee Fire Code. 

I126-6: The comment states that the proposed project is adjacent 

to the existing Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County 

Park, that there are many endangered species located in 

this park, including San Diego thorn-mint, golden eagle 

and mountain lion. The project-specific biological 

resources information, including species information for 

the golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) and, mountain lion 

(Puma concolor) is disclosed in Section 4.3, Biological 

Resources, and in the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D). See also Thematic Response – 

Mountain Lion. Appendix M to the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (EIR Appendix D) addresses San 

Diego thorn-mint (Acanthomintha ilicifolia) which is 

known to occur within the vicinity but was not observed 

on the project site. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required.  

I126-7: The comment is asking how impacts from human 

activity into the Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon 

County Park would be prevented. Neither the applicant 

nor the City is responsible for managing human activity 

associated with the open space and trails outside of their 

ownership or jurisdiction, respectively. However, the 

applicant is committed to managing the open space and 
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trails on the project site. As stated in Section 4.4.2.3, 

Public Outreach and Education, of the Preserve 

Management Plan (Appendix P to the Biological 

Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]), public 

outreach and education are critical for ensuring 

successful management and public support. The 

Preserve Manager will initiate and sustain community 

outreach and educational programs that are designed to 

increase community awareness of the preserve, its 

biological resources, and community value. The 

Preserve Manager will provide educational brochures, 

kiosks, interpretive centers, and signs to educate the 

public about the Habitat Preserve’s conservation goals, 

biological/physical resources, and appropriate uses on 

and adjacent to the Habitat Preserve, including 

appropriate trail user etiquette. It is acknowledged in the 

EIR that golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) was observed 

in the study area (Section 4.3.1.2, General Biological 

Survey Results) previously and that mountain lions may 

use the area (Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native 

Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species). Indirect 

impacts from the proposed project to biological 

resources, including sensitive plants and animals, are 

addressed in Section 4.3.5. The proposed project would 

include Mitigation Measure BIO-20 that includes the 

requirement that “adequate fencing shall be erected to 

guide human users away from open space areas.” 

Further, all human activities occurring in the Goodan 
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Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Park would continue 

to be consistent with and adherent to the regulations set 

forth by San Diego County Parks and Recreation. 

Finally, other measures to protect the Habitat Preserve 

are discussed in Appendix P (Preserve Management 

Plan) to the Biological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix D). In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-22 

(Wildlife Corridor) contains specific measures that 

would restrict use of trails on site and states that trails 

would be managed in accordance with the Public Access 

Plan (see Appendix T to the Biological Resources 

Technical Report [Appendix D]). 

I126-8: The comment is asking if the protectors of Goodan 

Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Park have been made 

aware of the proposed project. The EIR was provided on 

the City of Santee website to the public on May 29, 2020. 

Comment letters were received from adjacent 

landowner, including the County of San Diego, City of 

San Diego, Padre Dam Municipal Water District and 

MCAS Miramar. In addition, the applicant has met with 

adjacent property owners, including the County of San 

Diego, to further collaborate. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I126-9: The comment states that the Habitat Preserve will be 

located in the southern portion of the proposed project 

and would allow for wildlife corridors. The Habitat 

Preserve and the proposed wildlife corridors are shown 

on Figure 4.3-9, Local Wildlife Corridors, in Section 

4.3, Biological Resources. Section 4.3.5.4 discloses the 

proposed project impact analysis related to wildlife 

corridors. In summary, the proposed project would 

result in significant indirect impacts to wildlife movement 

corridors; therefore, both on- and off-site mitigation was 

identified to reduce such impacts to less than significant. 

Refer to Section 4.3.5.4 for additional details. Also refer 

to the Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement and 

Habitat Connectivity. 

I126-10: The comment states the widening of Fanita Parkway 

would interfere with wildlife corridors and wildlife 

species. Impacts to wildlife species and wildlife corridors 

and the mitigation required to reduce impacts to these 

resources to less than significant are addressed in Section 

4.3.5.1, Threshold 1: Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-

Status Species, and in Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: 

Native Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species, 

respectively. Also refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife 

Movement and Habitat Connectivity.  

 The commenter states that “endangered bird species are 

along Santee Lakes which is where the expanded 
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roadway would be.” This is factually incorrect. If 

referring to the listed riparian species (i.e., least Bell’s 

vireo [Vireo bellii pusillus]), they are located on the 

opposite side of Santee Lakes Recreation Preserve in 

the riparian habitat. 

I126-11: The comment asks why the Habitat Preserve occurs only 

in the southern portion of the project site and whether it 

would be wiser to keep more of a protective corridor 

between Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon Preserve for 

fire prevention and wildlife protection. The City 

disagrees that the Habitat Preserve only occurs in the 

southern portion of the project site; see Figure 3-4, 

Conceptual Land Use Plan, in Chapter 3, Project 

Description. The EIR evaluated a Modified 

Development Footprint Alternative in Chapter 6, 

Alternatives, that would develop the southern portion of 

the proposed project and designated the northern 

portion as Habitat Preserve. Refer to Section 6.2.3.1, 

Impact Analysis, for details regarding the wildlife 

corridor and wildfire impacts related to this alternative. 

Ultimately, the Modified Development Footprint 

Alternative would not accomplish four of the nine 

project objectives described in Chapter 3 and would 

result in greater impacts related to aesthetics; air 

quality; geology, soils, and paleontological resources; 

GHG emissions; noise; population and housing; public 

services; recreation; transportation; utilities and service 
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systems; and wildfire. For these reasons, the Modified 

Development Footprint Alternative was not determined 

to be the environmentally superior project. Refer to 

Chapter 6 for additional details. 

I126-12: The comment asks why the Habitat Preserve was not 

situated in the northern portion of the project site. See 

response to comment I126-11, which addresses the same 

issue raised in this comment. In addition, refer to Thematic 

Response – Wildlife Movement and Habitat Connectivity. 

I126-13:  The comment reiterates text from the EIR regarding the 

land use designation of certain areas for inclusion in the 

City’s Final MSCP and asks what written promises the 

City has given and when the City would fulfill this 

commitment. The permanent protection of the Habitat 

Preserve would be required as a mitigation measure to 

be fulfilled by the applicant for the proposed project. As 

stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Preserve 

Management Plan, in Section 4.3.5.1, Threshold 1: 

Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status Species, a 

perpetual conservation easement or equivalent land 

protection mechanism (e.g., Restrictive Covenant) will 

be recorded for the Habitat Preserve, and the land will 

be managed by a Preserve Manager, pursuant to 

Preserve Management Plan (Appendix P of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (EIR Appendix 

D), funded through an endowment or similar 

mechanism. As stated in Section 1.4.2, Financial 
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Responsibility and Mechanism, in Appendix P, 

Preserve Management Plan, to the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D), the land protection 

mechanism, as required by the City’s condition of 

approval, will be in-place prior to issuance of a grading 

permit or first ground-disturbing activity. As a 

clarification to timing, this sentence in Section 1.4.2, 

Financial Responsibility and Mechanism, in Appendix 

P, Preserve Management Plan, to the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D), has been 

revised to the following:   

The land protection mechanism, as required by the 

City’s condition of approval, will be recorded in-

place prior to issuance of a grading permit or first 

ground-disturbing activity. 

I126-14:  The comment reiterates text from the EIR regarding 

funding for the long-term management and monitoring 

of the Habitat Preserve and asks how much funding 

would be required and the amount of time meant by 

“long-term.” As stated in Section 4.3.5.1, Threshold 1: 

Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status Species, 

preservation of on-site open space requires in-

perpetuity management by the Preserve Manager in 

accordance with a Preserve Management Plan, which 

would be funded by an endowment or other acceptable 

permanent funding mechanism. Refer to Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1 in Section 4.3.5.1 and the Preserve 
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Management Plan (Appendix P of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]) for 

additional details. 

I126-15:  The comment reiterates text from the EIR regarding 

allowable uses within the Habitat Preserve and asks 

what mechanism would be used for patrolling 

unauthorized uses. As stated in Section 4.4.2.4, Access 

Control and Enforcement, in Appendix P, Preserve 

Management Plan, to Appendix D, Biological 

Resources Technical Report, the Preserve Manager 

would conduct periodic security patrols of the Habitat 

Preserve to monitor activities and conditions that could 

cause long-term degradation of the functions and values 

of the Habitat Preserve. Appendix P, Preserve 

Management Plan, Section 4.5, Public Use Tasks, states 

that signage would establish rules, enforcement 

methods, and potential enforcement consequences for 

non-compliant trail users. Refer to the Preserve 

Management Plan (Appendix P of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]) for 

additional details. 

I126-16:  The comment asks how golden eagles would be 

protected from indirect impacts related to human 

activities within the Habitat Preserve. As stated in 

Section 4.3.5, Project Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures, the project site does not contain suitable 

nesting habitat for golden eagle. Potential suitable 
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foraging habitat does occur; however, the site is 

unoccupied by golden eagles (EIR Table 4.3-8a). 

Therefore, indirect impacts to this species from human 

activities within the Habitat Preserve are not 

anticipated. Further, the site currently receives 

abundant and regular unauthorized human use by 

hikers, bikers, and authorized emergency responder 

training. As discussed in response to comment I126-15, 

the preserve would be managed in accordance with a 

Preserve Management Plan (Appendix P), which 

includes measures to reduce unauthorized access to the 

preserve. Nonetheless, the proposed Habitat Preserve 

would provide approximately 442 acres of potential 

suitable foraging habitat for this species. 

I126-17:  The comment states that the proposed project will create 

more contact between humans and wildlife and states 

that the poisoning of rats and mice will hurt predators. 

Additionally, as the comment relates to pests within the 

Habitat Preserve, the Preserve Management Plan 

Section 4.2.4, Predator/Pest Control, provided as 

Appendix P to the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D), includes measures to evaluate the 

need for predator/pest control within the Habitat 

Preserve. Furthermore, as stated in Section 1.4.1, of the 

Preserve Management Plan, the Homeowners 

Association (HOA) will provide all member 

homeowners information, prepared by the Preserve 
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Manager, about the Habitat Preserve; the importance of 

protecting its natural resources; the rights and 

responsibilities of HOA members in using and 

protecting the Habitat Preserve (i.e., compatible uses 

and prohibited activities); self-policing and monitoring; 

and who to contact if HOA members observe prohibited 

activities in the Habitat Preserve, either by other HOA 

members or by the general public. In addition, the HOA 

may establish voluntary member patrols and implement 

other activities that promote protection and 

management of the Habitat Preserve by investing 

residents in the care of the Habitat Preserve.  

 Section 4.3.4, Methods of Analysis, states that the 

project may result in permanent indirect impacts to 

adjacent open space, including “effects of toxic 

chemicals (e.g., fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, and 

other hazardous materials).” This includes the use of 

poison to control rodent populations by future residents 

of the proposed project. As indicated on the CDFW 

website (CDFW 2020; https://wildlife.ca.gov/Living-

with-Wildlife/Rodenticides), “rodenticide products 

containing the active ingredients brodifacoum, 

bromadiolone, difethialone, and difenacoum are only to 

be used by licensed applicators (professional 

exterminators),” and regulations require strychnine to 

only be used by placement within underground burrows 

that reduces potential exposure to raptors. Other rodent 
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control options are also available, and CDFW suggests 

using other non-chemical pest control methods, such as 

exclusion and sanitation. Ultimately, future residents of 

the proposed project would be required to comply with 

regulations regarding the safe use of poison to control 

rodents, which would “allow effective and affordable 

rodenticide products to remain available without 

causing unreasonable adverse effects to children or 

wildlife” (EPA 2008; https://www.regulations.gov/ 

contentStreamer?documentId=EPA-HQ-OPP-2006-

0955-0764&contentType=pdf). Therefore, the effects 

of secondary poisoning to predators is not anticipated. 
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I126-18: The comment asks why the Habitat Preserve was not 

situated in the northern portion of the project site. See 

response to comment I126-11, which addresses the 

same issue raised in this comment. In addition, refer to 

the Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement and 

Habitat Connectivity. 

I126-19:  The comment states that the project site contains vernal 

pool habitat, asks if the vernal pools were mapped during 

the appropriate time of year in appropriate non-drought 

years, and asks how the proposed project would ensure 

that vernal pools would not be harmed. Section 4.3.5, 

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, acknowledges 

the existence of vernal pools on the project site, analyzes 

the impacts to the vernal pools, and provides mitigation 

to reduce all impacts to less than significant. The survey 

methods conducted for the project site were conducted 

at the appropriate time of year, specifically in non-

drought years for vernal pools, unless otherwise noted. 

A separate mapping effort not part of this CEQA process 

was conducted in 2020 to determine whether the vernal 

pools within the project site are under ACOE jurisdiction 

(see Aquatic Resources Delineation Report prepared by 

Dudek [2020]). During this 2020 effort, LIDAR 

mapping was used to confirm the accuracy of the field 

studies. These methods are described in detail in Section 

3, Survey Methodologies, in the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D), and the 2020 surveys 
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are included in the Aquatic Resources Delineation 

Report (Dudek 2020). 

I126-20:  The comment states that bald eagles were observed last 

year at Santee Lakes and golden eagles were detected at 

the project site based on a previous report from 1992. 

The comment further states that lights and new 

associated power lines may cause problems for these 

species. Santee Lakes Recreation Preserve is outside the 

project boundary, no impacts specific to the proposed 

project would occur there, and there is no suitable habitat 

on the project site. See response to comment I126-16, 

which addresses the same issue regarding impacts to 

potential golden eagle foraging habitat raised in this 

comment. In addition, all proposed project utilities on 

site would be underground. Mitigation Measure BIO-6, 

Land Adjacency Guidelines, includes guidelines for 

directing project lighting away from Habitat Preserve 

areas and the use of low-pressure sodium lighting 

wherever possible. 

I126-21:  The comment asks how potential impacts to golden eagle 

would be avoided and mitigated. See response to 

comment I126-16, which addresses the same issue raised 

in this comment. 

I126-22:  The comment asks how potential impacts to golden eagle 

would be mitigated. See response to comment I126-16, 

which addresses the same issue raised in this comment. 
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I126-23:  The comment generally lists the number of species 

occurring on the project site and specifically identifies 

Quino checkerspot and Hermes copper butterflies, least 

Bell’s vireo, and coastal California gnatcatcher as 

present. The comment asks how these species will be 

protected, restored, and reintroduced.  

 It is noted that the information provided in this comment 

regarding the number of species present does not appear 

to be accurate; however, it is not possible to provide a 

more detailed response given the list of species was not 

provided in the comment. Refer to Appendix K, Wildlife 

Compendium, of the Appendix D, Biological Technical 

Report, for a complete list of animals observed on the 

project site.  

 The proposed project’s mitigation strategy, which 

includes habitat preservation and restoration within the 

Habitat Preserve for the species listed in the comment, is 

included in Section 4.3.5, Project Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures. The Biological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix D) includes the applicable mitigation plans 

for the proposed project. Also, refer to Thematic 

Reponses – Coastal California Gnatcatcher and Hermes 

Copper Butterfly. The comment does not raise any 

specific issue regarding the mitigation, therefore, a more 

detailed response cannot be provided. 
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I126-24:  The comment states that an unspecified 2019 butterfly 

survey should have been conducted when butterflies 

were much more emergent and asks when surveys will 

be redone at the right time. The comment fails to include 

which butterfly species is being referred to in the 

comment, and therefore, a specific response cannot be 

provided. The survey methods conducted for the project 

site were all conducted at the appropriate time of year 

unless otherwise noted. Survey methods are described in 

detail in Section 3, Survey Methodologies, in the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D). 

I126-25:  The comment states that there have been mountain lion 

sightings in the County of San Diego and states that this 

species is protected under the California Endangered 

Species Act (CESA) species. 

 While it is acknowledged that there have been mountain 

lion sightings in the County, it is noted that no mountain 

lions have been visually sighted on the project site by 

biologists during the various surveys completed since 

2004 or during the wildlife corridor camera study 

(Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report). 

As disclosed in the EIR (see Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 

4: Native Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife 

Species), mountain lions were nonetheless considered to 

potentially use the area based on sign (i.e., scat), and the 

species was included in the species compendium. The 
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project site is not considered to support major or critical 

populations of this species considering the low use of the 

site. This has been clarified as footnotes in Appendix D, 

Biological Resources Technical Report, Section 5.4, and 

EIR Section 4.3, Biological Resources, specifically 

Section 4.3.6.6, Cumulative Threshold 6: Habitat 

Conservation Plans, as follows:  

To clarify the listing status of this species, the 

mountain lion was not considered a CESA species at 

the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued 

for the Fanita Ranch EIR, which was November 10, 

2018. The mountain lion was petitioned for listing on 

July 16, 2019, which initiated a CDFW review 

process that involves determining if there is enough 

evidence to warrant elevation to the next step of 

review. It was listed as a Candidate on April 21, 

2020, meaning that it satisfied criteria for additional 

review, thus providing it with the same interim 

protections as a listed species until a decision is 

made. These dates were after the issuance of the 

NOP for the Fanita Ranch EIR. Pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines § 15125, the EIR did not consider 

mountain lion as a Candidate species. It is 

acknowledged that the lion is legislatively 

considered a “specially protected mammal” species 

under California Department of Fish and Game Code 

since 1990, which effectively protects it from 
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hunting pressure. However, no hunting is proposed 

or would be allowed by the proposed project and, 

therefore, this listing legislation was not considered 

relevant to the proposed project. 

 Furthermore, the Habitat Preserve design is adequately 

sized and configured to retain potential mountain lion 

occupancy. See Thematic Response – Mountain Lion. 

I126-26:  The comment asks if compensatory mitigation is 

provided, including for cumulative impacts, due to 

increasing human and wildlife interaction.  

 Per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(a)(3), 

“mitigation measures are not required for effects which 

are not found to be significant.” As indicated in response 

to comment I126-25, mountain lions were not a state 

candidate for listing at the time of the NOP issuance, and 

therefore, the relevant listing of the mountain lion for the 

EIR analysis is “specially protected mammal” that 

regulates hunting or other forms of take. The proposed 

project would not include hunting or any other action 

that would result in the take of mountain lions. Thus, the 

proposed project would not result in significant impacts 

to mountain lions, and no mitigation is warranted. The 

following additional information regarding mountain 

lions is provided for informational purposes. 
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 Mountain lions have not been sighted on the project site 

but have been assumed to potentially use the site based on 

sign (see response to comment I126-25). Due to the low 

use of the site, the project site is not considered to support 

major or critical populations of this species. Further, the 

proposed project’s direct impacts to 1,042.37 acres would 

be considered relatively small and would not be expected 

to affect the mountain lion population, especially given 

the Habitat Preserve design, which is adequate to maintain 

potential mountain lion use. Figure 5-8 in the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) was revised to 

include a representative male lion territory of around 

73,000 acres. Females have home ranges that are about 

half of that. A proposed project size (2,638 acres) is small 

in comparison to the home range of either. Considering 

the females’ home range, the project site would only 

cover approximately 2.6 percent of a females’ territory. 

Thus, were it to happen, the elimination of the project site 

from a mountain lion territory would not be substantial. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Mountain Lion for 

further details.  

 Considering the size of mountain lion territories, 

cumulative mountain lion impacts are considered based 

on the cumulative impacts to the 73,000-acre territory 

area. Both the project-specific mitigation program and 

coverage under other neighboring jurisdictions’ Subarea 

Plans (e.g., City and County of San Diego and the City 
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of Poway), which would provide additional protections, 

would ensure cumulative impacts to mountain lion 

would be reduced to a less than significant level. Thus, 

the proposed project would not combine with other 

projects to result in a cumulatively considerable 

mountain lion impact. See also Thematic Response – 

Mountain Lion. 

 Nonetheless, it is noted that habitat for this species 

would be protected in the proposed project Habitat 

Preserve. The Habitat Preserve design would also 

facilitate continued movement by wildlife through the 

project site and maintain connectivity to surrounding 

preserves. Please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife 

Movement and Habitat Connectivity for additional 

information regarding human and wildlife interaction. 

I126-27: The comment states that impacts to wildlife could occur 

from human contact along trails within the Habitat 

Preserve. As stated EIR Section 4.3.4, Method of 

Analysis, the proposed Habitat Preserve currently 

contains an extensive existing trail system, much of 

which is subject to frequent, unauthorized off-road 

vehicle traffic and unauthorized human activities that 

have been detrimental to the sensitive habitats on site. 

Therefore, impacts from rampant trail use are part of the 

existing conditions and would not represent new impacts 

as a result of the proposed project.  
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 The project proposes to close-off and revegetate a large 

proportion of the existing trails within the Habitat 

Preserve and realign existing trails to avoid sensitive 

resources within the Habitat Preserve. Where these 

realignments are made, the old trails would be closed and 

restored. Furthermore, as stated in Section 4.3.5, Project 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures, without the 

implementation of the proposed project, indirect impacts 

to biological resources could continue to occur due to 

unauthorized motorized and non-motorized vehicles 

using the site, causing degradation of the natural habitat 

and sensitive species. The project also includes planting 

with certain plant species (e.g., cacti) (Mitigation 

Measure BIO-9), fencing (Mitigation Measure BIO-1 

and BIO-20), CC&Rs regarding wildlife, and disclosure 

and signage (Mitigation Measure BIO-20) to deter 

human intrusion into open space areas. These measures 

include the mechanisms to provide enforcement, such as 

the inclusion in the CC&Rs. Therefore, the proposed 

project would directly benefit the sensitive species on 

site from the proposed active habitat management in the 

Habitat Preserve. Refer to the mitigation measures in 

Section 4.3.5 and the Preserve Management Plan 

(Appendix P of the Biological Resources Technical 

Report) for additional details. 

I126-28:  The comment incorrectly states that habitat modeling 

was used in lieu of ground truthing. Field surveys were 
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conducted for special-status species with potential to 

occur on the project site. Field survey methods are 

described in detail in Section 3, Survey Methodologies, 

in Appendix D. Please refer to response to comment O3-

5 in Comment Letter O3 (Sierra Club, July 11, 2020). 

I126-29:  The comment incorrectly states that in several instances the 

mitigation details are deferred largely to the future. All 

mitigation plans concerning biological resources were 

included in the EIR, and each specify performance standards 

and enforcement measures as appropriate. These measures 

include performance standards such as mitigation ratios, or 

otherwise conceptual plans such as the Preserve 

Management Plan are included in the EIR. Performance 

standards are clearly identified for all mitigation measures 

provided in the EIR. The comment does not specify which 

mitigation measure or details are deferred; therefore, no 

more specific response can be provided. 

I126-30:  This comment states there are Kumeyaay sites on the 

project site and states that required consultation with the 

tribes has not been concluded. This comment inquires 

when and how all sites will be mapped and identified and 

how will it be ensured that no sites would be harmed. 

Finally, this comment asks when consultation would be 

concluded. Section 4.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural 

Resources, evaluated the impacts of the proposed project 

on cultural and tribal cultural resources. Mitigation 

Measures CUL-1 through CUL-11 have been identified 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I126-25 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

to mitigate impacts to these resources to a less than 

significant level in compliance with CEQA. Confidential 

Appendices E1 through E4 mapped and identified all 

known historic, archaeological, cultural, and tribal 

cultural resources on the project site. These appendices 

may be viewed by individuals who meet the Secretary of 

the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards or 

California State Personnel Board Specification for 

Associate State Archaeologist or are a representative of 

a tribal government by appointment at the City. Section 

4.4.1.3 of the EIR has been revised to explain that tribal 

consultation concluded on July 31, 2020. 

I126-31:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  
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I126-32: This comment is a clarification of a previous comment 

and states that poisoned rats and mice are likely to have 

an effect on predators in the preserves. Please refer to 

response to comment I126-17, which addresses the same 

issue raised in this comment. 
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Comment Letter I127: Cynthia Wootton, July 13, 2020 

 

I127-1:  The comment states that the proposed project would 

replace a mature oak grove in Sycamore Canyon with 

saplings, including five mature Engelmann oaks, which 

is a vulnerable species. The comment incorrectly states 

that Sycamore Canyon Creek, which is included in the 

Habitat Preserve, would be impacted by the proposed 

project. The EIR acknowledges that there would be 

impacts to oak trees and the oak woodland vegetation 

community and reduces impacts to these species to less 

than significant through Mitigation Measure BIO-4 (Oak 

Tree Restoration) and Mitigation Measure BIO-1 

(Preserve Management Plan), which would conserve 

26.36 acres (or 92 percent) of the oak woodland 

vegetation community on the project site (see Table 4.3-

16, On-Site Impacts to Vegetation Communities and 

Land Covers, in Section 4.3, Biological Resources). 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4 would reduce impacts to 5 

Engelmann oak individuals and 17 individual oak trees 

by replanting seedling oak trees at a 3:1 ratio according 

to the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan (refer to Section 

4.3.5.1 Threshold 1: Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-

Status Species). A total of 66 oak trees shall be planted 

to meet the 3:1 mitigation ratio requirement in 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4. Oak tree restoration is 

included as a component of the Wetland Mitigation Plan 

(Appendix S of the Biological Resources Technical 
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Report [Appendix D]). It should be noted that Mitigation 

Measure BIO-4 has been revised as follows to clarify 

that the oak tree restoration is a component of the 

Wetland Mitigation Plan:  

BIO-4: Oak Tree Restoration. Impacts to 5 individual 

Engelmann oak trees and 17 individual oak trees in 

the coast live oak woodland vegetation community 

shall be mitigated at a ratio of 3:1; that is, three 

established sleeve-sized seedlings for each mature 

tree (i.e., oak trees with at least one trunk of 6-inch 

or more diameter at breast height or multi-trunked 

native oak trees with aggregate diameter of 10-inch 

diameter at breast height) to be impacted by the 

proposed project. Therefore, a total of 66 oak trees 

shall be planted to meet the 3:1 mitigation ratio 

requirement. Oak tree restoration shall be is included 

as a component of the Wetland Mitigation Plan 

(Appendix S), and which shall be reviewed and 

approved by the City of Santee prepared prior to 

issuance of mass grading permits with review and 

approval by the City of Santee . . . 

The oak tree restoration component of the Wetland 

Mitigation Plan (Appendix S of the Biological Resources 

Technical Report [Appendix D]) shall be used to guide 

the oak restoration effort. Replanting shall occur in the 

general areas where grasslands occur adjacent to existing 

oak trees and shall be conducted by a City-approved 
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contractor. Under that plan, each of the replanted trees 

must be “established,” which is defined as 5 years of 

sustained life without the assistance of irrigation and 

growth rates that are similar to those of naturally 

occurring reference oak trees. In the event the 

“established” success criteria cannot be achieved, the 

applicant and the City shall jointly agree on the 

implementation of remedial measures to mitigate for 

impacts to individual oak trees.  

I127-2: This comment states that mature oak groves have mature 

roots that can withstand the pressures of climate change, 

and saplings do not have established root systems that 

allow them to endure heat waves in San Diego. Please 

refer to response to comment I127-1, which addresses 

the same issues raised in this comment. 

I127-3:  This comment states that oak groves are an essential part 

of the biodiversity of the County of San Diego, and 

nothing can be done to mitigate the destruction of old 

growth oak groves. Please refer to response to comment 

I127-1, which addresses the same issues raised in this 

comment. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I127-4: This comment asks why the development cannot be 

planned around the oak grove and why the oak grove is 
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not included in the wildlife corridor. The comment also 

recommends performing a detailed analysis of how to 

protect the oak trees. As stated in Table 4.3-16, the 

majority of oak woodland (26.36 acres or 92 percent) 

would be protected through inclusion in the Habitat 

Preserve and all impacts to those trees would be avoided. 

The EIR includes an analysis for impacts to oak trees and 

the oak woodland vegetation community, provides 

appropriate mitigation according CEQA requirements to 

mitigate impacts to less than significant. Please see 

response to comment I127-1.  

As stated in Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native 

Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species, to the 

west, a large corridor buffering Sycamore Canyon Creek 

is provided. This corridor is between 1,000 and 400 feet 

wide (at the detention basin, which could also be used 

for movement), but is further widened by the adjacent 

military base and conserved preserve areas along the 

entire boundary (see Figure 4.3-9, Local Wildlife 

Corridors). The project design provides for a primary 

wildlife corridor through the north-central portions of 

the project. Therefore, the proposed project results in 

fewer impacts related to the alternatives, and impacts to 

oak trees and wildlife corridors would be mitigated to 

reduce such impacts to less than significant. 
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Comment Letter I128: Linda Abbott, July 13, 2020 

 

I128-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I129: Rob Abbott, July 13, 2020 

 

I129-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I130: Mike Aiken, July 13, 2020 

 

I130-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I130-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I131-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I131: Charles Barrett, July 13, 2020 

 

I131-1:  This comment states the commenter’s concern regarding 
wildfire emergency evacuation with the proposed 
project development. Section 4.18, Wildfire, in the EIR 
analyzes the potential impacts of increased wildfires that 
may result from the construction or operation of the 
proposed project. The majority of the information 
provided in Section 4.18 is based on information from 
the Fire Protection Plan and Construction Fire 
Prevention Plan (2020), which are included as Appendix 
P1, and the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (2020), 
which is included as Appendix P2, prepared for the 
proposed project. This section also references 
information provided in the will-serve letters provided 
by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. The EIR 
concludes that the proposed project would have a less 
than significant impact on wildfire safety. This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I131-2:  This comment discusses wildfire emergency evacuation 
in the City of Santee. Please refer to response to 
comment I131-1, which addresses the same issue raised 
in this comment.  

I131-3:  This comment asks how the City of Santee plans to 
protect its citizens. Please refer to response to comment 
I131-1, which addresses the same issue raised in this 
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comment. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I132: Cathy Bea, July 13, 2020 

 

I132-1:  This comment reiterates traffic information disclosed in 
Section 4.16, Transportation, of the EIR and asks the 
City to reconsider the proposed project. The EIR 
analyzes the transportation impacts of the proposed 
project and identifies feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce the impacts, although not all impacts would be 
reduced to below a level of significance. No further 
response is required.  
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Comment Letter I133: Kimberley Blackburn, July 13, 2020 

 

I133-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 
letter. This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 
of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

I133-2:  This comment asks why vibration impacts to sensitive 
wildlife species like western spadefoot not addressed. 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, specifically Section 
4.3.5.1, analyzes the indirect impacts from temporary 
construction activities, including noise and vibration, to 
sensitive wildlife species, including western spadefoot. 
Based on the opinions of the technical experts who 
prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes that potential 
impacts to biological resources would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I133-3:  This comment asks how the proposed project will 
mitigate for particulate matter generation. Section 4.2, 
Air Quality, specifically Sections 4.2.5.1 and 4.5.2.2, 
analyzes the potential for impacts to air quality, including 
particulate matter, due to implementation of the proposed 
project. Mitigation Measures AIR-1 through AIR-5 
would be implemented to reduce significant construction 
emissions of particulate matter and Mitigation Measures 
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AIR-6 through AIR-10 and GHG-4 would be 
implemented to reduce significant daily and annual 
operational emissions of particulate matter, though not to 
a less than significant level. This issue is adequately 
addressed in the EIR. 

I133-4:  This comment asks how long the developer is responsible 
for fixing problems associated with the proposed project, 
including the development, the preserve, and mitigated 
habitat. It is unclear what the commenter means by 
“fixing problems.” The applicant is responsible for 
implementing all mitigation measures identified in the 
EIR. Section 4.3, Biological Resources, specifically 
Section 4.3.5.1, Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Preserve 
Management Plan, details the management of the 
preserve and mitigation areas. Other mitigation measures 
identified in Section 4.3 would also mitigate impacts to 
sensitive habitat. No further response is required.  

I133-5:  This comment asks how long the developer will wait for 
the school to be approved before that option is closed 
and more homes are built. Section 3, Project Description, 
specifically Section 3.3.1.5, describes the school overlay 
land use designation. As stated in Section 3.3.1.5, if the 
school site is not acquired for a permitted educational 
use within 2 years of the filing of the Final Map for the 
phase in which the site is located, the underlying 
Medium Density Residential land use designation would 
be implemented, and the maximum total number of units 
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permitted on the project site would be increased by 59 
units to 3,008 units. The additional 59 Medium Density 
Residential units may be transferred from other 
residential or Village Center planning areas on the 
project site to this site to achieve the required Medium 
Density Residential density. The EIR addresses both the 
preferred land use plan with school and the land use plan 
without school for the environmental analysis topics in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis.  

I133-6:  This comment summarizes information disclosed in the 
EIR that the proposed project would result in potentially 
significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality, noise, 
recreation, transportation, and utilities. The EIR 
analyzes the impacts of the proposed project and 
identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 
impacts; although not to below a level of significance. 
The EIR complies with CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15043, Authority to Approved Projects Despite 
Significant Impacts, which states that a public agency 
may approve a project that would cause a significant 
effect on the environment if the agency makes a fully 
informed and publicly disclosed decision that (1) there 
is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect 
(see Section 15091) and (2) specifically identified 
expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy 
of reducing or avoiding significant environmental 
impacts of the project (see Section 15093).  
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Comment Letter I134: Kacie Boen, July 13, 2020 

 

I134-1:  This comment states that traffic in the City of Santee is 
terrible and growing worse and expresses the commenter’s 
general opposition to the proposed project. Section 4.16, 
Transportation, in the EIR analyzes the potential for the 
proposed project to result in impacts to access, circulation, 
and other transportation modes, including the potential for 
the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 
emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 
proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 
not to below a level of significance. This issue is 
adequately addressed in the EIR.  
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Comment Letter I135: Vicki Call, July 13, 2020 

 

I135-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

I135-2: This comment asks if the proposed project will expand 

to more than the currently planned up to 3,008 units, who 

owns the land in the proposed project and if there is 

something that prohibits the developer from going over 

3,008 homes. Section 2.0, Introduction, states the project 

site land is owned by HomeFed Fanita Rancho, LLC, 

and JWO Land, LLC. The EIR analyzes the impacts of 

the proposed project including up to 3,008 residential 

units under the land use plan without school. The 

approvals listed in Section 3.12, Discretionary Action, 

would only allow the development of up to 3,008 units. 

Additional environmental documentation and 

discretionary approvals would be required if the 

developer sought to build more than 3,008 residential 

units on the project site.  

I135-3: This comment asks if the Habitat Preserve will be kept 

in perpetuity. The answer is yes. Section 4.3, Biological 

Resources, specifically Section 4.3.5.1, Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1, Preserve Management Plan, details the 
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management of the preserve and mitigation areas. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I135-4: This comment asks why the school proposed by the 

project is no longer a K-8 school and how many students 

will be accommodated at the school. Section 3, Project 

Description, specifically Section 3.5.1, describes the 

school site could accommodate a K-8 school with up to 

700 students, including new students generated by 

development of the project site. 

This comment also asks what will determine if the 

school will be built or not and what point the school will 

be built. Section 3, Project Description, specifically 

Section 3.3.1.5, describes the school overlay land use 

designation. As stated in Section 3.3.1.5, if the school 

site is not acquired for a permitted educational use within 

2 years of the filing of the Final Map for the phase in 

which the site is located, the underlying Medium Density 

Residential land use designation would be implemented, 

and the maximum total number of units permitted on the 

project site would be increased by 59 units to 3,008 units. 

The additional 59 Medium Density Residential units 

may be transferred from other residential or Village 

Center planning areas on the project site to this site to 

achieve the required Medium Density Residential 

density. This EIR addresses both the preferred land use 

plan with school and the land use plan without school for 
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all of the environmental analysis topics addressed in 

Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis. 

 This comment also asks which Santee schools will be 

affected by the proposed project if the school is not built. 

Section 4.14, Public Services, specifically Section 

4.14.5.3, analyzed the potential impacts to public school 

facilities from implementation of the proposed project for 

both the preferred land use plan with school and without 

school. According to the Santee School District wills 

serve letter (Appendix M), it has capacity to house some 

new students in existing schools within the district. 

However, in order to accommodate the total influx of new 

students, a new school facility would need to be 

constructed. It is up Santee School District whether or not 

the school would be built on the project site. Grossmont 

Union High School District will-serve letter states they 

have adequate capacity to serve students from the project 

site. 

 This comment also asks if the school is not built, will the 

proposed project be connected to existing surface roads 

so proposed project residents can access Santee schools. 

The proposed project would extend existing Fanita 

Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and Magnolia Avenue, 

which connect to existing City streets that provide routes 

to existing schools in the area.  
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I135-5: This comment asks what the Special Use area is. Chapter 

3, Project Description, specifically Section 3.3.1.9, 

describes the Special Use area in detail. The Special Use 

area would include a solar farm and RV/boat storage and 

above ground agriculture. Figure 3-5, Special Use Area 

conceptual Site Plan, illustrates the different components 

of this area. 

I135-6: This comment asks what the geologic limitations and 

location of the Special Use area are. Chapter 3, Project 

Description, specifically Section 3.3.1.9, describes the 

Special Use area, including its geologic constraints. Due 

to existing site conditions, including the presence of 

landslides, no mass grading or introduction of water into 

the soils is proposed in conjunction with implementation of 

permitted uses. 

I135-7: This comment asks for details about the Habitat 

Preserve. Chapter 3, Project Description, specifically 

Section 3.3.4, describes the components of the Habitat 

Preserve. More than half of the project site (1,650.4 acres 

or approximately 63 percent) would be preserved as 

permanent Habitat Preserve. The Habitat Preserve applies 

to open space areas outside the limits of development but 

including specific revegetated slopes at the edge of the 

development area. The 

I135-8: This comment asks how many feet will Magnolia 

Avenue, Cuyamaca Street, and Fanita Parkway be 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I135-5 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

extended and how many lanes will be added. Section 3, 

Project Description, specifically Section 3.4.1, details 

the proposed improvements to Fanita Parkway, 

Cuyamaca Street, Magnolia Avenue, and other 

roadways. The Vesting Tentative Map for the proposed 

project also provides this data.  

I135-9: This comment asks if there is a plan for the proposed 

project to connect roadways to the Weston development. 

Section 3, Project Description, specifically Section 3.4.1, 

details the proposed improvements to surrounding 

roadways. There are no plans to provide a direct connection 

from the proposed project to the Weston project.  

I135-10: This comment asks how the City proposes to mitigate 

traffic on the roads when residents drop off their children 

at Cajon Park Elementary, Santana High, and Rio Seco 

K–8 schools and states that the roads cannot be widened 

since they are built on. Fanita Parkway and Cuyamaca 

Street have adequate capacity (with mitigation) to 

accommodate proposed project traffic and an additional 

connection is not necessary. The roadways serving these 

schools were all analyzed in the EIR Transportation 

Impact Analysis (Appendix N) and mitigation measures 

were recommended where significant impacts were 

calculated. 

 The comment also asks what the estimated number of 

additional cars and trips is that would enter these roads 
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on a daily basis. Table 4.16-10 of the EIR shows that the 

project is calculated to add 26,272 average daily traffic 

(ADT) to the street system. 

I135-11: This comment asks if there will be a wall built on the bike 

lanes to protect bicyclists from cars. Section 3, Project 

Description, specifically Section 3.4.1 and Table 3-6, 

details the proposed traffic calming measures, including 

on-street bicycle facilities. No bicycle lane walls are 

proposed.  

I135-12: This comment requests information regarding similarly 

built projects, fuel modification zone (FMZ) creation 

process, evacuation timeframe, and whether there would 

be an on-site fire station. Please refer to the Thematic 

Response – Fire Protection and Safety for details 

regarding the layered, redundant system of protection 

required at the proposed project. The fire protection 

system designed for the proposed project is very similar 

to the shelter in place communities in Rancho Santa Fe, 

which have been tested by fire and performed as designed. 

Among other communities tested by wildfire that are 

similar to the proposed project are: Cielo, Rancho Santa 

Fe, 4S Ranch, San Diego, Serrano Heights, Anaheim 

Hills, Stevenson Ranch, Valencia, and many others. 

Similar concepts have been employed at college 

campuses that have been tested by wildfire, such as 

Pepperdine in Malibu and Westmont College in Santa 

Barbara. FMZs would be established when site grading 
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occurs. The FMZs are pre-determined in terms of their 

overall width. Please refer to Appendix P1, Fire 

Protection Plan (FPP), for details on how FMZ widths 

were determined, where they would occur, what plants 

and planting densities would be allowed, and the type and 

frequency of ongoing maintenance. The FMZs would be 

inspected twice annually by a 3rd party inspector to ensure 

they are maintained as intended. Please refer to Thematic 

Response – Evacuation for details regarding how 

evacuations are planned and implemented in the City and 

San Diego County. The estimated timeframe to evacuate 

the proposed project is 1.5 to 2 hours; however, Appendix 

P2, Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan, offers the 

contingency option of on-site refuge should an evacuation 

be considered unsafe. Per Appendix P1, FPP, the 

proposed project would provide a fire station on-site in the 

Village Center and ongoing taxes and fees would provide 

operating revenues in perpetuity. The comment raises no 

new issues that have not been adequately analyzed in the 

EIR and no additional response is required. 

I135-13: This comment asks how many homes will be designated 

as “low income” and what the price ranges will be for 

homes in the proposed project. Section 4.13, Population 

and Housing, describes the growth in population directly 

and indirectly related to implementation of the proposed 

project, including the housing impacts that could result. 

The Santee General Plan identifies the project site as the 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I135-8 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

designated location to provide above moderate income 

units. The proposed project would satisfy the Regional 

Housing Needs Assessment requirements for above 

moderate residential units in the City and provide 

additional residential units to meet the anticipated future 

deficiencies in the City. The comment related to pricing 

of the proposed residential units does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

  This comment also asks who will be responsible for 

running the Farm and if the Farm fails, will more homes 

be built on the land. Section 3, Project Description, 

specifically Section 3.3.5, describes the details of the 

Farm. The underlying land use designation for the Farm 

is Open Space. If the Farm were to fail, the Open Space 

land use designation would take effect. No residential 

units would be built there.  

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I135-9 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

I135-14: This comment asks what is meant by “passive park,” what 

amenities will be included, and how many will there be and 

where they will be located. Section 3, Project Description, 

specifically Section 3.3.1.7, and Section 4.15, Recreation, 

specifically Section 4.15.5.1, describe the passive and active 

park amenities proposed by the proposed project. A “passive 

park” means it exclusively includes amenities such as 

hiking, biking, and nature appreciation. Figure 3-6, 

Conceptual Parks, Trails, and Open Space Plan, details 

where the various parks are proposed on the project site.  

 This comment also asks what the City park dedication 

requirements are. Section 4.15, Recreation, specifically 

Section 4.15.5.1, describes the requirements for dedication 

of land established by the Santee Municipal Code, Chapter 

12.40, which requires the amount of land to be dedicated based 

on the average occupancy rate per residential type and the ratio 

of dedication equivalent to 5 acres per 1,000 population.  

I135-15: This comment asks how many miles of trails are planned 

for the proposed project. Section 4.15, Recreation, 

specifically Section 4.15.5.1, describes the trails 

proposed throughout the project site. The proposed 

project would provide over 35 miles of trails (23 acres), 

including the perimeter trail and Stowe Trail connection 

(approximately 4.8 miles combined).  
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I135-16: This comment asks who will be running the Farm. Section 3, 

Project Description, specifically Section 3.3.5, describes the 

details of the Farm. A professional Farm operator will 

manage the Farm.  

I135-17: This comment asks how the community will be sustainable. 

Section 3, Project Description, specifically Section 3.3.8, 

describes the proposed project’s smart growth and 

sustainability features.  

 This comment also asks how greenhouse gas emissions will 

be reduced. Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 

evaluates the potential for impacts related to increased GHG 

emissions due to implementation of the proposed project, 

and recommends mitigation measures to reduce or avoid 

adverse impacts. The EIR concluded the proposed project 

would have less than significant impacts from greenhouse 

gas emissions with mitigation incorporated. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 This comment also asks if there will be jobs on the proposed 

project property that will pay enough to cover a mortgage. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 

provided in the EIR. Section 4.13, Population and Housing, 

Table 4.13-5 and 4.13-6 identify how many jobs would be 

created under each land use and state that 450 jobs would be 

created under the preferred land use with school and 250 
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jobs would be created under the land use without school. 

The pay rate for each job is unknown at this time. Therefore, 

no further response is required.  

I135-18: This comment requests fuel modification zone definition. As 

described in Section 3.6.3, the fuel modification zone is the 

zone around the perimeter of the proposed project that 

includes between 100 and 150 feet of planned, designed, 

installed, maintained and inspected landscape that provides 

a protective buffer between open space areas and developed 

areas. The fuel modification zone starves fire of fuel and 

provides a wet zone to further reduce fire behavior and 

spread rates, resulting in defensible space. This comment 

does not raise a new issue that has not been adequately 

analyzed and addressed in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I135-19: This comment requests information regarding the types of 

landscapes, who will be responsible for maintenance, and 

the monthly HOA fee. The landscapes planned for the 

proposed project include ignition resistant, drought tolerant 

plantings. Please refer to the EIR, Section 3.9, for landscape 

concept details. The proposed project’s HOA would be 

responsible for ongoing maintenance and would hire a 

professional contractor to provide the maintenance. The 

HOA is also required to hire a 3rd party inspector to perform 

twice annual inspections of fuel modification zones and 

landscape areas to confirm they are maintained 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I135-12 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

appropriately. The monthly HOA fee would be determined 

as part of a project proforma prior to occupancy. 

I135-20: This comment requests information on the types of ignition 

resistant materials to be used for proposed project structures. 

As described in Section 4.18, Wildfire, specifically 4.18.5.2, 

ignition resistant materials that would be used are defined 

and discussed in Chapter 7A of the California Building Code 

along with those products tested and approved by the Office 

of the State Fire Marshal for wildland urban interface use 

(https://www.aspyredesign.com/getattachment/d7608435-

2a1d-4f53-8fe5-fada4c897b38/CALFIRE-8140-

2026_2017.pdf). Materials include exterior coverings 

(stucco or other approved wildland urban interface materials 

like concrete hardy board), dual pane, one pane tempered 

windows, Class A roof systems, and ember resistant vents, 

amongst others. This comment requests information and 

raises no new issues not already addressed in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I135-21: This comment questions how fire fighters access a fire when 

vehicles are evacuating and requests details on street widths. 

All of the proposed project roads would provide adequate 

width for evacuating vehicles to exit while dedicated 

inbound lanes remain open for emergency vehicles. Please 

refer to Appendix P2, Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan, for 

details regarding the evacuation process at the proposed 

project and the two primary access routes leading to three 

egress routes, each with outbound and inbound lanes. Street 
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widths meet City of Santee requirements and include no 

parking where needed to maintain unobstructed fire lanes. 

Please refer to EIR Section 3.4, Infrastructure, for details 

regarding road widths throughout the proposed project. This 

comment requests information and raises no new issues not 

already addressed in the EIR. Therefore, no additional 

response is necessary. 

I135-22: This comment states the proposed project will access the 

current Santee roads. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, 

no further response is required.   

I135-23: This comment asks what a vesting tentative map 

development review permit is. Chapter 3, Project 

Description, specifically Section 3.12, describes a vesting 

tentative map as the following:  

Vesting Tentative Map. The creation of a tentative 

map for the project is intended to establish vested 

rights to proceed with a project in substantial 

compliance with regulations in effect at the time the 

application is deemed complete. 

I135-24: This comment asks if the proposed project is not approved, 

will the property remain vacant and no trespassing allowed. 

Section 6, Alternatives, specifically Section 6.2.1, describes 

the No Project/No Build Alternative as the following:  



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I135-14 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, the 

proposed project would not be built nor would any 

other project be built on the project site. The 2,638-acre 

project site would remain in its existing undeveloped 

condition without management. 

I135-25: This comment states that greenhouse gases due to traffic 

including the carbon monoxide from approximately 6,000 

vehicles will not improve the health of City residents and air 

quality would not be good. The comment further states that 

traffic would be backed up on highway’s 67, 125, 52 and 

City surface streets including Mast Boulevard, Carlton 

Oaks, Mission Gorge, Magnolia, and Cuyamaca. The 

amount of traffic generated by the proposed project has been 

analyzed in both Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Appendices C1 (Air Quality 

Technical Report), C2 (Health Risk Assessment, and H 

(Greenhouse Gas Analysis), respectively. Appropriate 

mitigation measures have been identified to reduce those 

impacts to the extent feasible in accordance with the CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.4. Carbon monoxide impacts 

from proposed project vehicles specifically were analyzed in 

EIR Section 4.2.5.3. The project traffic was distributed to the 

street system and Mast Boulevard, Carlton Oaks Road, 

Mission Gorge Road, Magnolia Avenue, and Cuyamaca 

Street were all analyzed in detail. Where significant impacts 

were calculated, mitigation measures were recommended. 

These issues are adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I135-26: This comment states the roads will suffer damage from 

large construction trucks and residential traffic from the 

proposed project. The City is responsible for road repair 

and would require the developer to pay for any damage 

from construction vehicles. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required.  

This comment further states the noise from construction 

traffic and the operational traffic on City streets. Section 

4.12, Noise, specifically Section 4.12.5.1, discusses the 

impacts of the proposed project traffic on existing City 

streets and identified appropriate mitigation to mitigate 

those impacts to the extent feasible in accordance with 

the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4.  

I135-27: This comment asks who will pay for damages to Santee 

roadways during construction. Please refer to response 

to comment I135-26, which addresses the same issue 

raised in this comment.  

I135-28: This comment discusses congestion in the City and other 

thoughts of the commenter. It is not clear how this 

comment relates to the adequacy of the EIR analysis for the 

proposed project. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 
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response is required. Nonetheless, the EIR Transportation 

Impact Analysis (Appendix N) analyzed all Circulation 

Element roadways and intersections within the City of 

Santee. Traffic improvements were recommended at each 

location where significant impacts were determined using 

City standards.  

I135-29: This comment provides opinions regarding evacuations 

and questions the validity of Santee Fire Department’s 

statements on evacuation processes including phasing. 

Please refer to the project-specific Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) and Thematic Response 

– Evacuation for details on evacuation planning and 

implementation in Santee and San Diego County. This 

comment provides opinions lacking supporting data and 

raises no new issues not already addressed in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I135-30: This comment questions whether brush management will 

occur for the long term of the proposed project and cites 

the Sky Ranch example where brush management is 

allegedly not occurring. The proposed project would be 

conditioned to fund fuel modification maintenance 

through the HOA. The proposed project’s Fire 

Protection Plan (Appendix P1) details the fuel 

modification zones and the type of maintenance that 

must be performed. These areas would be inspected 

twice annually to confirm that maintenance is being 

conducted and that they would function as intended. 
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Compliance issues would be brought to the Santee Fire 

Department’s attention and they would issue abatement 

notices, followed by forced abatement if the issues are 

not corrected. Costs for forced abatement would be 

passed along to the HOA and/or its homeowners. This 

comment requests information and raises no new issues 

not already addressed in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I135-31: This comment asks what criteria is used or who 

determines what a scenic vista is. The Santee General 

Plan describes numerous topographic features in the City 

and the surrounding vicinity as providing distinctive 

views and vistas from developed portions of the City. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, evaluates the potential for 

changes to visual character and quality with 

implementation of the proposed project. This analysis 

provides information on the character of the existing 

visual landscape, the locations and types of public views 

that include the project site, and the potential visibility 

of the proposed project from these public viewing 

locations. This section then evaluates potential impacts 

as a result of implementing the proposed project in terms 

of adverse effects to scenic vistas, visual character and 

quality degradation and landform alteration, damage to 

visual resources within a state scenic highway, and 

creation of new sources of light and glare affecting 

daytime and nighttime views. This section is based on a 
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series of 16 photosimulations prepared from various key 

viewpoints around the project site (Visual Impact Group 

2020). The photographs considered and a description of 

the process used to prepare the visual simulations are 

provided in Appendix B. The EIR concluded a less than 

significant impact would occur from the proposed 

project on scenic vistas. 

I135-32: This comment states the commenter’s opinion that the 

proposed project will have a detrimental effect on scenic 

vistas due to the development blocking views to the 

surrounding hills and mountains. Please refer to 

response to comment I135-31 which addresses the same 

issue raised in this comment. As stated therein, the EIR 

concludes that the proposed project would not result in a 

significant impact to scenic vistas.  
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I135-33: This comment states the commenter’s opinion that the 

proposed project will have an extremely significant 

impact on the visual character and quality of the project 

site. Section 4.1, Aesthetics, analyzed the potential 

visual impacts of the proposed project from 16 

viewpoints. Specifically, Section 4.1.5.3, discusses the 

proposed project’s impacts on visual quality and 

character and landform alteration. The proposed project 

would alter the existing aesthetic characteristics of the 

project site, as well as alter the existing landform in 

certain areas from a variety of vantage points in the City 

and adjacent areas. To protect and manage hillsides and 

topographic resources, the City has adopted hillside 

development guidelines as described in Table 4.1-1, City 

of Santee Hillside Development Guidelines. The large 

cut and fill slopes on the project site, as identified on the 

Vesting Tentative Map, that are visible from the public 

rights-of-way would use landform grading techniques to 

recreate and mimic the flow of natural contours and 

drainages in the natural surroundings. Where 

development is proposed on hillsides, grading would be 

efficient to minimize the grading footprint. Special 

contour grading techniques would be used at edges and 

transitions in landform. During construction, these 

slopes would be temporarily devoid of vegetation; 

however, they would be revegetated and landscaped in 

compliance with the Santee Municipal Code, Chapter 
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12.26, Landscape and Irrigation Regulations, and the 

Guidelines for Implementation of the City of Santee 

Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (2017). By 

complying with the policies in the Santee General Plan 

and the requirements of the Santee Municipal Code, as 

well as adhering to the guidelines set forth in the Fanita 

Ranch Specific Plan, the EIR concludes that the 

proposed project would not degrade the existing 

landscape from a public viewpoint. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I135-34: This comment states the commenter’s opinion that the 

proposed project will completely change the publicly 

visible landform on the project site. This comment also 

asks what expert determined this. Please refer to 

response to comment I135-33 which addresses the same 

issue raised in this comment. 

I135-35: The comment references Table 1.1 Air Quality in 

Chapter 1, Executive Summary, of the EIR and includes 

a statement that the proposed project would conflict with 

the applicable air quality plans. This finding is due to the 

fact that the proposed project did not reduce all criteria 

pollutant emissions below the quantitative threshold 

after employment of all feasible mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measures AIR-1 and AIR-2 focus on fugitive 

dust control measures, Mitigation Measures AIR-3 

through AIR-5 focus on construction equipment exhaust 

emissions, and Mitigation Measures AIR-6 through 
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AIR-10 focus on reducing emissions from long-term 

operational activities of the proposed project. While 

these mitigation measures would significantly reduce air 

quality impacts, they would not reduce them to below a 

level of significance. 

The comment then focuses on Mitigation Measure AIR-1 

asking if the project is approved what agency 

representatives will be onsite to be sure the mitigation 

measure is being enforced. The City of Santee as Lead 

Agency is responsible for ensuring that all mitigation 

measures related to the proposed project are 

implemented. The City will document mitigation measure 

implementation through a Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program (MMRP) that includes the timing of 

the mitigation measure, who is responsible for 

implementing each mitigation measure, who is 

responsible for verifying the mitigation measure is 

implemented, the date that the mitigation measure went 

into effect, and the date that the mitigation measure 

implementation is complete. The MMRP will be 

approved at the same time the EIR is certified (if it is 

certified). For Mitigation Measure AIR-1, the 

construction contractor is responsible for keeping daily 

logs of compliance with the San Diego Air Pollution 

Control District (SDAPCD) Rule 55-Fugitive Dust 

Control. The daily logs will include instances of visible 

dust emissions and what control measures were put in 
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place to ensure that visible dust did not cross the property 

line. The daily logs will also document wind speed and 

include dates and signatures of the individuals making the 

log eateries. City Planning staff are responsible for 

periodically checking the daily logs to ensure that 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1 is being implemented and will 

document that observation in the MMRP. 

The comment also asks how often will monitoring take 

place, will monitoring be done by a neutral party, who in 

the City will be responsible, and who will initiate 

monitoring. As described above, on-site monitoring will 

take place on a daily basis by the construction contractor. 

City staff will periodically check the daily logs to verify 

compliance. City Planning is responsible for monitoring 

and enforcement of the MMRP, but can designate City 

staff from other departments to verify compliance. As an 

example, the City Planning Department could have the 

building inspector verify compliance of the mitigation 

measure when they are visiting the site.  

The comment continues that the proposed project will be 

years long and monitoring must take place. The 

comment continues with the rhetorical question of “Do 

you really think truckers are going to do wheel washing 

every time they go in and out of the project on 

rainy/muddy days?” The answer is yes, trucks are 

required to go through the wheel washing station at the 

designated truck access point into/out of the site. This is 
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required by SDAPCD Rule 55, Mitigation Measure 

AIR-1, and would be verified through the MMRP. 

I135-36: The comment quotes from the third bullet point in 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1, which is focused on 

removing visible roadway dust on the paved project 

access roads at the end of each workday and asks who 

will ensure this happens during the entire time the 

project is underway, what is the name of the agency, how 

often will they inspect on site, and what operations 

would occur continuously for 24 hours. 

As discussed in the response to comment I135-35, the 

City is responsible for ensuring all the mitigation 

measures are implemented and verify implementation 

through the MMRP. The MMRP and verification will 

continue until all mitigation measures have been 

completed. The construction contractor will document 

implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 in daily 

logs and City staff will periodically inspect the daily logs 

to verify compliance. Twenty-four hour operations of 

construction activities are not anticipated to occur.  

I135-37: The comment quotes another portion of Mitigation 

Measure AIR-1, focused on street sweepers and asks, 

who determines what company will get the contract to 

do this monitoring, and will they be called in on an as-

needed basis. The City is responsible for monitoring  
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and verification of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 

implementation. The construction contractor is trained 

in SDAPCD Rule 55 compliance and will be onsite 

during all construction activities and providing daily 

logs demonstrating compliance. 

I135-38: This comment quotes the portion of Mitigation Measure 

AIR-1 focused on monitoring visible fugitive dust 

emissions, daily logs verifying monitoring, and 

contingency measures during high wind conditions 

when construction activities must end and dust control 

strategies fully employed. The comment then asks who 

is responsible, what information do they log, how often 

will visible monitoring be done, what criteria will be 

used to determine whether or not construction should 

cease until conditions improve. The City is responsible 

for verification of the implementation of Mitigation 

Measure AIR-1 using the MMRP. The construction 

contractor will be responsible for implementing all the 

fugitive dust control measures and providing visible dust 

monitoring during all earth disturbance activities at 

minimum daily but should occur periodically throughout 

the day. Daily logs will include the dates and times of 

visible dust monitoring, instances when visible dust was 

observed crossing the property line, fugitive dust 

reduction strategies employed to control dust, daily wind 

speed will also be logged. Construction activities must 

cease whenever visible fugitive dust emissions as 
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observed through monitoring cannot be controlled with 

the fugitive dust control measures being employed. 

Wind speeds in excess of 20 miles per hour (MPH) is 

one quantitative indicator that high winds are present 

and ground disturbance activities need to cease. 

However, anytime visual monitoring determines that the 

fugitive dust control measures are ineffective in 

controlling fugitive dust even if wind speeds are below 

20 MPH, then earth disturbance activities must cease and 

construction crews focus on continued employment of 

fugitive dust control measures until fugitive dust is under 

control. 

I135-39: This comment focuses on Mitigation Measure AIR-2: 

Supplemental Dust Control Measures which include the 

need to describe the fugitive dust control measures that 

will be employed in the grading plans for the proposed 

project. The comment asks if the contractor has already 

been selected and has the City researched the contractor 

for past violations. The comment also asks if this occurs 

after approval of the proposed project.  

Decisions on whether or not a contractor has been 

chosen does not relate to potential environmental 

impacts and CEQA. However, it is important that the 

construction contractor is trained in compliance with 

SDAPCD Rule 55 and fugitive dust control measure 

generally. The contractor chosen will be responsible for 

implementing construction period Mitigation Measures 
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(AIR-1 through AIR-5) during the duration of project 

construction. The City will verify compliance with the 

mitigation through the MMRP. The City will also be 

responsible to review grading plans to ensure that the 

fugitive dust control measures are explicitly stated in the 

plans prior to issuing a grading permit. Grading permits 

can only be issued after the proposed project has been 

approved. 

I135-40: This comment focuses on the use of soil stabilizers, 

replacement of ground cover in disturbed areas, and the 

reduction of speeds on unpaved roads all required under 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2. The comment asks what 

kind of soil stabilizers will be used, what kind of ground 

cover, who is monitoring, and what the speed limit will 

be for unpaved roadways. 

Soil stabilizers are soil binding materials applied to the 

soil surface to temporarily prevent water and wind 

induced erosion of exposed soils on construction sites. 

The exact soil binding material has not been chosen but 

typically falls into these categories: organic and polymer 

based binders. Organic based binders include guar, 

psyllium, and starch. Guar is a non-toxic, biodegradable, 

galactomannan-based hydrocolloid treated with 

dispersion agents. Psyllium is a plant based soil 

stabilizer. Starch based soil stabilizers are made from 

corn starch. Polymer based binders include liquid or 

solid polymers, or copolymer with an acrylic base that 
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are non-toxic and non-flammable. The soil stabilizers 

are mixed with water and sprayed on recently disturbed 

areas and soil stockpiles to reduce erosion and prevent 

dust emissions. Ground cover will be provided in several 

ways depending upon the need. The most basic ground 

cover will be hydro-seeding. In some cases, areas will 

have a biodegradable netting material (often called a 

mat) applied in combination with hydro-seeding. Other 

forms of ground cover include straw or wood mulch.  

The construction contractor is responsible for the 

application of soil stabilizers, ground cover and other 

fugitive dust control measures. The construction 

contractor will also be responsible for documenting 

when and where soil stabilizers were applied in the daily 

logs. The City is responsible for verifying mitigation 

compliance using the MMRP. 

The speed limit for onsite vehicles including haul trucks on 

unpaved roads is 15 MPH or less. Also, see response to 

comment I106-9 of the comment letter by Robin Rierdan.  

I135-41: This comment focuses on Mitigation Measure AIR-3: Tier 

4 Construction Equipment and asks who or what agency 

will do an inspection to determine if the appropriate 

equipment is used, will City staff be present during 

inspection, and how often will the inspection be done. 
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To ensure compliance with Mitigation Measure AIR-3, 

the City has a condition of approval on the proposed 

project specifying that California Air Resources Board 

(CARB) certified Tier 4 construction equipment is used. 

That condition of approval is written into the contracts 

with the construction contractors for the proposed 

project. The City will verify that this condition is met 

before providing grading permits and it will be 

documented in the MMRP. Verification of this easily 

done by providing a copy of the CARB certification for 

the equipment and verifying that the certificate matches 

the equipment on site by the equipment identification 

numbers. This monitoring and verification will be done 

each time a new piece of equipment is brought on site 

for the proposed project. 

I135-42: This comment focuses on Mitigation Measure AIR-4: 

Construction Equipment Maintenance and asks 

who/what agency will determine that this requirement is 

met and how often will this verification occur. Similar to 

the process described in response to comment I135-41, 

the City has a condition of approval on the proposed 

project with the exact text of Mitigation Measure AIR-

4. As specified in Mitigation Measure AIR-4, the 

specific requirements of Mitigation Measure AIR-4 

must be included in all grading plans and other 

construction documents and reviewed and approved by 

City staff prior to the issuance of grading permits.  
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Construction equipment maintenance requirements as 

specified in Mitigation Measure AIR-4 will be included 

in the contract with the contractor. The contractor will 

be responsible for maintaining the construction 

equipment in good operating condition as specified in 

Mitigation Measure AIR-4. Construction contractors use 

maintenance logs to document all engine work, repairs, 

tune-ups, oil changes and other equipment maintained 

activities. The maintenance logs are used documentation 

of the maintenance that has occurred. The City will 

verify these condition by periodically inspecting the 

maintenance logs for compliance as part of verification 

and enforcement of the MMRP. 

I135-43: This comment focuses on Mitigation Measure AIR-5: 

Use of electricity during construction and asks what the 

source of the electricity, how will the contractor be 

billed, and who will inspect to ensure generators are not 

in use. Mitigation Measure AIR-5 states that when on-

site electricity is available, contractors will rely upon the 

electricity infrastructure at the construction site rather 

than electrical generators powered by internal 

combustion engines. San Diego Gas and Electric 

(SDG&E) will provide the electricity through temporary 

power meters. The question of who will be billed for the 

power is not relevant to air quality impacts or the CEQA 

analysis. The City will specify this requirement as a 

condition of approval on the proposed project. As stated 
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in Mitigation Measure AIR-5, this requirement will be 

included in contract specifications and included in 

construction documents such as grading plans for review 

and approval by City staff prior to approval of grading 

permits or other construction permits. City building 

inspectors will inspect the site and verify that once 

temporary power meters are onsite construction 

activities do not include the use of electrical generators 

powered by internal combustion engines. Inspections 

and verification will be documented in the MMRP. 

I135-44: This comment focuses on Mitigation Measure AIR-6: 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and asks 

how HomeFed will ensure car-sharing, ride-sharing, 

commuter trip reduction marketing, and school carpool 

will continue after construction and who will be 

responsible for continuing these programs after 

HomeFed is no longer involved. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

This comment also opines that 6,000 additional trips on 

City streets will have a detrimental effect. Section 4.16, 

Transportation, in the EIR analyzes the potential for the 

additional vehicles from the proposed project to result in 

impacts to access, circulation, and other transportation 

modes, including the potential for the proposed project 

to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
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addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; substantially 

increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 

use; and result in inadequate emergency access. The EIR 

analyzed the impacts of the proposed project and 

identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 

impacts to transportation to the extent feasible in 

accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4.  

I135-45: This comment reiterates Mitigation Measure AIR-7: On-

Site Electric Vehicle Charging Stations and provides an 

opinion that it is a good measure. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  

I135-46: This comment focuses on Mitigation Measure AIR-8: 

High Efficiency Equipment and Fixtures, and asks for a 

description of the types of equipment and fixtures that 

will be used. Mitigation Measure AIR-8 requires that the 

residential and non-residential buildings exceed the 

2016 California Green Building Standards Code, and 

2019 Title 24, Part 6 energy conservation standards by 

at least 14 percent. The mitigation measure does not 

specify specific equipment or fixtures needed to comply 

but examples include heat pumps rather than 

conventional HVAC systems, Energy Star rated 

appliances, LED lights, increased insulation in the 

building envelop, cool roofing that reflects heat rather 
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than absorbs it. The mitigation measure does not provide 

specific design criteria and is meant as a programmatic 

mitigation requiring overall energy efficiency 

improvements compared to current building standards. 

The proposed project includes conditions of approval 

requiring the building designs to be at least 14 percent 

more efficient than current building standards. City Plan 

check and City review and approval as part of the 

building permit process will be used to ensure that all 

buildings within the proposed project meet this criteria. 

The City will not issue a building permit until the criteria 

is met. 
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I135-47: This comment focuses on Mitigation Measure AIR-9: Low-

Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Coatings and asks who 

will ensure this is met, will there be a physical inspection, 

how often will this be monitored, and what are the 

consequences if the requirements are not met. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-9 requires the use of low-VOC 

paints and coatings as part of the construction of buildings 

and infrastructure within the Fanta Ranch Project. The City 

through conditions of approval and the MMRP will ensure 

these requirements are met. This process includes plan 

check to ensure that construction plans include only low 

VOC paints and coatings prior to building permits being 

issued. Building inspectors go onsite during construction to 

ensure that low VOC paints and coating are used, and the 

MMRP documents these inspections. Inspections will occur 

whenever construction activities require building inspection 

sign off before construction can continue. If violations 

occur, the building inspector will not sign off on the 

construction until the paint or coatings are replaced with 

low-VOC paints or coatings. 

I135-48: The comment states that they could not find GHG-4. 

Mitigation Measure GHG-4 is provided in Section 4.7.5 of 

the EIR. Mitigation Measure GHG-4 states the following: 

GHG-4: Prior to the issuance of building permits, the 

applicant or its designee shall provide evidence to the City 
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of Santee that the project will include all-electric homes. 

No natural gas shall be provided to the residential portion 

of the project. 

I135-49: This comment focuses on Mitigation Measure AIR-11: 

Construction Buffers and asks who will keep tabs to ensure 

that homes are not occupied before they should be and what 

are the consequences to the contractor if homes are occupied 

prior to the requirements being met. Mitigation Measure 

AIR-11 requires that phase 1 earthmoving and paving 

activities within 300 feet of the southwestern corner of the 

Village Center in Fanita Commons be completed prior to 

residents occupying the Village Center. This mitigation 

measure also requires that the planned Phase 2 grading 

within 500 feet the southwestern corner of the Village 

Center be graded during Phase 1. These buffers ensure 

distance between newly occupied residential units and the 

ongoing construction activities within the proposed project. 

The City will ensure that this mitigation measure is 

implemented through verification of the MMRP, plan check 

review and certificates of occupancy. The City will not issue 

certificates of occupancy for residential units in the Village 

Center the criteria in the measure is met. City building 

inspection will occur onsite to ensure that all grading, 

excavation, and paving activities are completed prior to 

signing off and allowing the City to issue certificates of 

occupancy. Because the City will not issue certificates of 
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occupancy until this mitigation measure is met, a violation 

would not occur. 

I135-50: This comment focuses on Mitigation Measure AIR-12: New 

Source Review which requires limitations on the capacity of 

gasoline service stations and minimum setbacks between the 

gasoline service station and residential properties and the 

school to ensure that benzene emissions are not a health risk. 

The comment asks who will inspect the site to ensure the 

requirements are met, how often inspections will occur, and 

what will be done if violations are found. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-12 would be implemented during 

the plan check approval process. If an application for a 

gasoline service station within the proposed project is 

received, the City will review the plans to ensure that the 

capacity of the gasoline service station is designed through 

tank size to be at or below the capacity limits (3.6 million 

gallons per year) and that the gasoline service station has at 

least a 50-foot setback from any residential property or 

school. Once the site plan for a gasoline service station is 

approved, building inspectors will inspect onsite to verify 

that the tank sizes and setbacks are in compliance with this 

mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-12 also prohibits dry cleaning 

operations and distribution centers within the proposed 

project. These prohibitions are in the conditions of approval 

for the proposed project and the City would deny any permit 
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application for either dry cleaning operations or distribution 

centers within the proposed project if an application was 

submitted for these uses. 

Violations will not occur because the criteria for this 

mitigation measure will be met during the application 

process and design review will be conducted by the City. 

I135-51: This comment focuses on odor and asks who determined that 

the proposed project will not generate odors effecting a 

substantial number of people. The City made this 

determination based upon the onsite sewer system design 

and the nature of the project (mix of residential and 

commercial uses).  

The comment states that odors might not be an issue if the 

contractor follows all requirements, but what if they don’t 

and asks if odor complaints will be taken seriously if odors 

become an issue. Building inspectors will be onsite during 

construction activities to ensure that the contractors are 

following all the requirements and to inspect their work. 

These inspections would occur at each phase of construction 

(pad development, foundation installation, framing, 

building, painting etc.) and signed off or issued lists of items 

that need to be completed before sign off. Note that some 

odors typical of construction such as equipment exhaust, 

paving odors, painting odors would occur and are allowed. 
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I135-52: The commenter restates information contained in the EIR 

and asks whether or not the Habitat Preserve would be 

contiguous. As stated in EIR Section 4.3.7, Comparison 

of Proposed Project to 2007 Project, the majority of the 

Habitat Preserve is contained within an approximately 

900-acre block of contiguous open space and connected 

to other preserves within the vicinity. Also, please refer 

to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement and Habitat 

Connectivity. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required.  

I135-53: The commenter restates information contained in the EIR 

and states a series of questions regarding the Preserve 

Management Plan. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. Nonetheless, 

the City directs the commenter to Appendix P, Preserve 

Management Plan, of Appendix D, Biological Technical 

Report, of the EIR. As discussed in Section 1.4.1 of the 

Preserve Management Plan, the Preserve Manager 

would be an independent, third party, separate from the 

Homeowner’s Association (HOA), City, and developer. 

Initially, the developer would hire and fund the Preserve 

Manager; however, once the HOA is formed, it would 

gradually take over funding responsibility for the Habitat 
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Preserve management and the Preserve Manager 

position. The HOA would not direct, in any way, the 

activities of the Preserve Manager. As discussed in 

Section 1.4.2 of the Preserve Management Plan, a 

conservation easement or equivalent land protection 

mechanism (e.g., Restrictive Covenant) will be recorded 

for the Habitat Preserve. The project applicant is 

responsible for all Preserve Management Plan funding 

requirements, including direct funding to support the 

Preserve Management Plan start-up tasks and an 

ongoing funding source for annual tasks that is tied to 

the property to fund long-term Preserve Management 

Plan implementation. The project applicant would 

ensure funding for long-term management through 

assessments from the HOA, which will be guaranteed 

through a dormant Community Facilities District, or 

comparable funding mechanism pursuant to the 2008 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Compensatory 

Mitigation Rule, to be used by the Preserve Manager to 

implement the Preserve Management Plan. Active 

restoration would include, but is not limited to, activities 

such as planting and/or seed of habitat, and weed control 

activities. Passive restoration would include, but is not 

limited to, habitat regrowth through natural processes. 

Restoration activities and brush management would be 

overseen by the Preserve Manager, in accordance with 

the Preserve Management Plan, and funded by the HOA 

once formed.  
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I135-54: The commenter restates information contained in the EIR 

and states a series of questions regarding the 

management of the Habitat Preserve. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required. Nonetheless, the City directs the commenter to 

Appendix P, Preserve Management Plan, of Appendix 

D, Biological Technical Report, of the EIR. As discussed 

therein, periodic treatments would mainly involve seed 

application on a landscape level, combined with weed 

control activities. As shown in Figure 6-2 of Appendix 

D, Biological Resources Technical Report, Zone A has 

been divided into hexagonal treatment areas number 1 

through 8, which represent the year that treatment 

activities would take place within each hexagon. Zone B 

would receive as-needed treatment, determined by the 

Preserve Manager, since this area of the Habitat Preserve 

is more intact.  

I135-55: The commenter restates information contained in the EIR 

and states two questions regarding the transplanted 

special-status plant species and replacement of sensitive 

plant species impacted by construction activities. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. Nonetheless, impacts to narrow 
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endemic plant species would be mitigated with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3, which 

requires adequate preservation of impacted species in 

accordance with the narrow endemic species policy 

identified in the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. 

Rather than replacement of narrow endemic species, the 

proposed project would satisfy this MSCP Subarea Plan 

conservation requirement through creation of the Habitat 

Preserve, which would preserve the required percentage 

of impacted species in perpetuity. Additionally, two 

special-status plant species (Coulter’s saltbush and San 

Diego goldenstar) would require translocation of 

individuals and/or planting to meet the 80 percent 

conservation in take-authorized areas (Refer to Table 

4.3-10 in the Biological Resources Technical Report 

[Appendix D] for additional information). The rare plant 

mitigation component of the Upland Restoration Plan 

(Appendix Q of Appendix D, Biological Resources 

Technical Report) discusses appropriate methods for 

plant salvage and/or growing and planting; in general, 

the impacted population of the sensitive plant shall be 

targeted for salvage and translocation in order to meet 

the 80% minimum translocation survival rate. Where 

this is not feasible, germination and growing of 

appropriate genetic stock shall occur and be planted on 

site in suitable receptor sites. 
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Additionally, impacts to oak trees would be mitigated as 

required by Mitigation Measure BIO-4, which requires a 

restoration ratio of 3:1; that is, three established sleeve-

sized seedlings for each mature tree impacted. The oak 

tree restoration would be included as a component of the 

Wetland Mitigation Plan, included as Appendix S of 

Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report.  

I135-56: The commenter restates information contained in the EIR 

and states a series of questions regarding management of 

MSCP-level monitoring of the Habitat Preserve. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. Nonetheless, the City directs the 

commenter to Appendix P, Preserve Management Plan, 

of Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report, 

of the EIR. As discussed in Section 1.4.1 of the Preserve 

Management Plan, the Preserve Manager would be an 

independent, third party, separate from the 

Homeowner’s Association (HOA), City, and developer. 

Furthermore, when the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan 

is approved, the City would assume management 

responsibility for Habitat Preserve lands within the City 

limits pursuant to the Santee Subarea Plan and the 

Implementing Agreement for the Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan. However, even without finalization and approval 

of the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan the City’s 
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responsibilities for the Fanita Ranch Habitat Preserve 

would still apply, as discussed in the Preserve 

Management Plan (Appendix P of Appendix D). The 

City would be required to oversee implementation of the 

Preserve Management Plan through the review of annual 

reports and on-site inspections, and to coordinate with 

regional information gathering efforts. The City would 

support enforcement needs recommended by the 

Preserve Manager through appropriate law enforcement 

actions and adoption of appropriate City codes and 

ordinances that implement the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan.  

As stated in Appendix P, Preserve Management Plan, 

Section 1.4.5, Preserve Management Plan Agreement, 

the City will also require a separate agreement with the 

applicant who is preparing the Preserve Management 

Plan. The Preserve Management Plan Agreement will be 

executed at the time the City accepts the Final Preserve 

Management Plan. The Preserve Management Plan 

Agreement will obligate the applicant to implement the 

Preserve Management Plan and provide the source of 

funding to pay the cost to implement the Preserve 

Management Plan in perpetuity. The Preserve 

Management Plan Agreement will also provide a 

mechanism for the funds to be transferred to the City if 

the Preserve Manager fails to meet the goals of the 

Preserve Management Plan.  
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I135-57: The commenter restates information contained in the EIR 

and the comment expresses the opinions of the 

commenter and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required.  

I135-58: The commenter restates information contained in the EIR 

and asks a question regarding temporary impacts 

discussed Mitigation Measure BIO-2. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required.  

Nonetheless, the City provides the following 

clarification: if temporary impact areas are not suitable 

for in-place restoration, then these impacts would be 

treated as permanent impacts. As such, mitigation ratios 

for permanent impact areas would apply, in accordance 

with Mitigation Measure BIO-1, rather than Mitigation 

Measure BIO-2. It should be noted that there is a surplus 

of approximately 145.51 acres in the Habitat Preserve 

that would be available to accommodate these additional 

permanent impacts, if deemed necessary.  

I135-59: This comment cites to Section 4.17.1.1 of the EIR and 

states that water will be provided to the Weston 
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development as well as all new homes around the City 

of Santee (City) currently or in the near future. The 

commenter asks for a description of the State Water 

Project (SWP), the amount of water received from the 

SWP, and how water will support an additional 6,000 

people two years after water consumption was cut due to 

drought.  

The SWP is a water storage and delivery system of 

reservoirs, aqueducts, power plants and pumping plants 

extending more than 700 miles. It supplies water to more 

than 27 million people in northern California, the Bay 

Area, the San Joaquin Valley, the Central Coast and 

southern California. SWP water also irrigates about 

750,000 acres of farmland, mainly in the San Joaquin 

Valley. The primary purpose of the SWP is water supply. 

SWP was designed to deliver nearly 4.2 million acre-feet 

of water per year. Water is received by 29 long-term 

SWP Water Supply Contractors who distribute it to 

farms, homes, and industry. Water supply depends on 

rainfall, snowpack, runoff, water in storage facilities, 

and pumping capacity from the Delta, as well as 

operational constraints for fish and wildlife protection, 

water quality, and environmental and legal restrictions. 

(https://water.ca.gov/Programs/State-Water-Project, 

July 2020.)  

As provided in Section 4.17.1.1 of the EIR, Padre Dam 

Municipal Water District (PDMWD) receives one 
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hundred percent of its potable water supply from the San 

Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA), which 

purchases water from the Metropolitan Water District of 

Southern California (Metropolitan), obtains transfers of 

conserved agricultural water from Imperial Irrigation 

District, and operates the Carlsbad Desalination Plant. 

Metropolitan’s water supply obtained from the SWP is 

described in Section 3.2, State Water Project, of 

Metropolitan’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan 

(UWMP). (Also, refer to SDCWA 2015 UWMP, 

Section 6.2.2, State Water Project.) Metropolitan’s 2015 

UWMP, Metropolitan’s 2015 Integrated Water 

Resources Plan (IRP) Update, SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP, 

and PDMWD’s 2015 UWMP all took into account the 

state of emergency due to drought in 2014, as well as 

Executive Order B-29-15, issued in April 2015, 

instituting emergency actions and water use restrictions 

for California. (Refer to Section 4.17.1.1; Section 5, 

Existing and Projected Supplies, Appendix O3.) 

Accordingly, the water supply analysis contained in the 

EIR and the Water Supply Assessment (Appendix O3) 

is accurate and accounts for prior drought conditions 

when estimating supplies necessary to serve the project. 

No change to the EIR is required. 
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I135-59: This comment cites to Section 4.17.1.1 of the EIR and states 

that water will be provided to the Weston development as 

well as all new homes around the City of Santee (City) 

currently or in the near future. The commenter asks for a 

description of the State Water Project (SWP), the amount 

of water received from the SWP, and how water will 

support an additional 6,000 people two years after water 

consumption was cut due to drought.  

The SWP is a water storage and delivery system of 

reservoirs, aqueducts, power plants and pumping plants 

extending more than 700 miles. It supplies water to more 

than 27 million people in northern California, the Bay Area, 

the San Joaquin Valley, the Central Coast and southern 

California. SWP water also irrigates about 750,000 acres of 

farmland, mainly in the San Joaquin Valley. The primary 

purpose of the SWP is water supply. SWP was designed to 

deliver nearly 4.2 million acre-feet of water per year. Water 

is received by 29 long-term SWP Water Supply Contractors 

who distribute it to farms, homes, and industry. Water 

supply depends on rainfall, snowpack, runoff, water in 

storage facilities, and pumping capacity from the Delta, as 

well as operational constraints for fish and wildlife 

protection, water quality, and environmental and legal 

restrictions. (https://water.ca.gov/Programs/State-Water-

Project, July 2020.)  

https://water.ca.gov/Programs/State-Water-Project
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/State-Water-Project
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As provided in Section 4.17.1.1 of the EIR, Padre Dam 

Municipal Water District (PDMWD) receives one 

hundred percent of its potable water supply from the San 

Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA), which 

purchases water from the Metropolitan Water District of 

Southern California (Metropolitan), obtains transfers of 

conserved agricultural water from Imperial Irrigation 

District, and operates the Carlsbad Desalination Plant. 

Metropolitan’s water supply obtained from the SWP is 

described in Section 3.2, State Water Project, of 

Metropolitan’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan 

(UWMP). (Also, refer to SDCWA 2015 UWMP, 

Section 6.2.2, State Water Project.) Metropolitan’s 2015 

UWMP, Metropolitan’s 2015 Integrated Water 

Resources Plan (IRP) Update, SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP, 

and PDMWD’s 2015 UWMP all took into account the 

state of emergency due to drought in 2014, as well as 

Executive Order B-29-15, issued in April 2015, 

instituting emergency actions and water use restrictions 

for California. (Refer to Section 4.17.1.1; Section 5, 

Existing and Projected Supplies, Appendix O3.) 

Accordingly, the water supply analysis contained in the 

EIR and the Water Supply Assessment (Appendix O3) 

is accurate and accounts for prior drought conditions 

when estimating supplies necessary to serve the project. 

No change to the EIR is required. 
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I135-60: The comment cites to Section 4.17.1.1 regarding water 

supply and questions the adequacy of Metropolitan’s 

supply capabilities and what happens if a sufficient 

supply of rain or snow is not obtained in any given year. 

 Water Code sections 10910 et seq., commonly referred 

to as Senate Bill 610 (SB 610), requires the preparation 

of a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for certain new 

development projects. (See Water Code §§ 10910(a), 

10912.) As stated in SB 610, the purpose of a WSA is to 

determine whether the “total projected water supplies 

available during normal, single dry, and multiple dry 

water years during a 20-year projection will meet the 

projected water demand associated with the proposed 

project, in addition to the public water system’s existing 

and planned future uses, including agricultural and 

manufacturing uses.” (Appendix O3, Section 1.) The 

WSA prepared for the proposed project evaluates the 

availability of sufficient water supplies to serve the 

proposed project and is based upon PDMWD’s 2015 

UWMP, SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP, and Metropolitan’s 

2015 UWMP. Please refer to Appendix O3, Section 5, 

Existing and Projected Supplies for the sources of these 

documents. 

The Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs) relied 

upon in the WSA have been reviewed by the California 

Department of Water Resources (DWR) to ensure 
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requirements in the California Water Code have been 

addressed and acknowledged. As provided in Section 1, 

Purpose, Appendix O3, the Urban Water Management 

Planning Act, Water Code section 10610 et seq., requires 

urban water suppliers in California providing water for 

municipal purposes directly or indirectly to more than 

3,000 customers or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet 

of water annually to prepare and adopt an UWMP at 

least once every five years. Among other things, the 

UWMP evaluates current and future water supplies and 

demands within a supplier’s service area during normal, 

single-dry, and multiple-dry year periods over the next 

20-year planning horizon and beyond, water supply 

reliability, water conservation measures, and water 

shortage contingency planning. Cities, counties, water 

districts, property owners, and developers utilize the 

UWMP for their long-range water supply planning, 

including the preparation of WSAs.  

The commenter specifically references Metropolitan’s 

supply as described in Metropolitan’s 2015 UWMP. 

Metropolitan’s 2015 UWMP acknowledged that in 

2014, Metropolitan received only 5 percent of its SWP 

contracted amount, and only 20 percent of its SWP 

contracted amount in 2015 due to historic drought 

conditions. (See Metropolitan 2015 IRP Update, Section 

1.4, Current Conditions.) Tables 2-4, 2-5 and 2-6 from 

Metropolitan 2015 UWMP describe Metropolitan’s 
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Single Dry-Year, Multiple Dry-Year, and Average Year 

supply capability and projected demands. Metropolitan 

is expected to have a surplus of water with the minimum 

amount of surplus being 145,000 AFY during the 

Multiple Dry Year scenario. (Appendix O3, Section 5.) 

Accordingly, Metropolitan has accounted for water 

shortages and has analyzed single dry-year, as well as 

multiple dry-year conditions, which would occur if a 

sufficient supply of rain or snow as not obtained in a 

given year. No changes to the EIR are required. 

I135-61: Commenter asks how it can be that we will have an 

apparently unending supply of water to provide to the 

additional people. Please refer to Appendix O3, as well 

as responses to comments I135-59 and I135-60, which 

address the same issue raised in this comment. 

I135-62: The commenter asks how local water supplies can be 

evolved to assure 100 percent reliability for full service 

demands at the retail level. The IRP establishes regional 

targets for conservation, local supplies, SWP supplies, 

Colorado River supplies, groundwater banking and 

water transfers. The 2015 update to the IRP observes 

long-term planning for additional future resources, such 

as storm water capture and seawater desalination, to 

minimize water shortages and restrictions (see EIR, 

Section 4.17.1.1; Appendix O3, Section 5.1.). Please 

also refer to Section 4, An Adaptive Management 

Strategy, Metropolitan 2015 IRP, http://www.mwdh2o 
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.com/PDF_About_Your_Water/2015%20IRP%2 

0Update%20Report%20(web).pdf, for specific actions 

Metropolitan is taking to ensure 100 percent reliability. 

 At the local level, the SDCWA is collaborating with its 

24-member agencies to increase the amount of local 

water supply in the region. This will reduce the 

dependence on the Metropolitan’s water supply. 

(Appendix O3, Section 5.3.1.) PDMWD, which services 

the proposed project, is currently in the process of 

planning to develop the East County Advanced Water 

Purification (ECAWP) that, if approved, would create a 

reliable local source of water. The purpose of the 

ECAWP Program, if implemented, is to generate enough 

purified water to minimize PDMWD’s reliance on 

imported water supplies by up to 30% (Appendix O3, 

Section 5.3.2.). However, the ECAWP program would 

not be necessary for PDMWD to meet the demand 

associated with the proposed project but could provide 

an additional supply source for further water supply 

security to the proposed project and other PDMWD 

customers if it is implemented. 

I135-63: The comment restates the description of the IRP 2015 

Update found in Section 4.17.1.1 of the EIR and asks if 

the IRP 2015 Update was in place two years ago. The 

IRP 2015 Update was adopted in January 2016 and thus 

was around two years ago. The comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 
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or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I135-64: The comment restates discussion found in Section 

4.17.1.1 of the EIR and states that we must not be 

complacent because the ‘uncertainty is currently 

speculative.’ This statement does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

The commenter also asks how much water the City is 

receiving from the desalination plant. PDMWD, which 

services the City, including the project site, receives a 

portion of the output from the Carlsbad Desalination 

Plant as part of its purchased water from SDCWA. But 

neither SDCWA nor PDMWD is able to estimate a 

numerical value for that water. Carlsbad Desalination 

Plant output is delivered to SDCWA member agencies 

through two aqueducts containing five large diameter 

pipelines. SDCWA’s Board of Directors adopted 

guiding principles to make water from the Carlsbad 

Desalination Plant available to its member agencies, 

including PDMWD (see Appendix O3, Section 5.2). 

I135-65: The commenter restates a portion of the discussion found 

in Section 4.17.1.1 and asks what is meant by the phrase 

“incorporate conservation.” Please refer to EIR Section 

4.17.5.2, as well as Appendix O3, which cite to Section  
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8: Water Shortage Contingency Planning of PDMWD’s 

2015 UWMP, setting forth PDMWD’s conservation 

measures. The comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I135-66: This comment asks if it will cost more money to pump 

water to the proposed project in the hills of Santee. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. However, in terms of 

funding for PDMWD’s projects, please refer to Section 

5.3.1, Demonstrating the Availability of Sufficient 

Supplies, Appendix O3, which discusses PDMWD’s 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The CIP is a five-

year budget and business plan developed by the District 

to assess, maintain and improve pipelines, reservoirs, 

pump stations and other related facilities. The main 

objectives of a CIP are to evaluate and replace sewer and 

water infrastructure, conform to new mandates, and 

provide safe and dependable water and sewer facilities. 

The District’s CIP projects are funded by the Capital 

Replacement Fund (CRF) and the Capital Expansion 

Fund (CEF). Per PDMWD’s website, the CRF receives 

funding from rates paid by current water customers and 

developer capacity fees. The CEF is funded by the 

remaining portion of developer-paid capacity fees and 
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can only be used to fund projects required by growth. 

Certain District projects are reimbursed by the CRF and 

CEF. The CIP budget is updated annually to ensure the 

CIP is up to date with the projects in progress. Before a 

project can move forward, the project’s budget must be 

approved by the Board. This allows the Board to review 

the projects with more insight on management of District 

finances. No further response is required. 

I135-67: The comment cites discussion from Section 4.17.1.1 of 

the EIR and asks about cost, funding and duration of the 

Secondary Connection Project described in that section. 

The Secondary Connection Project is identified in 

Section 6.7.2, East County Regional Treated Water 

Improvement Program, in PDMWD’s 2015 UWMP. 

The comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required. 

I135-68: This comment asks who pays for the natural gas lines and 

electricity for the proposed project. The extensions of 

utilities to the project site would be the responsibility of 

the project applicant. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I135-69: This comment asks if it is true that landfills cannot pile 

trash higher than the surrounding natural hills. The 

proposed project would not involve the operation of a 

landfill. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I135-70: This comment asks if the City of Santee has attained the 50 

percent waste reduction goal required by AB 939 and if 

there is a proportionate increase in the reduction mandate 

based on population increases. It also asked questions 

about AB 939 in relation to the commenter’s condominium 

unit. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. Nonetheless, Section 4.17, Utilities 

and Service Systems, specifically Section 4.17.5.5, 

analyzed the proposed projects impacts on compliance 

with solid waste regulations. The EIR concluded the 

proposed project would comply with applicable solid waste 

regulations and impacts would be less than significant. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 This comment also asks if public education is part of the 

integrated waste management program. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I135-71: This comment asks who will oversee the requirements of 

Assembly Bill 1826 and what are the consequences if the 

law isn’t followed. Assembly Bill 1826 is a state law 

overseen by the California Department of Resources, 

Recycling, and Recovery. The City is required to comply 

with all applicable state laws. 

I135-72: This comment asks if the plans for the proposed project 

include landscaping that would conserve water through 

efficient irrigation and landscaping. Section 3, Project 

Description, specifically Section 3.3.8, describes the 

proposed project smart growth and sustainability features, 

including water conservation and water quality principles. 

 This comment also asks if residents will be able to plant 

what they choose in their own yards and who will 

oversee this for the proposed project. The Covenants, 

Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) for the residential 

component of the project will detail what is allowed and 

not allowed in residential yards. It will be enforced by 

the HOA. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I135-73: The comment cites the discussion regarding Senate Bills 

221 and 610 in Section 4.17.2 and asks how 3,000 homes 

can be added to the City when “two summers ago the 

State was in a massive drought and was requiring a 20% 
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reduction in water usage by residents.” The commenter 

is incorrect in asserting the 20 percent reduction was 

required two summers ago. Governor Brown declared a 

Drought State of Emergency on January 17, 2014, and 

called for a 20 percent water use reduction statewide. 

PDMWD established mandatory restrictions for a 

Drought Level 2 condition or higher in August 2014, and 

20 percent water use restrictions for Drought Level 2: 

Drought Alert conditions are included in Section 8.1.2 of 

the PDMWD 2015 UWMP. PDMWD moved out of a 

Level 2: Drought Alert condition and back to Level 1: 

Drought Watch in June 2016. PDMWD is currently not 

experiencing drought conditions and conservation is 

voluntary. (https://www.padredam.org/230/Drought, 

August 2020.) Sufficient water supplies are available to 

serve the proposed project. Please refer to EIR Section 

4.17.5.2 and Appendix O3 (Water Supply Assessment). 

 Additionally, the commenter asks how many new homes 

are currently being built, approved, or requested to be 

built in Santee and how many new homes have been 

added since 2017. Please refer to EIR Section 4.13, 

Population and Housing. Section 4.13.6.1, Cumulative 

Threshold 1: Inducement of Substantial Population 

Growth, as well as Table 4-2, Cumulative Projects, in 

Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, discuss 

cumulative housing projects in the City of Santee. No 

changes to the EIR are required. 
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I135-74: This comment asks what agencies oversee large projects 

to ensure the City’s obligations under Assembly Bill 939 

are met, how often, and what are the consequences for 

non-compliance. Assembly Bill 1826 is a state law 

overseen by the California Department of Resources, 

Recycling, and Recovery. The City is required to comply 

with all applicable state laws. 

I135-75: The comment restates the EIR’s discussion regarding the 

Urban Water Management Plan Act and asks what 

agencies make “these determinations,” their basis, and 

what happens if the City runs short of supply. Please 

refer to responses to comments I135-59 through I135-62 

which address the same issues raised in this comment. 

I135-76: This comment requests general processing information 

regarding General Plan revisions. Regarding the 

proposed project, the General Plan amendment is listed 

as a discretionary action in EIR Section 3.12. A 

description of the General Plan amendment and the 

project’s compliance with it is provided in Section 4.10, 

Land Use and Planning. The proposed project’s 

infrastructure improvements are identified in Section 3.4 

and evaluated in the various sections of Chapter 4, 

Environmental Impact Analysis. The City Council is 

responsible for the approval of the proposed project, 

including the proposed General Plan amendment. The 

remainder of the questions in the comment do not apply 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I135-59 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

to the proposed project. Therefore, they do not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the accuracy 

or adequacy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I135-77: This comment offers opinions of the commenter. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the accuracy or adequacy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I135-78: The comment asserts that too many people in one place 

allows the corona virus to spread more easily and 

questions how so many people living close together will 

affect our environment. 

 As provided in Section 4.13.5.1, Threshold 1: 

Inducement of Substantial Population Growth, the 

project site has been subject to land use planning for the 

past 40 years, indicating that it was planned for 

development even before it was part of the City. The 

number of residential units proposed on the project site 

has continued to vary over the years, with many 

proposals greater than the 2,949 residential units 

currently proposed, indicating that the project site has 

been intended for population growth by the City and the 

County for many decades. In addition, the proposed 

project would include a General Plan Amendment to 

change the designation of the project site from Planned 
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Development (PD) to Specific Plan (SP) and to increase 

the number of residential units on the site up to 2,949 

with a school, which would be consistent with the Santee 

General Plan Housing Element, as amended (City of 

Santee 2013). 

Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to 

begin in 2021 with a buildout of approximately 10 to 15 

years. Thus, based on a conservative estimate and 

averaged over 10 years, the 7,974-person population 

increase would equate to approximately 797 new 

residents per year, which would be consistent with the 

City’s historical population increases (Table 4.13-4). In 

the context of the housing shortage currently 

experienced by the state and the San Diego region, the 

provision of new housing on the project site would be 

considered growth accommodating and would represent 

a regional benefit. 

Regarding COVID-19, Public Resources Code Section 

21083(b)(3) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(4) 

provide a project may have a significant effect on the 

environment if the environmental effects of a project 

will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 

either directly or indirectly. However, COVID-19 is not 

an environmental effect of the proposed project – it is 

already present in the population unrelated to project 

development. As a general rule, CEQA does not require 

an analysis of the impact of the existing environment on 
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a proposed project unless the project will worsen 

existing environmental hazards or conditions. California 

Bldg. Indus. Assn. v. Bay Area Air Quality Mgmt. Dist. 

(2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377. The comment does not 

identify any physical effects within the purview of 

CEQA related to COVID-19.  

 The proposed project’s potential environmental impacts 

are analyzed throughout the EIR. The commenter 

mentions air quality, water quality/availability, and 

traffic as potential impacts, but does not provide a 

specific allegation regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Please refer to 

Section 4.2, Air Quality, Section 4.17 Utilities and 

Service Systems, and Section 4.16, Transportation, for a 

discussion of the air quality, water quality/availability, 

and transportation impacts of the proposed project. No 

further response is required. 

I135-79: This comment asks what the dollar amount the applicant 

will pay and receive to get the project going and how 

much money will go directly to Santee. This comment 

raises an economic issue, which is not required to be 

considered per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I135-80: This comment offers opinions of the commenter. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I135-81: This comment lists a number of improvements to public 

facilities and equipment that may implemented by land 

divisions and developments such as the proposed 

project. Chapter 3, Project Description, specifically 

Section 3.4, identifies the proposed project 

improvements associated with many of these facilities. 

In addition, Section 4.14, Public Services, evaluates the 

population increase from the proposed project and the 

associated increase in demand for public services, 

including police protection, fire protection, schools and 

libraries. Section 4.14 addresses the existing public 

services conditions, identifies applicable regulations 

pertaining to the provision of public services, identifies 

and analyzes environmental impacts, and recommends 

mitigation measures to reduce or avoid adverse impacts 

anticipated from implementation of the proposed 

project, as applicable. Section 4.14 is based on service 

letters from the Santee Fire Department (SFD), the 

County of San Diego Sheriff Santee Station, the 

Grossmont Union High School District (GUHSD), and 

Santee School District (SSD). These letters are provided 

as Appendix M. Effects associated with recreational 
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services, such as parks, are evaluated in Section 4.15, 

Recreation. Section 4.16, Transportation, and Section 

4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, identify and 

evaluate the proposed transportation and utilities 

improvements, respectively.. 

I135-82: This comment asks about jobs created by the proposed 

project and if they will pay a living wage. This comment 

also asks how the City will reconcile the social costs to 

increasing population. Please refer to response to comment 

I135-17 regarding jobs created under the proposed project. 

Regarding the social benefits, the Statement of Overriding 

Considerations for the proposed project would discuss how 

the public benefits of the project would outweigh the 

significant and unavoidable impacts.  

I135-83: This comment asks what usage policies will be for the 

proposed project and if Santee residents will be able to 

access the parks and trails. The parks and trails on the 

project site would be open to the public. Section 3, Project 

Description, specifically Section 3.3.1.7, describes the 

access to parks on the project site. Usage policies would 

be dictated by the manager of the respective park, either 

the City or the homeowner’s association.  

I135-84: This comment asks what the City of Santee’s 

calculation of benefits to environmental factors should 

the proposed project be approved. Please refer to 
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response to comment I135-82, which addresses the 

same issue raised in this comment. 

I135-85: This comment asks if the flood control from the proposed 

project would be attached to Santee’s current flood 

control system. Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, specifically Section 4.9.5.1, describes how the 

proposed storm drain system would be constructed to 

collect and convey on-site runoff as well off-site run-on 

from developed areas east of Fanita Parkway that 

confluences with the Fanita Parkway flows. However, 

instead of discharging into an open channel along the 

western side of Fanita Parkway as it currently does, 

confluence flows would be conveyed within a storm drain 

pipe within Fanita Parkway to an existing drainage. 

Cuyamaca Street and Magnolia Avenue would also be 

extended and improved to provide access to the project 

site. Similar to Fanita Parkway, these streets would also 

include Green Street design elements, such as rock 

gardens and tree wells.  

I135-86: The comment restates Santee General Plan Policies 3.2 

and 3.6 and questions how many acres in Fanita Ranch 

will need irrigation and whether the garden/vineyard 

would use potable water. Irrigation for the proposed 

project would total 285.66 acres, which equates to 

465,615 gallons per day or 522 acre-feet per year, as 

shown in Table 4.17-3. Please refer to Appendix O3, 

Water Supply Assessment, Table 3-3 through Table 3-6.  
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Recycled water will not be available for irrigation use 

within the proposed project. Section 3.4.2.2 of the EIR 

(Recycled Water System/Advanced Treated Water) has 

been revised to further clarify that while recycled water 

used for construction of the proposed project would be 

available on a limited and seasonal basis, the use of 

recycled water for other uses would require treatment 

plant expansion and an additional pressure zone with an 

additional pump station and reservoir specific to Fanita 

Ranch. Instead, purified water produced from the East 

County Advanced Water Purification Program 

(ECAWP), if implemented, will be utilized for irrigation 

efforts and to promote low-impact developments and 

best management practices as indicated in PDMWD’s 

Master Plan and City of Santee BMP Design Manual. If 

the ECAWP is not implemented, the project’s irrigation 

needs will be met by potable water. Furthermore, water-

efficient landscaping and weather-based irrigation 

controllers will be utilized. Landscape palettes designed 

for the community follow regulations established by 

Chapter 17.36 “Landscape and Irrigation Regulations” 

of the Santee Municipal Code (SMC) and the California 

Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) 

(Specific Plan Chapter 5.5).(Section 3.6, Water 

Conservation, Appendix O3; see also Section 4.17.5.2, 

Threshold 2: Water Supply Availability.)  
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I135-87: This comment asks what the estimated tonnage of waste 

and recycling that will come out of the proposed project 

per year. Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, 

specifically Section 4.17.5.4, states the total waste 

generated for the proposed project would be 

approximately 30,710 pounds of municipal solid waste 

per day under the preferred land use plan with school and 

approximately 29,193 pounds of municipal solid waste 

per day under the land use plan without school.  

I135-88: The comment restates the commenter’s concerns 

regarding water supply. Please refer to responses to 

comments I135-59 through I135-62, which address the 

same issues raised in this comment. 

I135-89: The comment questions whether Fanita Ranch will ever 

expand beyond the development proposed by the proposed 

project and who will own the undeveloped land within the 

project site. The proposed project encompasses 

approximately 2,638 acres of land located in the northern 

portion of the City (EIR Section 3.1, Project Location). Of 

the 2,638 acres within the project site, 1,650.4 acres will be 

set aside as a Habitat Preserve (see Table 3-1, Preferred 

Land Use Plan Project Component Summary in Section 

3.3.1.10, Habitat Preserve). This natural open space outside 

of the development area would be dedicated to the City’s 

Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) for long-

term protection and management (see Section 3.2, Project 
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Objectives). Accordingly, water usage will not increase 

beyond the developed footprint of the project site within 

the 1,650.4 acres that will be set aside as a Habitat Preserve.  

I135-90: This comment asks what agency will monitor trash 

coming out of the proposed project and how this will be 

accomplished. Chapter 3, Project Description, 

specifically section 3.7, discusses the solid waste and 

recycling for the proposed project. The project would be 

served by Waste Management, Inc.  

 This comment also requests recycling education for the 

proposed project. The project applicant will take this 

under consideration. 

I135-91: This comment asks what are the consequences or 

penalties if the City does not comply with solid waste 

regulations. The City is required to comply with all state 

solid waste regulations. The comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I135-92: The comment restates a portion of the discussion in Section 

4.17.4 and Section 4.17.5.1 of the EIR. The comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I135-93: The comment asks a series of questions related to how 

water would be provided to the site at the beginning of 

construction, monitoring, cost, and household use. Please 

refer to Section 3.3, Phasing, of the Water Service Study 

(Appendix O1); see also Section 3.4.2, Water Supply. 

Water demand for project construction and operation is 

addressed in Section 4.17.5 and the Water Supply 

Assessment (Appendix O3). The comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I135-94: The comment questions whether the private hydrants 

installed on the project site would be installed in 

coordination with the Santee Fire Department as well as 

PDMWD. Private hydrants also take into account Santee 

Fire Department requirements. Refer to Table 4-1, WAS 

Section 4.1-Criteria, of the Water Service Study 

(Appendix O1). The comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I135-95: The comment asks questions regarding the looped or 

redundant water supply system proposed for the project. 

After the Cedar Fire of 2003, extra precautions have 

been taken to ensure the water supply will not become 

deficient in case of emergency. Prevention measures 
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include the construction of additional pipelines, pump 

stations and reservoirs. Pump stations are sized to 

provide needed fire flow and equipped with backup 

generators to create redundant water supply for every 

pressure zone. Refer to Section 5.3.1, Demonstrating the 

Availability of Sufficient Supplies, of the Water Service 

Study (Appendix O3). The comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I135-96: The comment restates a portion of the discussion in 

Section 4.17.5.1 of the EIR. The comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I135-97: This comment questions why a looped water system is 

required and whether it is because of the proposed 

project’s location. The looped system is required by the 

water purveyor for all areas and is not based on the 

proposed project’s location. Looped systems are 

preferred because they provide a high degree of 

reliability should a line break occur. The break can be 

isolated with little impact on fire operations and 

consumers. This comment requests information and 

raises no new issues not already addressed in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required.  

I135-98: This comment states generalizations about population 

growth and the monetary costs and benefits to the City 

for development projects. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I136: Joseph Contreras, July 13, 2020 

 

I136-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I137: Robin Davis, July 13, 2020 

 

I137-1:  This comment states that the environmental concerns, 

including traffic and public safety, would not be mitigated 

adequately. Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes the 

potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to 

access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to conflict 

with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 

pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a 

design feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 

proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, although 

not to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 Section 4.14, Public Services, specifically Sections 

4.14.5.1 and 4.14.5.2, evaluates the population increase 

from the proposed project and the associated increase in 

demand for public services, including fire and police 

protection, and evaluates changes to the physical 

environment that may result from the need to expand 

public service programs as a result of the proposed 

project. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 

would have a less than significant impact on public 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I137-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

services, including fire and police protection. These 

issues are adequately addressed in the EIR. 

This comment also states that there are documented 

locations of Kumeyaay tribe of Native Americans 

artifacts on the project site. Section 4.4, Cultural and 

Tribal Cultural Resources, analyzes potential for impacts 

to cultural and tribal cultural resources on the project site 

due to implementation of the proposed project and 

recommends mitigation measures to reduce or avoid 

adverse impacts. The information in Section 4.4 is based 

on the following: Cultural Resources Phase I Survey 

Report prepared by Atkins (2017) (Confidential 

Appendix E1); Phase II Cultural Resources Testing and 

Evaluation Report prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. 

(Rincon) (2020) (Confidential Appendix E2); Tribal 

Cultural Resources Consultation Efforts for the Fanita 

Ranch Project Memorandum prepared by Rincon (2020) 

(Confidential Appendix E3); and Fanita Ranch 

Development Project Phase I In-Fill Pedestrian Surveys 

prepared by Rincon (2020) (Confidential Appendix E4). 

Confidential Appendices E1 through E4 are bound under a 

separate cover because they contain sensitive information 

regarding the location and components of cultural 

resources and tribal cultural resources and, pursuant to 

state and federal law, are not made available to the general 

public. In addition, tribal consultation pursuant to 

Assembly Bill 52 has occurred with one tribe who 
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requested formal notification, the Barona Band of Mission 

Indians. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 

would result in a less than significant impact on cultural 

and tribal cultural resources with mitigation incorporated. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I137-2:  This comment states that the proposed project would 

increase traffic in an already highly impacted area. Please 

refer to response to comment I137-1, which addresses the 

same transportation issue raised in this comment.  

I137-3:  This comment states that the proposed project ignores 

carefully planned growth plans, including the Santee 

General Plan, and should not be approved to go forward. 

The Santee General Plan identifies the project site as 

Planned Development; therefore, it is not ignoring 

planned growth plans. In addition, this comment states 

that protecting open space and wildlife should be the 

priority. The proposed project would protect open space 

by preserving 1650.4 acres, or approximately 63 percent, 

of the project site in perpetuity as a managed and 

maintained Habitat Preserve.  
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Comment Letter I138: Sherry Duhamel, July 13, 2020 

 

I138-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I139: Karen Fleck, July 13, 2020 

 

I139-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I140: Gloria and Ronald Gerak, July 13, 2020 

 

I140-1:  This comment states that the citizens of the City of 

Santee voted down a scaled down version of the 

proposed project in 1999 due to the General Plan 

Amendment. The proposed project would include 

approval of a General Plan Amendment to ensure its 

consistency with the Santee General Plan. Section 4.10, 

Land Use and Planning, in the EIR analyzes the 

proposed project’s potential to cause a significant 

environmental impact due to a conflict with the goals 

and policies of the Santee General Plan adopted for the 

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 

effect. Specifically, Section 4.10.5.2, Threshold 2: 

Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations, 

discusses the proposed General Plan Amendment, which 

includes updating the 16 Guiding Principles for the 

proposed project to better adhere to the current project 

design. The proposed project’s consistency with the 

proposed revised 13 Guiding Principles is analyzed in 

Table 4.10-1, Project Consistency with Proposed 

Guiding Principles for Fanita Ranch. The proposed 

project’s consistency with relevant Santee General Plan 

goals, objectives, and policies is provided in Table 4.10-

2, Project Consistency with Relevant City of Santee 

Goals, Objectives, and Policies. The EIR concludes that 

the proposed project would be consistent with the Santee 
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General Plan as amended. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

This comment also states that fire is a major concern for 

the proposed project. Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the 

potential impacts of increased wildfires that may result 

from the construction or operation of the proposed project. 

The majority of the information provided in Section 4.18 

is based on information from the Fire Protection Plan and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have a 

less than significant impact on wildfire. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

This comment further states traffic is a concern for the 

proposed project. Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes 

the potential for the proposed project to result in impacts 

to access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to 

conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; substantially 

increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 

use; and result in inadequate emergency access. The EIR 
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analyzes the impacts of the proposed project and 

identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 

impacts to transportation, although not all impacts 

would be reduced to below a level of significance. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I141: Gloria and Ronald Gerak, July 13, 2020 

 

I141-1:  This comment states concerns about the water situation 

regarding the proposed project. Section 4.17.5.2, 

Threshold 2: Water Supply Availability, in EIR Section 

4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, evaluates the 

proposed project’s impact on water supply availability. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would 

increase the demand on water supply from the Padre 

Dam Municipal Water District (PDMWD); however, 

sufficient water supplies are available to serve the 

proposed project and reasonably foreseeable future 

development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

The comment also asked about “toilet to tap” which is 

assumed to refer to the East County Advanced Water 

Purification (ECAWP) Project. Additional information 

regarding this program can be found on the ECAWP 

website: https://eastcountyawp.com/about-the-program/. 

If the ECAWP Project is implemented, based on this 

projected time frame, the proposed project would utilize 

water from the ECAWP Project within the 20-year water 

supply planning horizon and beyond. However, the 

ECAWP Project is not necessary for PDMWD to meet 

the demand associated with the proposed project but 

could provide an additional supply source for further 
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water supply security to the proposed project and other 

PDMWD customers if it is implemented. 

 This comment also asks how the water supply to the 

proposed project would affect the City of Santee 

ratepayers. Water rates are set by the water service 

provider, PDMWD, and not the City. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required.  
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Comment Letter I142: Trevor Ginn, July 13, 2020 

 

I142-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I143: Cody Haizlip, July 13, 2020 

 

I143-1:  This comment states the commenter’s opinion that that 

biggest problem with the proposed project is compliance 

with the Santee General Plan, suggesting it is out of date 

and needs to be updated. The proposed project would 

include approval of a General Plan Amendment to 

ensure its consistency with the Santee General Plan. 

Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, in the EIR 

analyzes the proposed project’s potential to cause a 

significant environmental impact due to a conflict with 

the goals and policies of the Santee General Plan adopted 

for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect. Specifically, Section 4.10.5.2, 

Threshold 2: Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or 

Regulations, discusses the proposed General Plan 

Amendment, which includes updating the 16 Guiding 

Principles for the proposed project to better adhere to the 

current project design. The proposed project’s 

consistency with the proposed revised 13 Guiding 

Principles is analyzed in Table 4.10-1, Project 

Consistency with Proposed Guiding Principles for 

Fanita Ranch. The proposed project’s consistency with 

relevant Santee General Plan goals, objectives, and 

policies is provided in Table 4.10-2, Project Consistency 

with Relevant City of Santee Goals, Objectives, and 

Policies. The EIR concludes that the proposed project  
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would be consistent with the Santee General Plan as 

amended. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 The comment also mentions the various household 

demographics in the City, including those that are single 

and elderly, and seeks a balance of housing types, not 

just single family homes. The Fanita Ranch Specific 

Plan provides for an assortment of housing types at 

various density ranges, such as single-family detached 

homes, attached homes, and senior-restricted housing. 

Chapter 3, Project Description, specifically Table 3-1, 

Preferred Land Use Plan Project Component Summary, 

details the variety of housing types that would occur in 

the proposed project. The proposed project would 

include 866 Medium Density Residential units, 1,203 

Low Density Residential units, 445 Active Adult 

Residential units, and 435 residential units within the 

Village Center land use. 

 The comment also mentions the need for low-income 

housing. As stated in Section 4.13.2.2, the Santee 

General Plan Housing Element identifies the project site 

for above moderate housing. At 2,949 units, or 3,008 

units without the school, the proposed project would 

meet and exceed the City’s assigned allocation of 1,410 

above-moderate units identified in the adopted Housing 

Element Site Inventory. 
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Comment Letter I144: Lesley Handa, July 13, 2020 

 

I144-1: The comment provides background information on bird 

species in North America, stating that populations have 

declined since the 1970s, and that two-thirds of species 

are vulnerable to changes due to climate change. The 

comment continues that San Diego has the highest bird 

biodiversity in the United States. The comment requests 

that the EIR analyze impacts to bird species identified as 

“Federal Endangered Species, State Endangered 

Species, USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern, and on 

the California Watch List.” The comment expresses the 

commenter’s opinion that Section 4.3, Biological 

Resources, does not adequately address the impacts of 

the proposed project on these species to the local 

population in San Diego County.  

 Section 4.5.3 of the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix N) describes the potential to occur for 

state and federally listed species, California species of 

special concern, fully protected species, USFWS birds 

of conservation concern, California watch list species, 

and other categories. More sensitive species are 

analyzed with more specificity and suites of species are 

together within Sections 5.1.3, 5.2.3, and 5.3 of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report. Therefore, the 

EIR does analyze the categories of bird species 

identified by the commenter. 
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The comment does not provide any explanation of or 

support for the commenter's opinion that the EIR does 

not adequately address the impacts of the proposed 

project on these species. Therefore, no further response 

can be made. Nonetheless, the City disagrees with this 

comment. Based on the opinion of the biological experts 

who prepared the analysis, the EIR adequately assessing 

the biological impacts of the proposed project to 

applicable sensitive bird species.  

I144-2: The comment states that impacts to bird species due to 

climate change are not addressed and requests further 

information regarding impacts to the bird species and the 

habitat up to the year 2100. Climate change impacts are 

analyzed in Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As 

analyzed in Section 4.7.5, Project Impacts and 

Mitigation Measures, the proposed project would result 

in potentially significant impacts to greenhouse gas 

emissions, and mitigation measures are recommended to 

reduce impacts as required by CEQA. With 

implementation of the mitigation measures 

recommended in Section 4.7.5, the EIR determined that 

“per capita emissions from the preferred land use plan 

with school would be 1.50 MT CO2e . . ., and per capita 

emissions from the land use plan without school would be 

1.61 MT CO2e.” These levels are below the 1.77 MT 

CO2e threshold for either land use plan; therefore, impacts 

to GHG emissions were found to be mitigated to a less 
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than significant level. The comment also questions how 

climate change would impact these species through 

2100. Section 4.7.6, Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures, further determined that the proposed project’s 

contribution to cumulative impacts to GHG emissions 

were also less than significant. Because the proposed 

project would not have a significant effect on GHG 

emissions, impacts to biological resources as a result of 

implementation of the proposed project are less than 

significant. Further, impacts resulting on bird species 

from existing and future climate change, with or without 

the proposed project, are not subject to CEQA as these 

are existing conditions, which are not an effect of the 

proposed project and, therefore, not analyzed nor 

required to be disclosed in the EIR. 

I144-3: The comment states that “44% of all bird species will 

have medium to high vulnerability to climate change 

(NABCI 2010),” and that “aridlands” habitat will change 

due to climate change. The comment claims that “habitat 

quality is expected to degrade as there is a predicted 

increase in drier, warmer, and more variable habitat with 

Climate Change (NABCI 2010).” Please refer to 

response to comment I144-2 regarding the proposed 

project’s impact to greenhouse gas emissions, which is 

determined to be less than significant both at the project 

and cumulative level. 
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I144-4: The comment states that impacts to “aridlands” are 

susceptible to non-native invasive species due to climate 

change and that any loss in any existing “aridlands” 

habitat could be detrimental to the species using such 

areas, including coastal California Gnatcatcher, coastal 

cactus wren, oak titmouse, Brewer’s sparrow. The 

question asks how impacts to the local and statewide 

populations would be mitigated if the proposed project is 

developed. The comment also questions how climate 

change would impact these species through 2100 using 

several climate scenarios. Please refer to response to 

comment I144-2 regarding the proposed project’s impact 

to greenhouse gas emissions, which is determined to be 

reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation, 

both at the project level and cumulative level. 

I144-5: The comment refers to the grasshopper sparrow. The 

question asks how impacts to the local and statewide 

populations would be mitigated if the proposed project 

is developed. The comment also questions how climate 

change would impact these species through 2100 using 

several climate scenarios. Please refer to response to 

comment I144-2. Note that this species has experienced 

changing amounts of suitable habitat over the course of 

study on the site. Shortly after the 2003 Cedar Fire, 

abundant grassland habitat was present on site. As 

vegetation recovered, many areas returned to a sage 

scrub state that was no longer suitable for grasshopper  
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sparrow. Over time, there are noted overlapping 

grasshopper sparrow and coastal California gnatcatcher 

point data locations. Further, impacts to grasshopper 

sparrow are analyzed in Section 4.3, Biological 

Resources, of the EIR. As analyzed in Table 4.3-8a, 

Direct Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife Species, 

impacts to grasshopper sparrow would be reduced to less 

than significant through on-site preservation as outlined 

in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, “which would provide 

272.71 acres of suitable nesting and foraging habitat in a 

configuration that preserves genetic exchange and 

species viability,” as well as Mitigation Measure BIO-

14, which requires preconstruction nesting bird surveys 

in suitable habitat. 

I144-6: The comment refers to the Southern California rufous-

crowned sparrow. The question asks how impacts to the 

local and statewide populations would be mitigated if the 

proposed project is developed. The comment also 

questions how climate change would impact these 

species through 2100 using several climate scenarios. 

Please refer to response to comment I144-2. Further, 

impacts to Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow 

are analyzed in Section 4.3 of the EIR. As analyzed in 

Table 4.3-8a, Direct Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife 

Species, impacts to Southern California rufous-crowned 

sparrow would be reduced to less than significant 

through on-site preservation as outlined in Mitigation 
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Measure BIO-1, “which would provide 1,263.65 acres 

of suitable nesting and foraging habitat in a 

configuration that preserves genetic exchange and 

species viability,” as well as Mitigation Measure BIO-

14, which requires preconstruction nesting bird surveys 

in suitable habitat. 

I144-7: The comment states that raptors require large amounts 

of space to forage and have territories. The comment 

states the proposed project would displace raptors 

currently using the project site, including the Cooper’s 

hawk, long-eared owl, northern harrier, merlin, 

American peregrine, and white-tailed kite. The question 

asks how impacts to the local and statewide populations 

would be mitigated if the proposed project is developed. 

The comment also questions how climate change would 

impact these species through 2100 using several climate 

scenarios. Please refer to response to comment I144-2. 

Additionally, the western woodlands will be well 

buffered from adjacent development and adjoin open 

spaces to the east and north. While Cooper’s hawk is a 

species that is doing better near urban environments due 

to foraging opportunities (Boal and Mannan 1999; 

Millsap 2018), the woodlands will provide suitable and 

buffered habitat. Likewise, for long-eared owl, white-

tailed kite, and other raptors, the buffered woodland area 

will provide suitable habitat. Northern harrier are 

unlikely to nest on site due to poor habitat but would be 
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expected to forage throughout the open space. Merlin 

and peregrine falcon would not nest on site but are 

expected to still be able to forage. Further, impacts to 

raptors and foraging habitat are analyzed in Section 4.3 

and Table 4.3-8a, Direct Impacts to Special-Status 

Wildlife Species. As described therein, impacts to 

raptors and foraging habitat are reduced to less than 

significant with implementation of the recommended 

mitigation measures. 

I144-8: This comment refers to golden eagle. The comment states 

that human activity may negatively affect the species and 

questions how impacts to the local and statewide 

populations would be mitigated if the proposed project is 

developed. The comment also questions how climate 

change would impact these species through 2100 using 

several climate scenarios. Please refer to response to 

comment I144-2. Further, impacts to golden eagle are 

analyzed in EIR Section 4.3, Biological Resources. As 

analyzed in Table 4.3-8a, Direct Impacts to Special-Status 

Wildlife Species, the project site does not contain suitable 

nesting habitat for golden eagle, and the site is unoccupied 

by golden eagles; however, suitable foraging habitat does 

occur on the project site. Nonetheless, the proposed 

project’s on-site Habitat Preserve, outlined in Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1, “would provide 442.46 acres of potential 

suitable foraging habitat that would reduce potential 

impacts to this species to less than significant.” 
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I144-9: The comment states that historic destruction of riparian 

areas have negatively affected several bird species 

including yellow warbler, yellow-breasted chat, least 

Bell’s vireo, and southwestern willow flycatcher. The 

comment asks how the proposed project would mitigate 

losses and impacts to habitat and disturbance to these 

species. The comment asks how the proposed project 

would impact the local and statewide populations if the 

proposed project is developed. The comment also 

questions how climate change would impact these 

species through 2100 using several climate scenarios. 

Please refer to response to comment I144-2. Further, 

impacts to riparian bird species and habitat are analyzed 

in Section 4.3 and Table 4.3-8a, Direct Impacts to 

Special-Status Wildlife Species. As described therein, 

impacts to riparian bird species and habitat are reduced 

to less than significant with implementation of the 

recommended mitigation measures. 
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I144-10: The comment states the rufous hummingbird is declining 

due to the replacement of native plants by ornament 

plans in urban areas. The comment questions how the 

disturbance and loss of habitat be mitigated for this 

species if the proposed project is developed and such 

losses will affect the local and statewide population. The 

comment also questions how climate change would 

impact these species through 2100 using several climate 

scenarios. Please refer to response to comment I144-2. 

Further, impacts to rufous hummingbird are analyzed in 

EIR Section 4.3, Biological Resources. As analyzed in 

Table 4.3-8a, Direct Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife 

Species, impacts to rufous hummingbird would be 

reduced to less than significant through on-site 

preservation as outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, 

“which would provide 1,047.68 acres of suitable nesting 

and foraging habitat in a configuration that preserves 

genetic exchange and species viability.” 

I144-11: The comment states that the loggerhead shrike is 

declining in San Diego County and is sensitive to habitat 

fragmentation. The comment questions how the 

disturbance and loss of habitat be mitigated for this 

species if the proposed project is developed and such 

losses will affect the local and statewide population. The 

comment also questions how climate change would 

impact these species through 2100 using several climate 

scenarios. Please refer to response to comment I144-2. 
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Further, impacts to loggerhead shrike are analyzed in 

EIR Section 4.3, Biological Resources. As analyzed in 

Table 4.3-8a, Direct Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife 

Species, impacts to loggerhead shrike would be reduced 

to less than significant through on-site preservation as 

outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, “which would 

provide 1,480.78 acres of suitable nesting and foraging 

habitat in a configuration that preserves genetic 

exchange and species viability,” as well as Mitigation 

Measure BIO-14, which requires preconstruction 

nesting bird surveys in suitable habitat. 

I144-12: The comment states the horned lark is sensitive to habitat 

fragmentation. The comment questions how the 

disturbance and loss of habitat be mitigated for this 

species if the proposed project is developed and such 

losses will affect the local and statewide population. The 

comment also questions how climate change would 

impact these species through 2100 using several climate 

scenarios. Please refer to response to comment I144-2. 

Further, impacts to horned lark are analyzed in Section 

4.3 of the EIR. As analyzed in Table 4.3-8a, Direct 

Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife Species, impacts to 

horned lark would be reduced to less than significant 

through on-site preservation as outlined in Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1, “which would provide 217.06 acres of 

suitable nesting and foraging habitat in a configuration 

that preserves genetic exchange and species viability.” 
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I144-13: This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I144-14: This comment includes references provided by the 

commenter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I145: Kim Hart, July 13, 2020 

 

I145-1:  This comment asks how people will get out safely in the 

event of wildfire. Section 4.18, Wildfire, in the EIR 

analyzes the potential impacts of increased wildfires and 

emergency evacuation that may result from the 

construction or operation of the proposed project. The 

majority of the information provided in Section 4.18 is 

based on information from the Fire Protection Plan and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have 

a less than significant impact on wildfire safety and 

emergency evacuation. This issue is adequately addressed 

in the EIR. 

This comment also states that there will be huge traffic 

impacts on the entire City of Santee, as well as impacts 

to the land, air quality, plants, and animals.  

Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes the potential for 

the proposed project to result in impacts to access, 

circulation, and other transportation modes, including 

the potential for the proposed project to conflict with a 
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program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, 

and pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards 

due to a design feature or incompatible use; and result in 

inadequate emergency access. The EIR analyzes the 

impacts of the proposed project and identifies feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to 

transportation, although not all impacts would be 

reduced to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

Section 4.2, Air Quality, evaluates the potential for 

impacts to air quality due to implementation of the 

proposed project and recommends mitigation measures to 

reduce or avoid adverse impacts. The EIR analyzes the 

impacts of the proposed project and identifies feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to air quality, 

although not to below a level of significance. This issue 

is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and Appendix D, 

Biological Technical Report, fully analyze potential 

impacts to sensitive plants, wildlife, and vegetation 

communities. The EIR concludes that impacts to sensitive 

plants, wildlife, and vegetation communities would be 

less than significant with mitigation incorporated. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I146: Paul Holloway, July 13, 2020 

 

I146-1: The comment expresses concern regarding wildfire 

ignitions, evacuation, and fire response and compares 

the area to Paradise (Northern California) and the Camp 

Fire. Please refer to Thematic Responses – Fire 

Protection and Safety, Fire Ignition and Risk, 

Evacuation, and Northern California Contrast for 

detailed discussions of the proposed project’s fire 

protection system, research regarding ignitions and fire 

risk, how evacuations are planned and implemented, and 

how the referenced Camp Fire and Paradise evacuations 

are different than the proposed project area, respectively. 

The comment’s concerns are not new issues and have 

been contemplated and adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I146-2: The comment asks whether everyone in northern Santee 

will be able to evacuate on time under a worst-case 

scenario. Please refer to the Thematic Response – 

Evacuation regarding how evacuations are planned and 

implemented in the City of Santee and the County of San 

Diego. Evacuations are fluid events and specific to the 

wildfire, its location, and its behavior. There is no 

standard or threshold for acceptable evacuation times. 

Evacuation success can be based on the movement of 

people out of harm’s way. Providing options for moving 

people out of harm’s way becomes very important to the 

overall evacuation success. To that end, the proposed 
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project provides options: (1) Fanita Parkway; (2) 

Cuyamaca Street; (3) Magnolia Avenue; (4) connecting 

roads to each of these and major transportation corridors, 

SR-125, SR-52, SR-67, and I-8, within proximity; and 

(5) temporary on-site refuge as a contingency option 

should evacuation be considered less safe. In terms of 

evacuating on time, that depends on where the fire 

originates. If a wildfire is several hours away, evacuation 

of large areas can be accomplished. If a wildfire ignites 

very near the proposed project, evacuation may be a 

hybrid, where some project residents are relocated to 

other portions of the project or off-site and some existing 

residents in the wildland urban interface are evacuated. 

The comment does not raise a question that has not been 

contemplated and adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I146-3: The comment suggests that a worst-case evacuation must 

be considered, compares the proposed project with 

Paradise’s evacuation during the Camp Fire, and provides 

the opinion that the proposed project’s evacuation will 

fail. The comment provides the opinion of the commenter 

but lacks supportive data to substantiate the claims. Please 

refer to Thematic Responses – Evacuation and Northern 

California Contrast for detailed discussion of how 

evacuations are planned and implemented and how the 

referenced Camp Fire and Paradise evacuations are 

different than the proposed project area, respectively. The 

evacuation planning process in the City of Santee and 
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County of San Diego is managed by law enforcement, 

fire, and emergency services. San Diego County 

emergency management agencies have a proven track 

record of successful, large evacuations since 2003 and 

have invested over $500 million in predictive and alert 

notification technology along with response resources. 

San Diego County Sheriff’s Department, which manages 

most evacuation events, has stated publicly on several 

occasions that it is confident it can move people out of 

areas at risk and has the record to back that statement up. 

The evacuation process follows a framework of key 

concepts and actions, but is purposely not planned in too 

great of details as each evacuation is a fluid event that 

requires adaptive management, nimble decision making, 

and situation awareness. One of the primary methods for 

successful evacuation is downstream intersection control. 

By controlling intersections in the direction traffic is 

being moved, evacuation managers can move the highest 

risk areas and quickly adjust to changing fire conditions. 

The ability of ignition resistant master planned 

communities like the proposed project to temporarily 

refuge residents on site, in their protected homes, or at 

designated buildings (school, Village Center) provides 

needed flexibility and optionality that is not available in 

older, more fire vulnerable communities. Therefore, the 

comment raises no new or unaddressed issues and is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I146-4: The comment suggests selling the project site to the 

Nature Conservancy or other conservation organization 

to protect the biodiversity of the vernal pool, monarch, 

and bird species.  

This comment expresses a preference for the No 

Project/No Build Alternative but does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required.  

Nonetheless, Table 6-2, Summary of Impacts for 

Alternatives Compared to the Proposed Project, in 

Section 6.3, Environmentally Superior Alternative, in 

Chapter 6, Alternatives, summarizes all EIR alternatives 

compared to the proposed project, including a No 

Project/No Build Alternative. The EIR acknowledges 

that the No Project/No Build Alternative would have less 

biological resources impacts compared to the proposed 

project. However, the No Project/No Build Alternative 

would not accomplish all of project objectives described 

in Chapter 3, Project Description. 

I146-5: This comment states that residents of the proposed 

project will be too far from the nearest bus stop and will 

need to use cars to travel, increasing traffic congestion, 

and suggests consideration of a new bus line from the 

proposed project on Cuyamaca Street and a Bus Rapid 
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Transit-type bus on new SR-52 express lanes. Research 

was conducted regarding providing a bus line from the 

project site to the trolley square area, but it was 

determined that the ridership would not be high enough 

at project inception to support a bus line. Per the 

explanation in Section 4.16.5, Project Impacts and 

Mitigation Measure, in Section 4.16, Transportation, it 

states that the applicant has privately funded the SR-52 

PSR-PDS with an attachment included in the appendix 

to the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N). Per 

the SR-52 PSR-PDS included in the appendix, the 

applicant has entered into an agreement with Caltrans to 

identify operational improvements to SR-52 that are 

intended to relieve congestion.  

A bus lane/express lane on SR-52 is a potential solution 

on SR-52, and since SR-52 is within the state’s 

jurisdiction, Caltrans will make the final determination as 

to the type of improvements that will be built on SR-52.  
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I146-6: This comment states the commenter’s general 

opposition to the proposed project due to concerns over 

worsening the quality of life for Santee residents. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I146-7: This comment states the wild areas in East San Diego 

County have been a refuge to wildlife and city people 

trying to escape the pandemic. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I146-8: This comment provides two Internet links. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter I147: Vicki Hulbert-Defalque, July 13, 2020 

 

I147-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I148: Samantha Hurst, July 13, 2020 

 

I148-1: This comment states the commenter’s opposition to the 

proposed project and asks how the environmental 

impacts can continue being justified after the citizens 

have voted no in the past. Prior votes on past 

development proposals are not relevant to the current 

project. The EIR and Appendices prepared for the 

proposed project analyzed the impacts of the proposed 

project in accordance with applicable regulations, 

including CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and 

identified appropriate mitigation measures to reduce 

significant impacts to the extent feasible in accordance 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. The EIR 

complies with CEQA Guidelines Section 15043, 

Authority to Approved Projects Despite Significant 

Impacts, which states that a public agency may approve 

a project that would cause a significant effect on the 

environment if the agency makes a fully informed and 

publicly disclosed decision that (1) there is no feasible 

way to lessen or avoid the significant effect (see Section 

15091), and (2) specifically identified expected benefits 

from the project outweigh the policy of reducing or 

avoiding significant environmental impacts of the 

project (see Section 15093).  

I148-2: This comment states the proposed project would result 

in increased fire risk, exponential traffic gridlock, 10 
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plus years of construction noise, dust, and air pollution. 

As demonstrated below, the EIR adequately addresses 

all of these issues. Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzed the 

potential impacts of increased wildfires that may result 

from the construction or operation of the proposed 

project. The majority of the information provided in 

Section 4.18 is based on information from the Fire 

Protection Plan (FPP) and Construction Fire Prevention 

Plan (CFPP) (2020), which are included as Appendix P1, 

and the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (2020), which is 

included as Appendix P2, prepared for the proposed 

project. This section also references information 

provided in the will serve letters provided by the Santee 

Fire Department (SFD) provided in Appendix M. The 

EIR concludes that the proposed project would have a 

less than significant impact on wildfire safety. This issue 

is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzed the potential for the 

proposed project to result in impacts to access, circulation, 

and other transportation modes, including the potential for 

the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 

ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 

facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzed the impacts of the 

proposed project and identified feasible mitigation 
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measures to reduce the impacts to transportation; although 

not to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 Section 4.12, Noise, analyzed the potential noise impacts 

as a result of implementation of the proposed project 

with respect to changes in vehicular transportation noise, 

stationary noise, aviation noise, and project construction 

noise and vibration. The EIR analyzed the impacts of the 

proposed project and identified feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts from noise; although not 

to below a level of significance. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

 Section 4.2, Air Quality, evaluated the potential for 

impacts to air quality due to implementation of the 

proposed project, including conflicts with the applicable 

air quality plan, cumulative increase in criteria pollutants, 

exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations, and other emissions such as odors, and 

recommends mitigation measures to reduce or avoid 

adverse impacts. The EIR analyzed the impacts of the 

proposed project and identified feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to air quality; although 

not to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I148-3: This comment states that development on the project site 

will destroy or endanger the wildlife species that inhabit 
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the Fanita Hills region. The comment also lists the 

species addressed in the EIR and asks by what means 

they would be protected. Based on information provided 

in the project-specific Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D), the EIR Section 4.3.5.1, 

Threshold 1: Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status 

Species provides mitigation for impacts to wildlife 

species; EIR Section 4.3.5.2, Threshold 2: Riparian 

Habitat of Other Sensitive Natural Communities 

provides mitigation for impacts to habitats used by 

wildlife species; and EIR Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: 

Native Resident or Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species, 

provides mitigation for impacts to wildlife corridors. 

These measures include Preserve Management Plan 

(BIO-1), Upland Restoration Plan (BIO-2), Narrow 

Endemic Plant Species (BIO-3), Oak Tree Restoration 

Plan (BIO-4), Preconstruction Surveys and Avoidance 

and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Plant 

Species (BIO-5), Land Use Adjacency Guidelines (BIO-

6), Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (BIO-7), 

Approved Biologist (BIO-8), Habitat Preserve 

Protection (BIO-9), Weed Control Treatments (BIO-10), 

Argentine Ant Control and Monitoring (BIO-11), Vernal 

Pool Mitigation Plan (BIO-12), Western Spadefoot 

Relocation (BIO-13), Nesting Bird Survey (BIO-14), 

Wetland Mitigation Plan (BIO-15), Coastal Cactus 

Wren Habitat Management (BIO-16), Brown-Headed 

Cowbird Trapping (BIO-17), Restoration of Suitable 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I148-5 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Habitat for Quino Checkerspot Butterfly and Hermes 

Copper Butterfly (BIO-18), African Clawed Frog 

Trapping (BIO-19), Wildlife Protection (BIO-20), Fire 

Protection Plan (BIO-21), Wildlife Corridor (BIO-22), 

and Wildlife Undercrossings (BIO-23). Therefore, 

impacts to wildlife species would be mitigated to less 

than significant.  

I148-4: This comment states that the only obtainable access 

routes for the estimated 8,000 new residents on the 

project site will be Fanita Parkway or Cuyamaca Street, 

contributing to an additional 15 percent of the City’s 

current population using these two roads, and questions 

how the City will prevent the residential and main 

corridor streets from becoming a massive agglomeration 

of standstill traffic. The Transportation Impact Analysis 

(Appendix N) analyzed all Circulation Element 

roadways and intersections within the City based on City 

standards. At locations where the addition of project 

traffic exceeded City standards, mitigation was 

recommended to bring the facility level of service (LOS) 

back within City standards. Section 4.16, 

Transportation, analyzed the potential for the proposed 

project to result in impacts to access, circulation, and 

other transportation modes, including the potential for 

the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 

ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
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facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzed the impacts of the 

proposed project and identified feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation; 

although not to below a level of significance. 

This comment also requests the legal language necessary 

for solutions to “if the vibration exceeds 80 vibration 

decibels, construction activities in the immediate area of 

the affected receptor shall cease.” It is unclear for which 

statement in the EIR the commenter is requesting 

additional language or clarification. The provided quote 

is not from the EIR. Section 4.12.5.2, Threshold 2: 

Excessive Groundborne Vibration or Noise, evaluates 

the potential for construction activities to result in 

vibration levels in excess of Federal Transit 

Administration vibration impact criteria. It was 

determined that construction activities that would 

require the use of a vibratory roller would have the 

potential to exceed the vibration impact criteria related 

to human response (80 VdB) and result in a significant 

impact. Therefore, Mitigation Measures NOI-3, NOI-4, 

NOI-8, and NOI-9 are identified to reduce impacts to a 

less than significant level. Mitigation measure NOI-8, 

Vibration Best Management Practices, includes a 

screening distance that would require retention of a 

qualified acoustician to identify best management 
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practices to be implemented by the construction 

contractor to reduce vibration levels to below 80 

vibration decibels at the nearest residence. Best 

management practices would be in place prior to 

operation of the equipment with the potential to exceed 

80 VdB. Additionally, Mitigation Measure NOI-9, 

Construction Vibration Notification, includes a 

requirement for the timing of implementation of a 

vibration monitoring program, if required in response to 

a complaint. If a complaint is received, a vibration 

monitoring program will be implemented within 2 

working days to reduce vibration to below 80 vibration 

decibels at the nearest receptor. This issue has been 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I148-5: The comment states that the City experiences traffic 

chokepoints daily and that the current proposal 

exacerbates traffic at various intersections and street 

segments that will be negatively impacted by the 

increased traffic resulting from the proposed project. It 

also requests an explanation of how repainting lane 

stripes into smaller denser lanes and eliminating bike 

lanes will provide a reduction to traffic, and states that 

Cuyamaca is heavily impacted but that the 

Transportation Study claims to be able to mitigate. The 

Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) does not 

recommend smaller lanes or the elimination of bike 

lanes. Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzed the 
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potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to 

access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to 

conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; substantially 

increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 

use; and result in inadequate emergency access. The EIR 

analyzed the impacts of the proposed project and 

identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 

impacts to transportation; although not to below a level 

of significance. 

I148-6: The comment states that the Draft EIR documents the 

intersections and streets, all of which are given a grade, 

and that, as stated in the Transportation Impact Analysis 

(Appendix N), if the grade is an E or F, the project must 

mitigate the impact at each intersection to a grade of D. 

It also states that the mitigation measures proposed for 

the significant areas listed below are infeasible for 

different reasons and result in unavoidable significant 

impacts: 

 Riverford Road and 67 

 Mast Blvd and 52 

 El Nopal 

 Carlton Oaks 

 Mission Gorge and Carlton Hills 

 West Hills Parkway 
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The comment is correct that the locations listed have 

unavoidable significant impacts. For each location, the 

Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix N) states the 

reasons the impacts are significant and unavoidable. For 

the majority of the locations, it is because the 

intersection/roadway is located in another jurisdiction, 

and per CEQA standards, these impacts cannot be 

considered fully mitigated. Section 4.16, Transportation, 

analyzed the potential for the proposed project to result 

in impacts to access, circulation, and other transportation 

modes, including the potential for the proposed project 

to conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; substantially 

increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 

use; and result in inadequate emergency access. The EIR 

analyzed the impacts of the proposed project and 

identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 

impacts to transportation; although not to below a level 

of significance. 

I148-7: This comment provides the commenter’s opinions and 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I148-10 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I149-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I149: Carolyn Juarez, July 13, 2020 

 

I149-1:  This comment states the commenter’s opposition to the 

proposed project. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required.  
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Comment Letter I150: Patti, La Bouff July 13, 2020 

 

I150-1: This comment states that the proposed project conflicts 

with the City of Santee’s (City’s) roadway circulation 

plan and provides inadequate mitigation measures, 

resulting in a significant cumulative negative traffic 

impact. The statement that the project “conflicts” with 

the City’s roadway circulation plan is inaccurate. As 

described in Section 3.1 and 3.2 of Chapter 3, Project 

Description, the proposed project would improvement 

three Santee General Plan Mobility Element streets 

(Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and Magnolia 

Avenue). With respect to “inadequate” mitigation 

measures, the commenter does not explain what makes 

them inadequate. Therefore, no further response is 

required for this comment. Nonetheless, Section 4.16, 

Transportation, analyzed the potential for the proposed 

project to result in impacts to access, circulation, and 

other transportation modes, including the potential for 

the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 

ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 

facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzed the impacts of the 

proposed project and identified feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation; 

although not all impacts would be reduced to below a 
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level of significance. The statement that the proposed 

project would add 9,500 people to the project site is 

inaccurate. Section 4.13, Population and Housing, 

identifies that the proposed land use plan with school 

would add approximately 7,974 residents and 450 

employees and the land use plan without school would 

add approximately 8,145 residents and 200 employees.  

I150-2: This comment asks why 20-year-old guidelines were 

used for the traffic impact study and asks if other 

guidelines were available. The San Diego Traffic 

Engineering Council (SANTEC) guidelines were only 

used to determine the study area and the latest guidelines 

were used. The SANTEC guidelines for conducting 

transportation studies are similar to those used 

throughout the San Diego region. 

I150-3: This comment why the Mast Boulevard/Weston Road 

intersection is listed last. The Mast Boulevard/Weston 

Road intersection was signalized after the initial base 

map and analysis was prepared. A detailed analysis of 

this intersection was conducted identically to the other 

65 intersections in the study area.  
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I150-4: This comment states the Weston development was not 

included in traffic counts for the existing baseline. The 

Weston project was included as a cumulative project in 

the EIR. Table 4-2, Cumulative Projects in Chapter 4, 

Environmental Impact Analysis, identifies the Weston 

project as project 19. The project was included in the 

cumulative transportation analysis provided in Section 

4.16, Transportation, and the Transportation Impact 

Analysis (Appendix N). This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

I150-5: This comment asks how many vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT) were created by the Weston project and asks 

where this analysis is included in the EIR. As described 

in Section 4.16, Transportation, the VMT associated with 

the Weston project is approximately 25 VMT per capita. 

Table 4.16-17 contains an analysis of the Year 2035 

conditions at the Mast Boulevard/Weston Road 

intersection (intersection 65). The Weston project traffic 

is included in the Year 2035 analysis and the operations 

at the West Hills Parkway intersections at Fanita Parkway 

and Mast Boulevard is included in Table 4.16-17. 

I150-6: This comment asks if traffic counts were conducted 

throughout the entire day or only during peak-hour 

conditions and asks what times of day are included as 

peak-hour. As described in Section 4.16, Transportation, 

both 24 hour counts and peak hour counts were 
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conducted. The peak hours are considered 7:00–9:00 

a.m. and 4:00–6:00 p.m.  

I150-7: This comment asks why a level of service (LOS) E is 

considered to be at capacity but also considered to be a 

failing grade. The City considers LOS D the minimum 

LOS and therefore the transportation study considers 

LOS E or F conditions as unacceptable and impacts are 

identified at locations where LOS E or F is calculated. 

Table 4.16-4 indicates the LOS E capacity (the volume 

where the road degrades from LOS E to LOS F) 

consistent with city standards. However, the traffic study 

considers LOS E a significant impact.  

This comment also asks what the average speed is on a 

street segment that is filled with cars at capacity, LOS E. 

The average speed on a LOS E roadway is about 20 mph. 

I150-8: This comment asks how Mast Boulevard can be given a 

grade of B when most Santee residents have seen this 

street with bumper to bumper cars during peak hours and 

asks if the grades are obsolete. The “grade” discussed in 

the comment is in regard to a street segment analysis and 

is an average over a 24-hour period. A separate peak 

hour analysis was also conducted and the results are 

shown in Table 4.16-3. Intersection 17 (Mast Boulevard 

at the SR-52) shows LOS F during existing AM peak 

hour conditions. In addition, part of the reason for the 
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queue on the westbound Mast Boulevard in the AM peak 

is caused by the congestion on westbound SR-52. 

I150-9: This comment states the commenter’s opinion that they 

have no confidence in Table 4.16.15 grading the 

Existing + Cumulative + Project impacts. The 40,000 

ADT capacity of Mast Boulevard is the City capacity of 

a 4-lane road and is consistent with the capacity of 4 lane 

roads used in many other jurisdictions throughout the 

County of San Diego. 

I150-10: This comment states the commenter’s concerns with the 

negative impacts along Cuyamaca Street. As described 

in Section 4.16, Transportation, an analysis of Fanita 

Parkway, Mast Boulevard, and Cuyamaca Street was 

conducted with the addition of the 31,213 proposed 

project ADT, and with mitigation, it was determined that 

the roadways can accommodate those trips. Analysis 

tools consistent with City standards were used. 
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I150-11: This comment asks how the City will be able to improve 

the effectiveness of non-automotive components of the 

circulation if the streets that require options for mass 

transit are currently operating at LOS E or F. As described 

in Section 4.16, Transportation, mitigation measures are 

recommended to mitigate impacts to LOS D or better 

operations during peak periods unless otherwise noted. In 

addition, the proposed project would provide new bicycle 

lanes and pedestrian walkways to enhance non-

automotive transportation.  

I150-12: This comment asks what happens if the developer or 

analyst has determined that it is infeasible to provide the 

roadway improvements and who makes this determination. 

The EIR traffic consultants and City staff together 

determine the feasibility of available mitigation measures. 

Per CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4, all mitigation 

measures must be feasible and fully enforceable in order to 

be set forth in an EIR. 

I150-13: This comment asks what the process and protocols are 

required after mitigation is determined to be infeasible and 

if there is a second opinion or project re-draft. Please refer 

to response to comment I150-12, which addresses the same 

issue raised in this comment. 

I150-14: This comment asks why Table 4.16.14 gives the Buena 

Vista Avenue/Cuyamaca Street intersection a grade of F for 

Existing + Cumulative. Table 4.16-11 does not include 

cumulative traffic such as from the Sharp project on the 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I150-7 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

southeastern corner of the project intersection and is under 

construction. Table 4.16-14 included both project and 

cumulative traffic and the combination of that traffic results 

in LOS F. 

I150-15: This comment asks where the discussion regarding the 

above-mentioned intersection and its impact from a 

cumulative project is. Cumulative impacts are analyzed 

in Section 4.16.6, Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures.  

I150-16: This comment asks what the factors are that downgraded the 

above-mentioned intersection so significantly. The 

combination of project and cumulative traffic degrades the 

intersection to below City standards. 

I150-17: This question asks if the proposed multi-purpose trails 

along Fanita Parkway and Cuyamaca wheelchair 

accessible. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I150-18: This comment asks what ambient growth means and how 

this is measured or projected. Ambient traffic is general 

traffic growth based on the City’s General Plan. It is 

estimated based on the difference between existing traffic 

and Year 2035 traffic and is separate from cumulative 

project traffic, which is based on specific “bricks and 

mortar” projects. 
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I150-19: This comment states the year 2035 baseline and states 

the project is requesting more than doubling the density 

by 1,569 units. The comment is correct. As stated in 

Section 3.12, Discretionary Actions, the proposed 

project would require a General Plan Amendment to 

allow 2,949 units with school or 3,008 units without a 

school on the project site. 

I150-20: The comment asks if all 2,500 units discussed in the Chapter 

4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the EIR were 

considered completed and included in the analysis shown in 

Table 4.16-14, Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project 

Intersection Operations. Per the language in Chapter 4, all 

55 projects listed were included in the near-term analysis.  

 The comment also asks which projects listed in the 

cumulative projects summary request an increase in density 

or zoning, not consistent with the City of Santee General 

Plan land use. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I150-21: This comment asks how many cumulative projects include 

a request to increase density or zoning and not follow the 

General Plan land uses. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, 

no further response is required. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I150-9 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

I150-22: This comment asks what the tradeoff is between this 

project requesting over twice the density versus other 

smaller infill cumulative projects and suggests that 

density would be best spread around the City. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I150-23: This comment states the commenter’s concerns with the 

manner in which the cumulative projects are barely 

mentioned. Table 4-2, Cumulative Projects, in Chapter 4 

identifies 55 cumulative projects including the 

name/applicant, description, and status. Table 4.16-2 in 

Section 4.16 and Table 9-1 of the Transportation Impact 

Analysis (Appendix N) also list the 55 cumulative 

projects and indicates the name, description, traffic 

volume data and status. Table 4.16-14 contains the 

Existing + Cumulative Projects + Project Intersection 

Operations, and Table 4.16-15 shows the same for street 

segment operations. This issue is adequately addressed 

in the EIR. 

I150-24: This comment asks how the cumulative impacts were 

analyzed and asks where the data is. Please refer to 

response to comment I150-23, which addresses the same 

issue raised in this comment. 
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I150-25: This comment asks whose responsibility is it to fund 

implementation of the proposed TDM Plan outlined in 

Table 4.16-29 and who will maintain the plan. The 

applicant is responsible to fully fund and fully maintain 

the TDM plan. Even though the EIR concludes that the 

TDM plan does not fully mitigate the VMT impacts, and 

the conditions of approval for the project will require the 

funding and maintaining of the plan. 

I150-26: This comment asks about the timing and funding of 

Mitigation Measure TRA-17. The mitigation measure 

discusses the fact that the new lane is included in the City 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) only for 

informational purposes. The mitigation is 100 percent 

funded by the applicant; therefore, it will not matter if 

the improvement is in the CIP once the mitigation is 

required to be improved. 

I150-27: This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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I150-28: This comment states that Mitigation Measures TRA-9 and 

TRA-21 appear to be the same, with the exception of one 

being a street segment and the other an intersection, and 

asks if they are the same measure. The comment further 

asks for clarification regarding the extent of construction 

for Mitigation Measures TRA-9 and TRA-21, including 

the timing. The commenter is correct. The mitigation 

measures (TRA-9 and TRA-21) for these impacts are 

identical. The impact at the Mast Boulevard/SR 52 

westbound ramps intersection (TRA-9) would occur once 

the 442nd unit is occupied, and the recommended 

mitigation would need to be implemented by that unit. 

The impact (TRA-21) on the Mast Boulevard segment 

(between SR-52 and West Hills Parkway) would not 

occur until the 1,917th unit, which is the reason that 

number of units is listed for the timing of that 

improvement. However, due to TRA-9, the mitigation 

would be implemented by the 442nd unit, which means 

that the mitigation for TRA-21 would be installed well 

before it is actually needed to mitigate the impact. The 

ultimate improvement at the Mast Boulevard/SR 52 

westbound ramps intersection, which is listed in the 

mitigation measure and includes the dual right lanes, 

would be implemented prior to the 442nd unit. 
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Comment Letter I151: Carol Legard, July 13, 2020 

 

I151-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I151-2:  This comment states the commenter’s opinion that the 

project has significant environmental flaws and 

recommends that the No Build Alternative be selected. 

The No Project/No Build Alternative was evaluated in the 

EIR. EIR Section 6, Alternatives, evaluated a range of 

reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, or to the 

location of the proposed project, which would feasibly 

attain most of the basic objectives of the proposed project 

in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6[f][1]. No further response is necessary.  

I151-3:  This comment states the transportation mitigation 

proposed is insufficient to address the vast increase in 

traffic that would result from the proposed project and asks 

what other options have been considered to move traffic 

elsewhere. Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzed the 

potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to 

access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to conflict 

with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 
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circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 

pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a 

design feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzed the impacts of the 

proposed project and identified 30 feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation; although 

not to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I151-4:  This comment states residents will be affected by 

construction noise and dust during the proposed project 

construction and there is no way to mitigate these 

construction impacts on local residents.  

 Section 4.12, Noise, analyzed the potential noise impacts 

as a result of implementation of the proposed project with 

respect project construction noise and vibration. The EIR 

analyzed the construction noise impacts of the proposed 

project and identified Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through 

NOI-4 to reduce the impacts from construction noise to a 

less than significant level, contrary to what the commenter 

says. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 Section 4.2, Air Quality, evaluated the potential for dust 

impacts on air quality due to implementation of the 

proposed project, and identified Mitigation Measures AIR-

1 and AIR-2 to reduce impacts of construction dust. 

However, it would not reduce it to below a level of 

significance. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I151-5:  This comment asks if the City can ensure the protection 

of human remains on the project site. Section 4.4, 

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, specifically 

Section 4.4.5.3, analyzed the potential for impacts to 

cultural and tribal cultural resources, including human 

remains, on the project site due to implementation of the 

proposed project, and recommends mitigation measures 

to reduce or avoid adverse impacts. As discussed in 

Section 4.4.5.3, California law recognizes the need to 

protect Native American human burials, skeletal remains, 

and items associated with Native American burials from 

vandalism and inadvertent destruction. The procedures 

for the treatment of Native American human remains are 

contained in California Health and Safety Code, Sections 

7050.5 and 7052, and California Public Resources Code, 

Section 5097. Due to the identification of human remains 

on the project site and extensive disturbance set to take 

place in the on-site native terrain, impacts to human 

remains would be potentially significant. Implementation 

of Mitigation Measure CUL-10 would be implemented to 

reduce impacts to the disturbance of human remains in 

recorded and unrecorded sites to a less than significant 

level. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I151-6:  This comment states the commenter’s concern about the 

cumulative impacts to cultural and tribal cultural 

resources resulting from implementation of the proposed 

project. Section 4.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural 
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Resources, specifically Section 4.4.6, analyzed the 

whether the proposed project would have a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to a cumulative cultural or 

tribal cultural resources impact considering past, present, 

and probable future projects. While impacts to cultural 

and tribal cultural resources would be potentially 

significant, the proposed project includes adequate 

mitigation measures to mitigate potentially significant 

impacts to cultural and tribal cultural resources in 

accordance with CEQA. Therefore, the project’s 

contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I151-7:  This comment recommends the City accommodate all 

concerns raised by the Barona Tribe and other Indian 

tribes that may be determined to be culturally affiliated 

with potential impacts to cultural and tribal cultural 

resources. Section 4.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural 

Resources, specifically Section 4.4.1.3 and Tribal 

Cultural Resources Consultation Efforts for the Fanita 

Ranch Project Memorandum prepared by Rincon (2020) 

(Confidential Appendix E3), discuss the tribal 

consultation efforts undertaken by the proposed project. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I151-8:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter I152: Carly Lobenstein, July 13, 2020 

 

I152-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I153: Jason Lobenstein, July 13, 2020 

 

I153-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I154: Stacey LoMedico, July 13, 2020 

 

I154-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I155: Rebekah Loveless, July 13, 2020 

 

I155-1: This comment requests preparation of a recovery plan and 

cultural and tribal cultural resources mitigation measures 

be carried out by a qualified team. A Cultural Resources 

Mitigation and Monitoring Program document is required 

under Mitigation Measure CUL-4 as discussed in Section 

4.4.5.2 of the EIR. The Cultural Resources mitigation 

measures require that they be carried out by a qualified 

archaeologist who meets or exceeds the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Professional Qualification’s Standards for 

archaeology. In addition, Mitigation Measure CUL-6 

requires that a minimum of one Native American monitor 

shall be present during ground-disturbing activity for 

project construction, and the Native American monitors 

shall be of Kumeyaay descent. Mitigation Measure CUL-

6 has been revised to further clarify the qualifications of 

the Native American Monitor:  

CUL-6: Native American Construction Monitoring. A 

minimum of one Native American Monitor shall be 

present during ground-disturbing activity for project 

construction, including but not limited to site 

clearing, grubbing, trenching, and excavation, for the 

duration of the proposed project or until the qualified 

archaeologist determines monitoring is no longer 

necessary. The Native American monitors shall be of 

Kumeyaay descent with ancestral ties to the San 
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Diego region and at minimum 1 year of monitoring 

experience within Kumeyaay ancestral territory. The 

Native American monitors shall prepare daily logs 

and submit weekly updates to the qualified 

archaeologist and the Project Planner at the City of 

Santee. In addition, the Native American monitors 

shall prepare and submit a summary statement upon 

completion of monitoring to include in the Cultural 

Resources Monitoring Report prepared for the 

proposed project (see Mitigation Measure CUL-5). 

The Project Planner at the City of Santee shall review 

and include the summary statement as part of the 

cultural resources monitoring report prepared for the 

proposed project. 

In addition, the Native American monitoring requirements 

identified in Mitigation Measures CUL-1, CUL-2, CUL-4, 

CUL-5, CUL-7, CUL-9, and CUL-11 have been revised to 

require the same qualifications as Mitigation Measure CUL-6. 

All mitigation measures identified in the EIR would be made 

enforceable conditions of approval for the proposed project if 

approved by the City of Santee (City), consistent with California 

Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6(b), and CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15126.4(a)(2). The City would also adopt a 

mitigation monitoring and reporting program for all mitigation 

measures imposed on the proposed project that is designed to 

ensure compliance during project implementation, consistent 

with California Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6(a)(1). 
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Further, the proposed project would be subject to a 

Development Agreement between the City and the applicant 

specifying the obligations of both parties. See also Section 2.4.3 

of the EIR (CEQA Findings and Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program) and Section 3.12 (Discretionary Actions).  

Traffic impacts related to the proposed project have been 

addressed in Section 4.16, Transportation, of the EIR. The 

remainder of the comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response 

is required. 
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Comment Letter I156: Janet A. McLees, July 13, 2020 

 

I156-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I156-2:  This comment discussed fire safety and evacuation and 

asks what services, both physical and mental, will be in 

place to help people evacuate during a wildfire 

emergency. Section 4.18, Wildfire, in the EIR analyzes 

the potential impacts of increased wildfires and 

evacuation that may result from the construction or 

operation of the proposed project. The majority of the 

information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (CFPP) (2020), which 

are included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department (SFD) provided 

in Appendix M. The EIR concludes that the proposed 

project would have a less than significant impact on 

wildfire and evacuation safety. Section 15002 of the 

Guidelines for Implementation of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) identifies the basic 
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purposes of CEQA, the first of which is to inform 

decision makers and the public about the potential 

significant environmental effects of proposed activities. 

Mental health services are not within the purview of 

CEQA. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I156-3:   This comment asks whether there are enough 

evacuation sites available, where they are located, what 

notifications will be provided, whether there is enough 

time to evacuate, what happens if road blockages occur, 

and what impacts the Santee Lakes recreational vehicles 

may have on evacuations. Thematic Response – 

Evacuation provides details regarding how evacuations 

are planned and implemented in the City of Santee and 

San Diego County along with estimated evacuation 

timelines. Further, Appendix P2, Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan, provides details regarding designation 

of evacuation sites, where they may be located (typically 

identified during an evacuation, not before), what 

happens if unforeseen issues arise, and how traffic 

congestion is managed by law enforcement personnel. 

Because the comment does not raise new concerns that 

have not been adequately addressed in the EIR, there is 

no need for additional analysis or response.  

I156-4:   The comment questions what special arrangements 

would be made for special needs persons within the 

proposed project for evacuation notifications and 

transportation, if needed. As summarized in Appendix 
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P2, Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan, special needs 

persons would be directed by the County Emergency 

Operations Plan and the Fanita Ranch Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan to register for assistance so that during 

an emergency event, they could be provided the 

specialized assistance they may need. However, special 

needs residents are ultimately responsible for their own 

well-being and would be advised to take a proactive 

approach to arrange for assistance from neighbors and 

the community, as well as other non-profit 

organizations. The age-restricted neighborhood would 

be located near the Village Center and the on-site fire 

station and in an area where wildfire behavior is 

predicted to be less aggressive due to fuels and terrain. 

Regardless, the same evacuation approach would be 

implemented for seniors and special needs persons as 

with the community at large and that is to follow pre-

planned and adaptive approaches that are based on the 

fire event. Thematic Response – Evacuation provides 

details regarding how evacuations are planned and 

implemented and agencies responsible for evacuations 

understand the special needs of some residents and build 

appropriate responses into the overall evacuation 

approach. Lastly, the proposed project, like virtually 

every master planned community in San Diego County 

approved over the last 5 years, enjoys the benefit of 

meeting high ignition-resistant standards that enable 

evacuation managers the contingency option of directing 
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residents to shelter in their protected homes or at other 

designated areas within the proposed project footprint. 

Because this comment asks questions and does not raise 

issues pertaining to the EIR analysis or conclusions, no 

further response is required. 

I156-5:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter I157: David McNeil, July 13, 2020 

 

I157-1: This comment provides introductory statements and does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. The 

comment refers to a 2009 comment letter submitted on a 

former project at the project site. Those comments were 

responded to based on the former project design. The 2009 

comments are not specifically applicable to the 2020 

project and should be resubmitted based on the 2020 EIR. 

I157-2: This comment states that the proposed project is within 

the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) 

and is surrounded by chaparral to the northeast and at the 

ingress and egress routes, then concludes these 

conditions would place the public and firefighters at high 

risk. The comment is accurate that the proposed project 

is within an area designated VHFHSZ. This designation 

does not mean that an area is unsafe to build, but rather, 

indicates that special construction materials and methods 

will be mandated. Contrary to the comment’s assertion, 

the vegetation in the northeastern portion of the site and 

its egress routes is not considered appropriately 

classified as FM 4. The comment appears to be utilizing 

information from the 2007 Fire Protection Plan (FPP). 

The fire behavior modeling conducted in the 2007 FPP 

used one of the original fuel models (FM 4) that has 
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consistently been demonstrated to over predict fire 

behavior. Since that time, more accurate and customized 

fuel models have been developed for Southern 

California. The fire behavior analyst that conducted 

modeling for the proposed project relied on his nearly 35 

years of experience fighting wildfires and modeling fire 

behavior for federal, state, and local fire agencies. Please 

refer to Section 9 of the 2020 FPP (Appendix P1) for 

details on the fire behavior modeling differences 

between 2020 and 2007 FPPs. 

I157-3: This comment states the northern portion of the site has 

the greatest alignment with regional open space and the 

Santa Ana wind-driven fire corridor, and urges that 

alternatives that eliminate, relocate, or consolidate 

development to the existing wildland urban interface 

should be a high priority. As detailed in the FPP, and in 

the comment, the analysis considered the area’s fire 

history and fire behavior based on site-specific fire 

environment inputs, among the comprehensive fire 

environment assessment factors. Based on that fire 

history, Section 2.2.7 of the FPP (Appendix P1) states 

that the site will experience wildfire again, and because 

of that, the Project has incorporated design features that 

have been demonstrated to minimize wildfire exposure 

and impacts to persons and property. Please refer to the 

Thematic Response – Fire Protection and Safety for 
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additional details regarding the wildfire protection 

features customized for the proposed project. 

I157-4: This comment states that the EIR has not disclosed and 

adequately considered the impacts of fires impacting the 

site during a public safety power shutoff (PSPS) events 

authorized by the California Public Utilities Code, 

Sections 451 and 399.2(a). Public Safety Power Shutoff 

is completely managed by San Diego Gas & Electric, 

which can turn power off to specific areas to minimize 

fire ignitions. Note that the proposed project will 

underground all electrical lines and the distribution lines, 

that are the highest wildfire igniters, will not cause 

ignitions as they will be subterranean. Because the area’s 

electrical transmission lines will be below ground, there 

would not be a need to de-energize them. 
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I157-5: This comment inquires if there will be a backup power 

source for any and all of the pumps required to serve the 

proposed project and what the source of power would be 

in the context of PSPS. As stated in Section 4.18.5.2 in 

the EIR and the FPP (Section 3 and Section 6.4.2) 

provided in Appendix P1, 21 homes were identified as 

having residual pressures ranging from 29 psi to 40 psi at 

these lots during peak hour demands. This means that all 

of the sprinkler heads will operate in the event of a fire, 

but sprinkler head coverage would range from normal at 

first floor sprinkler heads to significantly reduced 

coverages at upstairs sprinkler heads. For these marginal 

pressure lots, a private booster pump with a secondary 

power source will be installed. This will ensure adequate 

domestic pressures to these residences even in the event 

of a power outage.  

I157-6: This comment states that some of the fuel management 

zones (FMZs) are extreme in relation to the 100-foot 

defensible space standard and introduce a management 

burden that is unlikely to be maintained over time, and 

would do little to diminish ember storms originating 

from adjacent vegetation. The comment inaccurately 

claims that fuel modification zones are extended to new 

extremes. This is a false statement. Fuel modification 

zones are established through the site-specific 

environment, fire behavior modeling, and experienced 

fire fighter and fire protection planner judgement. In 
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some locations, the FMZ has been extended to 150 feet, 

which is 50 percent larger than the standard City FMZ, 

but is significantly less than required for other projects, 

including Newland Sierra, which includes 250 feet wide 

FMZs and all Orange County Fire Authority FMZs, 

which are 170 feet wide. The FPP details the fire 

protection system, including structural ignition 

resistance, access, landscape, fire response, water 

availability, and others, that combine to minimize the 

potential for a wildland fire to transition into an urban 

fire. This multi-layered system includes redundancies 

that limit the potential for fire spread beyond the 

perimeter FMZs, protect structures from airborne 

embers, the leading cause for wildfire structure loss, and 

provide fast response throughout the site. The approach 

for new communities built to the requirements of the 

proposed project is to exclude fire from within the 

developed areas. There are many examples of fuel 

modification zones for master planned communities 

have been maintained consistently throughout Southern 

California, with 4S Ranch, Cielo, The Crosby, Castle 

Creek, and Emerald Heights providing local examples. 

Success over the long term lies with an active fire 

authority that has the experience and personnel to carry 

out inspections. Realizing that not all fire agencies have 

the personnel to conduct these types of inspections, or do 

not have the capacity, the 2020 FPP mandates that twice 

annual FMZ inspections will occur by an homeowners 
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association-funded third party that reports back to the 

Santee Fire Department (SFD). This provides the 

assurance that the homeowners association conducts the 

specified maintenance and that it is completed 

throughout the year, instead of once annually as it is in 

most communities. 

I157-7: This comment claims that the fire behavior modeling in 

the 2020 FPP does not use correct inputs. This opinion 

is not supported by any factual fire behavior data, 

experience, or examples other than referring to the 2007 

FPP prepared without the benefit of the Southern 

California specific fuel models that more accurately 

represent actual fire behavior predictions. Please note 

that fire behavior modeling in San Diego County follows 

guidelines that include using remote automated weather 

stations, of which the Camp Elliot station is the nearest 

site and is considered similar to the project site. 

Experienced fire behavior analysts adjust the inputs 

based on the specific site conditions, primarily 

vegetation now, at climax condition, and in the fuel 

modification zones, wind, temperature, and humidity as 

well as slopes, aspect, and other categories. Dudek’s fire 

behavior analysts spent considerable time using their 

professional judgement and experience to apply the 

correct fuel models and other inputs. Differences 

between the 2007 fire behavior modeling and 2020 FPP 

modeling are detailed in Section 9 of the 2020 FPP. 
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I157-8: This comment states steep drainages with burning 

chaparral will funnel heat through topographic 

chimneys, and homes and roads located on ridge top 

saddles will be most impacted; therefore, constructing 

homes in these locations is negligent. The 2020 FPP 

specifically evaluates the terrain, fuels, and its fire 

potential. Where terrain would facilitate fire spread 

toward the developed areas, specific FMZ 

customizations were developed to provide additional 

buffer to mitigate the more aggressive fire behavior. The 

developed areas are congregated in large areas void of 

vegetation pathways that could facilitate wildfire into the 

community. Large, maintained buffers occur around the 

Proposed Project to keep active fire away from the 

community. Ignition resistant structures and maintained 

landscapes throughout the interior of the proposed 

project protect against airborne embers. The concern 

presented by the comment is addressed through the 2020 

FPP and SFD requirements. 

I157-9: This comment raises concerns that late evacuation over 

a ridge top road through a saddle with a fire below would 

be deadly. The comment indicates that late evacuations 

would be potentially dangerous. The proposed project’s 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) states a 

similar conclusion, but not only for the proposed project, 

but also for any existing community. Late evacuations 

are inherently dangerous because the active fire area is 
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close to people. The proposed project’s FPP provided in 

Appendix P1 and Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

provided in Appendix P2 have considered this and 

developed a contingency plan for the scenario where a 

fire ignites close to the proposed project. Normally, a 

distant wildfire would enable the typical phased 

evacuation of areas that may result in vehicle congestion, 

but that has ample time to move vehicles out of 

designated areas. In a short-notice event, there is usually 

no alternative to proceeding with an evacuation. 

However, for the proposed project, the ability to begin 

evacuating people from designated areas and then halt 

the evacuation and temporarily shelter people in their 

protected homes or in the village core, for example, 

would be available to emergency managers, giving them 

more flexibility and a contingency safety net that is not 

available to older, more vulnerable construction 

neighborhoods. Although the preferred approach will 

always be to evacuate and evacuate early, having a 

contingency provides another level of fire safety. Please 

refer to Thematic Response – Evacuation for details 

regarding evacuation planning and implementation and 

Thematic Response – Northern California Contrast for 

descriptions of the substantial differences between the 

Tubbs and Camp fire environments compared to the 

proposed project fire environment. 
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I157-10: This comment provides an example of a death resulting 

from confusion regarding evacuation orders and implies 

that residents of Vineyard Village would have to make 

the same calculations regarding evacuation that could 

lead to fatalities. It is important to note that the proposed 

project and local evacuation managers focus on early 

evacuation, whenever possible. In the case of a late 

evacuation (short-notice event), the proposed project 

provides a contingency plan where residents and fire 

fighters can temporarily shelter within the site’s 

structures. Please refer to Thematic Response – Fire 

Protection and Safety for additional details. Please also 

refer to the Thematic Response – Evacuation and to the 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) for details 

regarding evacuation planning and implementation in 

the City of Santee and the County of San Diego. Orderly 

movement of people is the result of planning, training, 

education, and awareness, all of which are promoted in 

San Diego County and by the SFD. “Evacuation” has 

been the standard term used for emergency movement of 

people and implies imminent or threatening danger. The 

term in this Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix 

P2), and under the “Ready, Set, Go!” concept, indicates 

that there is a perceived threat to persons and movement 

out of the area is necessary, but will occur according to 

a pre-planned and practiced protocol, reducing the 

potential for panic. Citizen reactions may vary during an 
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evacuation event, although several studies indicate that 

orderly movement during wildfire and other 

emergencies is not typically unmanageable. Evacuation 

can be made even less problematic through diligent 

public education and emergency personnel training and 

familiarity. Social science research literature indicates 

that reactions to warnings follow certain behavior 

patterns that are defined by people’s perceptions 

(Aguirre 1994; Drabek 1991; Fitzpatrick and Mileti 

1994; Gordon 2006; Collins 2004) and are not 

unpredictable. In summary, warnings received from 

credible sources by people who are aware (or have been 

made aware) of the potential risk have the effect of an 

orderly decision process that typically results in 

successful evacuation. This success is heightened when 

evacuations are not foreign to residents (Quarentelli and 

Dynes 1977; Lindell and Perry 2004) and will occur on 

the project site. Further, in all but the rarest 

circumstances, evacuees will be receiving information 

from credible sources during an evacuation. Further, it 

would be anticipated that law enforcement and/or fire 

personnel would be on site to help direct traffic and 

would be viewed by evacuees as knowledgeable and 

credible. The importance of training these personnel 

cannot be understated and annual education and training 

regarding fire safety and evacuation events will be 

essential for successful future evacuations. 
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I157-11: This comment states that the decision to shelter-in-place 

or evacuate is too complicated prior to an event, and the 

proposed project had carried forward flaws from 2007. 

The referenced home spacing information in the Fire 

Protection Plan (FPP), Section 2.2.8, provided in 

Appendix P1 is provided to illustrate that research 

supports development like the proposed project in terms 

of condensing the developed areas, which equates to 

higher density. This reduces wildland urban interface, 

provides a more defensible edge, and equates to large fire 

breaks on the landscape with virtually no fire pathways 

into the developed areas due to the conversion of 

vegetated landscapes to ignition resistant landscapes and 

buffers. Cluster burning is a phenomenon experienced in 

older communities or communities that did not provide a 

system of fire protection. When a structure ignites, from 

an ember penetrating into the interior or from direct 

heat/flame on the structure’s surface, or even from an 

interior fire, when close to adjacent structures, these 

structures may be subject to ignition, if not properly 

protected. However, new communities in Santee are 

required to include a redundant system of protections that 

minimize this potential. For example, as previously 

mentioned, the landscape and FMZs are designed and 

maintained to avoid direct heat or flame on community 

buildings. There would not be an ignition from direct heat 

or flame. Second, the buildings are designed to prevent 
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ember penetration, minimizing the potential for this type 

of ignition (there is still a low probability if a window is 

left open during a wildfire). Further, if an interior fire 

ignites, the fire sprinklers have proven over time to 

perform extremely well at extinguishing or keeping the 

fire to the room of origin, minimizing the potential for an 

adjacent structure to be subject to direct heat/flames. 

Additionally, the exteriors of the buildings, including 

windows, are required to meet fire ratings that also 

minimize the potential for ignition. Lastly, fast response 

from an on-site fire station and a robust regional wildfire 

defense capability, further minimizes the potential for 

cluster burning in a new, ignition-resistant community. 

I157-12: This comment states that the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) 

fails to consider how evacuation of the proposed project 

significantly impacts the feasibility of evacuating the 

established WUI with less fire-resistant homes. 

Evacuation of existing homes would be managed by San 

Diego County Sheriff’s Department along with various 

other responding agencies. It can be assumed that there 

would be additional time needed to evacuate existing 

residents with the addition of the proposed project, but 

implementation of evacuation strategies including 

phased approaches, intersection control and 

preparedness training helps minimize potential impacts. 

Please refer to the Thematic Response – Evacuation 
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regarding the evacuation process and law enforcement 

approach to moving large numbers of people. 

I157-13: This comment inquires about the time estimates for 

evacuating the proposed project independently. Please 

refer to the Thematic Response – Evacuation for 

proposed project evacuation time estimates. 

I157-14: This comment inquires about the time estimates for 

evacuating existing development plus the proposed 

project under different scenarios. The comment requests 

analysis not provided in the EIR and not required by 

CEQA or any other policy, regulation, or code. 

I157-15: This comment inquires about an evacuation scenario for 

an ignition from SR-67 and moving east of San Vicente 

Reservoir. The comment requests analysis not provided 

in the EIR and not required by CEQA or any other 

policy, regulation, or code. 

I157-16: This comment states mitigation to harden the established 

WUI to ember intrusion should be required. The 2020 

Fire Protection Plan (FPP) provided in Appendix P1 

details why open space fuel reduction is unnecessary, and 

is based on the fact that fire science indicates the best way 

to protect structures is by vegetation management at and 

near the structures. The comment suggests that because 

there is no fuel modification proposed in the open space, 

the neighboring communities will be at higher risk. 
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However, the goal is to preclude fire from areas for long 

durations to enable the shrub lands to age and function, as 

they are relatively resistant to ignitions compared to 

flashy fuels. As explained in the Thematic Response – 

Fire Protection and Safety and the FPP (Section 9) 

(Appendix P1), fire science indicates that protecting 

communities equates to building ignition resistant 

structures and then providing fuel modification next to 

and near the structures. This is consistent with the 

proposed project’s approach along with providing fuel 

modification on the project’s perimeter as a benefit to 

existing, more fire vulnerable structures. The proposed 

project would also convert a large area of natural fuels to 

ignition resistant landscapes, creating a large fuel break in 

the middle of the proposed project, further benefiting 

neighboring communities. 

I157-17: This comment states without fuel load management fuel 

loads will become more hazardous and would eliminate 

backfiring operations at existing WUI as a suppression 

tactic, which is a tool eliminated by the proposed 

project’s site plan. Please refer to response to comment 

I157-16 and Thematic Response – Fire Protection and 

Safety for additional details regarding the fuel reduction 

approach and why efforts are focused closer to buildings 

and not in open space. While it is true that the proposed 

project could alter some firefighting strategies, 

potentially including backfiring, the proposed project 
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also provides operational advantages that are not 

currently available. For example, the proposed project 

presents a large fuel break. It provides anchor points for 

fire retardant drops that can intersect with the perimeter 

FMZs. It provides protected access for ground-based fire 

fighters and fire engines that currently would not be 

utilized due to potential exposure. 

I157-18: This comment restates mitigation to harden the 

established WUI to ember intrusion should be required. 

The comment suggests that hardening the wildland 

urban interface should be required as a mitigation for not 

providing open space fuel reductions. Responses to 

comments I157-16 and I157-17, along with Thematic 

Response – Fire Protection and Safety, provide 

reasoning why open space fuel reduction is not an 

efficient use of resources. The proposed project’s 

structures will be hardened, as detailed in the Fire 

Protection Plan (FPP) provided I Appendix P1. Existing 

homes along the proposed project’s borders face a 

wildfire risk today. With or without the proposed project, 

these homes are located in a wildland urban interface and 

home owners are encouraged to retrofit their homes to 

be better suited for their potential wildfire and airborne 

ember exposure. With the proposed project, fuels on the 

proposed project are converted to ignition resistant 

landscapes, 100 feet of FMZ is provided at the perimeter 

of the proposed project, adjacent to existing homes, and 
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more fire response resources are available in the case of 

an ignition. 

I157-19: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan is simplistic and lacks detail, and provides a quote 

from the plan regarding shelter-in-place protocol. The 

evacuation plan provided for the proposed project is a 

community specific plan intended to raise resident 

awareness and preparedness. There is currently no 

CEQA requirement or policy, regulation, or code 

requiring a proposed project to provide an evacuation 

plan, and therefore, there are no standards or guidelines 

regarding evacuation plan content. The proposed 

project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan is meant to 

inform future residents of the potential actions that are 

available and what they may be directed to do during a 

wildfire emergency. Please refer to the Thematic 

Response – Evacuation for more details regarding 

evacuation planning and implementation in Santee and 

San Diego County. 
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I157-20: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for various 

ignition points. Please refer to response to comment 

I157-9 regarding evacuation plans, their preparation 

requirements, and the intent of the proposed project’s 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2). Refer 

also to Thematic Response – Evacuation for details on 

evacuation planning and implementation in Santee and 

San Diego County. Specific ignition point analysis 

scenarios are best evaluated by emergency management 

agencies who would manage and control evacuations. 

I157-21: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for multiple 

weather condition scenarios. Please refer to response to 

comment I157-19 regarding evacuation plans, their 

preparation requirements, and the intent of the proposed 

project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2). 

Refer also to Thematic Response – Evacuation for 

details on evacuation planning and implementation in 

Santee and San Diego County. The evacuation approach 

implemented in Santee and San Diego County is 

applicable regardless of the weather condition variables. 

I157-22: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for onshore 

versus offshore wind-driven fires. Please refer to 

response to comment I157-19 regarding evacuation 
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plans, their preparation requirements, the intent of the 

proposed project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

(Appendix P2). Refer also to Thematic Response – 

Evacuation for details on evacuation planning and 

implementation in Santee and San Diego County. It is 

unlikely that an on-shore fire condition would result in 

mass evacuations due to the lower wind speeds, higher 

humidity, and higher plant moisture under such 

conditions. However, the evacuation approach 

implemented in Santee and San Diego County is 

applicable to both on-shore and off-shore conditions. 

I157-23: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for periods 

when school buildings are occupied during the day or 

after hours by the community. Please refer to response 

to comment I157-19 regarding evacuation plans, their 

preparation requirements, the intent of the proposed 

project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2). 

Refer also to Thematic Response – Evacuation for 

details on evacuation planning and implementation, 

including for schools, in Santee and San Diego County. 

I157-24: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for AM and PM 

commute hours and traffic gridlock. Please refer to 

response to comment I157-19 regarding evacuation plans, 

their preparation requirements, the intent of the proposed 

project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2). 
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Refer also to Thematic Response – Evacuation for details 

on evacuation planning and implementation in Santee and 

San Diego County. Traffic can impact evacuation 

timeframes. However, controlling downstream 

intersections would be a primary focus for agencies 

managing the evacuation and traffic is moved as needed to 

effectuate evacuations. 

I157-25: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for evacuation 

phases for different portions of the proposed project. 

Please refer to response to comment I157-19 regarding 

evacuation plans, their preparation requirements, the 

intent of the proposed project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation 

Plan (Appendix P2). Refer also to Thematic Response – 

Evacuation for details on evacuation planning and 

implementation in Santee and San Diego County. Phased 

evacuations have become an integral component of 

Santee and San Diego County evacuation procedures, 

which has been facilitated by technological advances that 

enable smaller area notifications. 

I157-26: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for 

evacuation phases for different portions of the 

established WUI off site. Please refer to response to 

comment I157-19 regarding evacuation plans, their 

preparation requirements, the intent of the proposed 

project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2). 
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Refer also to Thematic Response – Evacuation for 

details on evacuation planning and implementation in 

Santee and San Diego County. Phased evacuations have 

become an integral component of Santee and San Diego 

County evacuation procedures, which has been 

facilitated by technological advances that enable smaller 

area notifications. 

I157-27: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for multiple 

simultaneous incidents throughout Southern California. 

Please refer to response to comment I157-19 regarding 

evacuation plans, their preparation requirements, the intent 

of the proposed project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

(Appendix P2). Refer also to Thematic Response – 

Evacuation for details on evacuation planning and 

implementation in Santee and San Diego County. San 

Diego County has significant wildfire response resources 

including County Fire Authority, CAL FIRE, Fire 

Departments and Fire Districts, USFS, and U.S. Military, 

amongst others. In addition, automatic and mutual aid 

agreements are in place that would allow the seamless 

transfer of resources from out of the county and out of the 

state, when needed. San Diego County has significant 

experience with large evacuations and the technological 

and other resources to successfully implement them, as 

demonstrated numerous times since 2003. 
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I157-28: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for cluster burns 

of structures. Please refer to response to comment I157-19 

regarding evacuation plans, their preparation requirements, 

the intent of the proposed project’s Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2). Refer also to Thematic 

Response – Evacuation for details on evacuation planning 

and implementation in Santee and San Diego County. 

Please refer to response to comment I157-11 regarding 

cluster burns. 

I157-29: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for residents 

“in the direct path of a hazard.” Please refer to response 

to comment I157-19 regarding evacuation plans, their 

preparation requirements, the intent of the proposed 

project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2). 

Refer also to Thematic Response – Evacuation for 

details on evacuation planning and implementation in 

Santee and San Diego County. 

I157-30: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for specific 

safety zones and feasibility of specific escape routes to 

these zones. Please refer to response to comment I157-

19 regarding evacuation plans, their preparation 

requirements, the intent of the proposed project’s 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2). Refer 
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also to Thematic Response – Evacuation for details on 

evacuation planning and implementation in Santee and 

San Diego County. Safety Zones and escape routes are 

established by the on-scene fire fighters, not by a pre-

developed, project-specific evacuation plan. The 

Evacuation plan presents these topics since there are 

opportunities on site for fire fighters to establish these 

zones and routes, but would be done so during a wildfire 

and based on that wildfire’s specific attributes. 

I157-31: This comment states the proposed project’s evacuation 

plan does not “carefully” plan evacuations for specific 

“predesignated temporary refuge areas.” Please refer to 

response to comment I157-19 regarding evacuation plans, 

their preparation requirements, the intent of the proposed 

project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2). 

Refer also to Thematic Response – Evacuation for details 

on evacuation planning and implementation in Santee and 

San Diego County. Temporary refuge areas occur 

throughout the proposed project including within protected 

residents, the village center, and the school. 

I157-32: This comment states that the proposed project’s Wildland 

Fire Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) offers only general 

recommendations on managing home evacuations from the 

project site and ignores the established WUI. Please refer 

to response to comment I157-19 regarding evacuation 

plans, their preparation requirements, and the intent of the 

proposed project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan. Refer 
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also to Thematic Response – Evacuation for details on 

evacuation planning and implementation in Santee and San 

Diego County. 

I157-33: This comment states the Draft EIR does not consider the 

feasibility of implementing the FPP or the Evacuation 

Plan in the context of changing climate conditions. The 

FPP fire environment analysis is based on a worst-case 

condition using fire behavior inputs from extreme fire 

events. It is speculative to assume climate change will 

have a significant impact on fire behavior in Southern 

California, specifically given recent research that 

indicates climate change impacts will be primarily 

realized in higher elevations. The comment states that 

climate change will greatly increase the potential for 

wildfires, but new research has shown that there will not 

be as significant of an impact on Southern California 

shrublands than is anticipated in the coniferous forests of 

the Sierra Nevada and Northern California. Indeed, 

research demonstrates that drier conditions in California’s 

forests will certainly increase potential for large, severe 

fires there; in Southern California shrublands, however, 

the impact will be significantly less, owing to the fact that 

region already experiences a severe annual drought. 

Instead, Southern California’s increasing population will 

make it more likely that ignitions will occur, which could 

potentially cause large areas of chaparral to type-convert 

into grasslands. 
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I157-34: This comment provides an example of climate change. 

The provided example of higher temperatures in arctic 

and Siberian areas further supports recent research 

referenced in response to comment I157-33 regarding 

where climate change is expected by some researchers to 

have the largest impact. 
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I157-35: This comment states that 5 of the state’s 20 deadliest 

wildfires occurred in San Diego County and that the largest 

fires have occurred more recently than the Cedar Fire, then 

recommends extreme caution be exercised when 

considering whether to permit additional development in 

wildland urban interface zones. The proposed project has 

been provided substantial levels of analysis, provided 

customized fire protection features along with Santee and 

California mandated features, and has been very cautiously 

evaluated by professional fire protection planning 

consultants, as well as the SFD, and found to be in 

compliance with the restrictive requirements for building 

in wildland urban interface areas and appropriately 

protected given the site’s studied fire environment. 

I157-36: This comment concludes that the EIR has failed to 

disclose, avoid, and mitigate significant adverse wildfire 

public safety impacts associated with the proposed 

project. No evidence was provided to support this claim. 

The fire protection planning, design, features, and 

ongoing maintenance and monitoring planned for the 

proposed project would provide a fire-safe community. 

The EIR’s conclusion that there would be no significant 

wildfire impacts is supported by substantial evidence in 

the record, particularly the Fire Protection Plan and 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan provided in Appendices 

P1 and P2, respectively.  
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Comment Letter I158: Joe Meza, July 13, 2020 

 

I158-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I159: Robin Milbourne, July 13, 2020 

 

I159-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I160: Carly Morales, July 13, 2020 

I160-1:  This comment states the commenter’s general 

opposition to the proposed project that the destruction of 

open land, increased traffic congestion, and construction 

impacts would ruin the things she enjoys most living in 

the City of Santee.  

Section 4.16, Transportation, in the EIR analyzes the 

potential for the proposed project to result in impacts to 

access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to 

conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; substantially 

increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 

use; and result in inadequate emergency access. The EIR 

analyzes the impacts of the proposed project and 

identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 

impacts to transportation, although not all impacts would 

be reduced to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and Appendix D, 

Biological Technical Report, fully analyzes potential 

impacts to sensitive plants, wildlife, and vegetation 

communities. Based on the opinions of the biological 

experts who prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes 
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impacts to sensitive plants, wildlife, and vegetation 

communities would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR.  

Construction impacts are discussed throughout the EIR 

specific to each applicable CEQA threshold of significance 

and mitigation measures are identified to reduce those 

impacts to the extent feasible in accordance with the CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.4. Specifically, Section 4.2, Air 

Quality, Section 4.3, Biological Resources, Section 4.4, 

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, Section 4.6, 

Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources, Section 

4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Section 4.12, Noise, and 

Section 4.16, Transportation, include mitigation measures 

that address the construction impacts of the proposed 

project, although not all would reduce impacts to below a 

level of significance. This issue is adequately addressed in 

the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I161: Dan Murphy, July 13, 2020 

 

I161-1:  This comment states the commenter’s support for the 

project and that the EIR indicates SR-52 would be 

widened after construction and recommends it be done 

prior as there would be such an increase in traffic from 

construction vehicles. The Transportation Impact 

Analysis (Appendix N) states that the SR-52 

improvements would occur prior to occupancy of the first 

equivalent residential unit. This statement has been added 

to the Final EIR Transportation Section, Section 4.16.5.2, 

Threshold 1: Circulation System Performance, for 

clarification purposes, and do not change the calculations, 

analysis or conclusions identified in the EIR. Therefore, 

this issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I161-2:  This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I162: Carol, July 13, 2020 

 

I162-1:  This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I162-2:  This comment asks how water rates will be impacted. 

This comment also asks how water, electricity, and 

internet will be handled with additional houses built. 

Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, discusses 

the existing utilities and service systems (water, sewer, 

stormwater drainage, electricity, natural gas, 

telecommunications, and solid waste) on the project site 

and evaluates changes to the physical environment that 

may result from the expansion of utilities and service 

systems under the proposed project. Padre Dam 

Municipal Water District would provide water and 

sewer service to the proposed project and has the 

authority to determine utility rates. Section 4.17 is based 

on the following studies prepared for Padre Dam 

Municipal Water District by Michael Baker 

International (2020): Fanita Ranch Development Water 

Service Study (Appendix O1), Fanita Ranch 

Development Sewer Service Study (Appendix O2), and 

Fanita Ranch Water Supply Assessment (Appendix O3) 

approved by Padre Dam Municipal Water District on 

February 19, 2020. In addition, Dexter Wilson 
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Engineering, Inc. (2020), prepared the Fanita Ranch 

Private Residential Water Systems Memorandum 

(Appendix O4). The section also states that San Diego 

Gas & Electric Company would provide electricity and 

natural gas to the project site. In conjunction with 

electricity and natural gas facilities, telephone, cable 

television, and internet facilities would also be 

constructed in joint utility trenches. Through the 

proposed project approval process, the applicant would 

coordinate with the appropriate service providers and 

City of Santee Department of Development Services 

Engineering staff to properly connect to existing 

facilities. The sections conclude that mitigation would 

be incorporated to reduce potentially significant 

impacts, though not to a less than significant level. These 

issues are adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I162-3:  This comment provides an opinion that there is no way 

to mitigate for the traffic impacts as a result of the 

proposed project. Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes 

the potential for the proposed project to result in impacts 

to access, circulation, and other transportation modes, 

including the potential for the proposed project to 

conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; substantially 

increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 

use; and result in inadequate emergency access. The 

level of service analysis established baseline (existing) 
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conditions based on 2018 traffic counts and evaluated 

the proposed project’s traffic contribution compared to 

the baseline condition. The EIR analyzes the impacts of 

the proposed project and identifies feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation, 

although not to below a level of significance. This issue 

is adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I162-4:  This comment asks how the City streets and traffic lights 

will be updated to handle the additional cars. Section 

4.16.5.1, Threshold 1: Circulation System Performance, 

in Section 4.16 discusses the installation of Adaptive 

Traffic Signal Control, or “smart” signals, to handle 

additional traffic along Mission Gorge Road between 

Fanita Drive and Town Center Parkway by 

communicating with each other and dynamically 

adjusting signal timings, memorizing traffic patterns, 

improving traffic flow, and reducing vehicle stops. This 

system is memorialized under Mitigation Measure TRA-

16. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR.  

I162-5:  This comment states that existing off-site stores do not 

have adequate parking. This issue is not related to the 

environmental impacts of the proposed project. It does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I163: Autumn Nyby, July 13, 2020 

 

I163-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I164: David Nyby, July 13, 2020 

 

I164-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I165: John Olsen, July 13, 2020 

 

I165-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I166: Marty Orgel, July 13, 2020 

 

I166-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I167: Toni Patrick, July 13, 2020 

 

I167-1:  This comment states the commenter’s opposition to the 

proposed project due to impacts to sensitive species, 

including least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), Quino 

checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino), and 

San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis), 

and impacts to traffic.  

 Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and Appendix D, 

Biological Technical Report, in the EIR fully analyze 

potential impacts to sensitive wildlife species, including 

least Bell’s vireo, Quino checkerspot butterfly, and San 

Diego fairy shrimp. Mitigation measures have been 

identified to reduce impacts to these species. Based on 

the opinion of the biological experts who prepared the 

analysis, the EIR concludes that impacts to sensitive 

wildlife species and critical habitat for these species 

would be less than significant with mitigation 

incorporated. This issue is adequately addressed in the 

EIR. 

 Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzes the potential for 

the proposed project to result in impacts to access, 

circulation, and other transportation modes, including 

the potential for the proposed project to conflict with a 

program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, 
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and pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards 

due to a design feature or incompatible use; and result in 

inadequate emergency access. The EIR analyzes the 

impacts of the proposed project and identifies feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to 

transportation, although not all impacts would be 

reduced to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I168: Michele Perchez, July 13, 2020 

 

I168-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter asking for verification of receipt of the 

commenter’s noise and biological resources comments. 

The City received the commenter’s comments on noise 

in a letter dated July 8, 2020. This comment letter is 

numbered I25. Please refer to responses to comments 

I25-1 through I25-16 addressing the commenter’s noise 

comments. The commenter’s biological resources 

comments are addressed in responses to comment I168-

2 through I168-35.  

I168-2: The comment expresses doubts about the implementation 

of the proposed project and the commitments required, 

including coordination with wildlife agencies needed to 

execute the project. The comment states that the City is 

ensuring its stewardship commitment.  

 As required by CEQA, a Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program (MMRP) will be prepared and would 

be adopted by the City if the Final EIR is certified and 

the project approved. The MMRP would track the 

progress of each of the mitigation requirements in the 

EIR to ensure they are implemented as required, 

including the establishment of the Habitat Preserve and 

a Preserve Management Plan (Mitigation Measure BIO-

1). For clarification, while the City would approve the 
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proposed project, the manager of the Habitat Preserve 

would be a third party. 

This comment also states that the City should reconsider 

this project and choose the no development alternative 

as the most conservative choice. This comment 

expresses a preference for this alternative but does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I168-3: This comment provides background information on 

recommendations for restoring vernal pools in Southern 

California, which includes conserving and preserving 

vernal pool complexes before allowing impacts that 

require mitigation/restoration. The MMRP would track 

the progress of the mitigation requirements in the EIR to 

ensure they are implemented as required, including 

Mitigation Measure BIO-12, Vernal Pool Mitigation 

Plan. As stated in Appendix R, Vernal Pool Mitigation 

Plan, of the Biological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix D), implementation of the mitigation plan, 

including site preparation, grading, and installation, will 

commence prior to, or concurrent with, the initiation of 

impacts for the proposed project (refer to Section 5.5 of 

the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan). Success criteria and 

performance standards are outlined in Vernal Pool 

Mitigation Plan Section 8.4, which includes adaptive 

management strategies if the restoration does not meet 
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the targeted goals outlined in Section 8.1 through 8.3 of 

the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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I168-4: This comment provides a recommendation for restoring 

vernal pools in Southern California, stating that “if you must 

create pools to mitigate unavoidable impacts, do so only 

where pools once existed” and to “collect adequate baseline 

data by experienced vernal pool restoration practitioners and 

biologists.” The comment also notes that certain soils are not 

suitable for vernal pool restoration. Mitigation Measure 

BIO-12, Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, requires a 

performance standard of “a 4:1 ratio, including 

preservation and management of existing pools, 

rehabilitation/enhancement of existing features within 

the Habitat Preserve, and creation of new features” and 

that “constructed pools (i.e., artificial features and street 

ruts) shall be mitigated through rehabilitation/ 

enhancement and/or creation at a 3:1 or 2:1 ratio.” As 

stated in Appendix R, Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D to the 

EIR), the results of the baseline condition surveys, which are 

a recommendation in the comment, indicated that the 

Habitat Preserve is suitable for on-site mitigation for vernal 

pools and their surrounding upland watershed as the 

mitigation area includes existing vernal pool complexes 

(refer to Section 4.1 of the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan). 

I168-5: This comment provides a recommendation for restoring 

vernal pools in Southern California, stating such restored 

pools should “avoid creating postage stamp vernal pools 

that lack sufficient/appropriate watershed, buffers, and 
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landscape context.” As stated in Appendix R, Vernal 

Pool Mitigation Plan, of the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D), the creation and/or 

restoration of vernal pools would be implemented in the 

Habitat Preserve. Not only would these pools share 

climate, soils, and many other abiotic characteristics 

with the vernal pools impacted by the proposed project 

(refer to Section 4.1 of the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan), 

but the EIR includes measures to reduce edge effects into 

the Habitat Preserve including Land Use Adjacency 

Guidelines (Mitigation Measure BIO-6), Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan (Mitigation Measure BIO-7), 

Habitat Preserve Protection (Mitigation Measure BIO-

9), and Weed Control Treatments Mitigation Measure 

(BIO-10). Thus, based on the opinions of the technical 

experts who prepared the analysis, the proposed project 

would avoid indirect impacts to recreated vernal pools 

within the Habitat Preserve as the comment suggests. 

I168-6: This comment provides a recommendation for restoring 

vernal pools in Southern California, stating that such 

efforts should only use experienced contractors with 

documented track record of successful vernal pool 

restoration. As stated in Appendix R, Vernal Pool 

Mitigation Plan, of the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D), a biologist knowledgeable of 

vernal pool species biology and ecology shall trail all 

contractors and construction personnel on the biological 
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resources associated with this project (refer to Section 

5.3 of the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan). Additionally, 

HomeFed is responsible for hiring a qualified landscape 

maintenance contractor to carry out all maintenance 

work (refer to Section 6.2 of the Vernal Pool Mitigation 

Plan). The MMRP would track the progress of the 

mitigation requirements in the EIR to ensure they are 

implemented as required, including Mitigation Measure 

BIO-12, Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, and Mitigation 

Measure BIO-8, Approved Biologist. 

I168-7: This comment provides a recommendation for restoring 

vernal pools in Southern California by avoiding 

disturbance through monitoring and using consistent 

monitoring protocols geared toward ecosystem function. 

As stated in Appendix R, Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, 

of the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix 

D), monitoring methods are described as part of the 

long-term biological monitoring program over 7 years 

(refer to Section 7 of the Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan). 

The MMRP would track the progress of the mitigation 

requirements in the EIR to ensure they are implemented 

as required, including Mitigation Measure BIO-12, 

Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, and Mitigation Measure 

BIO-8, Approved Biologist. Finally, Mitigation Measure 

BIO-1, Preserve Management Plan, requires that the 

“preservation of on-site open space requires recordation 

of a Habitat Preserve conservation easement and in-
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perpetuity management by the Preserve Manager in 

accordance with a Preserve Management Plan, which 

would be funded by an endowment or other acceptable 

permanent funding mechanism.” 

I168-8: This comment states that the survival of seedlings for a 

study in the Sepulveda Wildlife Reserve of Los Angeles 

County was between 40 and 75 percent over 3 years, and 

the comment states that the EIR predicts 85 percent 

success rate at 3 years.  

The comment cites one research study and the study’s 

survivorship of coast live oak seedlings and states that 

the EIR predicts a higher success rate than the study 

cited. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. Nonetheless, Table 10 in 

Appendix S, Wetland Mitigation Plan, of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) lists 

performance standards for coast live oak woodland 

establishment and enhancement area. As stated in 

Section 5.4.2 of the Wetland Mitigation Plan, the 

performance standards were based on an evaluation of 

the existing oak woodland. The performance standards 

included in the Wetland Mitigation Plan, must be 

achieved and will be tracked through the MMRP as part 

of the Wetlands Mitigation Plan (Mitigation Measure 

BIO-12). Only when the project has met the final 
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performance criteria for the site will the applicant notify 

the resource agencies upon submitting the last annual 

report and request written approval of the compliance 

with this mitigation measure. If this level of success is 

not achieved, measures must be taken to improve 

performance in compliance with the MMRP. Successful 

completion of the Wetlands Mitigation Plan will ensure 

impacts are reduced to less than significant as 

determined in the EIR.  
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I168-9: This comment states that permanent impacts will be offset 

with preservation and restored habitat, and the Habitat 

Preserve includes a 900-acre area. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I168-10: This comment restates the definition of different impacts 

to the development area in relation to biological 

resources. The comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. 

 This comment also expresses a preference for the No 

Project Alternative but does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I168-11: This comment asks how losses from wildlife crossing 

will be determined, what the threshold is for action to 

alleviate the problem, what actions would be 

implemented to stop such losses, who will notice and 

address such a problem, and who would be responsible 

for fixing the problem.  

Per applicable criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA 

Guidelines, the proposed project’s impacts to wildlife 

movement were evaluated in Section 4.3.5.4 under 
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Threshold 4 (interfere substantially with the movement 

of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 

species or with established native resident or migratory 

wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 

nursery sites). The EIR determined that avian species, in 

particular, should have no trouble accessing the area due 

to the nearby large off-site open space areas, only 

needing to cross the Fanita Parkway and Cuyamaca 

Street extensions. Mitigation Measure BIO-20 (Wildlife 

Protection) incorporates features that will allow wildlife 

to cross the roadways more safely, including a 25 mile-

per-hour speed limit, street signs, speed bumps, and 

other traffic-calming devices. Mitigation Measure BIO-

22 (Wildlife Corridors) includes a measure (see No. 6) 

that safety lighting for Streets “V” and “W” will be 

button started with a timer shut-off delay so that lighting 

is not on at night except for emergency purposes or 

pedestrian safety.  

Wildlife crossing mitigation is implemented prior to and 

during construction of the project. The project applicant 

would implement Mitigation Measure BIO-20 for 

protecting wildlife species.  

This comment asks for a detailed plan to encourage fewer 

vehicle trips by biking, walking, or shuttle. As stated in 

Biological Resources Technical Report Section 1.3.1, 

mobility on the project area would focus on reducing the 

number and length of vehicle trips and providing 
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alternatives to fossil-fuel-powered use. This would be 

achieved through organizing land uses to locate services 

and goods close to residences and optimizing circulation 

systems to create direct, efficient, safe, and comfortable 

routes for various transportation modes.  

I168-12: This comment asks what specific actions will shield light 

from the Habitat Preserve beside the on/off buttons on 

neighborhood walkways. As stated in the Mitigation 

Measure BIO-6, mitigation for potential permanent 

indirect impacts to vegetation communities, wildlife and 

jurisdictional resources shall require implementation of 

Land Use Adjacency Guidelines as specified in the Draft 

Santee MSCP or the Preserve Management Plan, 

including mitigation for lighting. The mitigation 

measure states that lighting of all developed areas 

adjacent to the Habitat Preserve shall be directed away 

from the Habitat Preserve wherever feasible and 

consistent with public safety as well as use low-pressure 

sodium lighting whenever possible. In addition, 

Mitigation Measure BIO-22 requires that Streets “V” 

and “W,” “provide safety lighting that shall be button 

started with a timer shut-off delay such that lighting shall 

not permanently be on at night, but only on when needed 

for emergency purposes or pedestrian safety.” Other 

issues addressed by Mitigation Measure BIO-6 to reduce 

indirect impacts include drainage, noise, control of 

invasive species and establishment of fuel modification 
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zones. Other mitigation measures related to reducing 

indirect impacts include Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (Mitigation Measure BIO-7), habitat 

preserve protection (Mitigation Measure BIO-9), and 

weed control treatments (Mitigation Measure BIO-10). 

This comment questions whether the HOA would be in 

charge of the Habitat Preserve and includes the 

following statement from the EIR: “maintained and 

managed by HOA or Habitat Preserve Management 

entity (unless otherwise specified).” The comment 

incorrectly implies that the Habitat Preserve would be 

maintained and managed by the HOA. The text 

referenced in the comment is regarding the Open Space 

Areas, which would apply to approximately 256 acres of 

open space area outside of the Habitat Preserve. The 

proposed Open Space land use designation would 

include brush management areas (Fuel Modification 

Zones [FMZ]) at the edge of development, slopes 

adjacent to streets and within the villages, trailheads, 

water quality basins, land for water tanks and pump 

stations that would be dedicated to and maintained by 

Padre Dam Municipal Water District, and two riparian 

areas in Fanita Commons. Section 3.3.1.8, Open Space, 

states that areas designated as Open Space would be 

owned, maintained and managed by HOA and would be 

subject to the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) (Appendix P1). 

As stated in Section 1.4.1 of Appendix P, On-Site 
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Preserve Management Plan, the Habitat Preserve will be 

managed by a Preserve Manager, which will be an 

independent third party separate from the Homeowner’s 

Association (HOA), City, and developer. Initially, the 

developer will hire and fund the Preserve Manager; 

however, once the HOA is formed, it will gradually take 

over funding responsibility for the Preserve management 

and the Preserve Manager position. The HOA will not 

direct, in any way, the activities of the Preserve 

Manager; however, the HOA would fund the Preserve 

management entity. 

This comment also asks to explain how destroying habitat 

at this location can “generally increase the integrity of 

ecosystems across the area.” In Section 1.3.1, subheading 

Parks and Open Space, in the Biological Resources 

Technical Report, the text states that the proposed project 

would implement a biological restoration and 

enhancement program that would offset unavoidable 

impacts to existing biological resources located within the 

development footprint and generally increase the integrity 

of ecological systems across the project area. Mitigation 

measures implemented from the project would preserve, 

restore, and enhance vegetation communities. 

I168-13: This comment asks how manufactured slopes on the 

exterior of the development footprint would be restored 

and maintained once revegetated to achieve habitat 

value. Portions of exterior revegetated slopes would be 
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included within HOA-managed fuel modification zones 

and would not be part of the Habitat Preserve. As stated 

in Section 4.3.4, Method of Analysis, in the EIR, there 

would be temporary impacts to manufactured slopes 

adjacent to the Habitat Preserve that would be 

revegetated and restored following construction, and 

would be ultimately included in the on-site Habitat 

Preserve. Restoration would be required to comply with 

performance standards to ensure the revegetation efforts 

are successful as outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-2. 

Thereafter, the manufactured slopes on the exterior of 

the development footprint would be maintained by the 

Habitat Preserve manager, which would be a funded 

entity to ensure ongoing management. 

I168-14: This comment asks why the County Guidelines were 

used for surveys of Hermes copper butterfly and were 

different than the surveys conducted for Quino 

checkerspot butterfly. Quino checkerspot butterfly is a 

federally listed species and focused surveys were 

conducted in accordance with the USFWS protocols. 

Hermes copper butterfly is a federal candidate species 

and focused surveys were conducted in accordance with 

County of San Diego protocols. These species have 

different habitat types, status listings, and protocol 

survey conditions, and therefore, the surveys for Hermes 

copper butterfly and Quino checkerspot butterfly were 
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conducted separately and following the species’ 

approved protocol survey methods. 

I168-15: This comment states there are no estimates for the 

following reptile species: San Diegan tiger whiptail, red 

diamondback rattlesnake, and two-striped garter snake. 

The commenter is directed to Table 4.3-4, Special Status 

Wildlife Species Observed on the Project Site and Off-

Site Improvement Areas, which includes observation 

counts for each species. No further response is required. 
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I168-16: This comment asks why Quino checkerspot butterfly 

surveys were not required in 2017. As stated in Section 

4.5.3.4, Invertebrates, in the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D), the project applicant 

asked the USFWS if surveys should be performed for 

Quino checkerspot butterfly in 2017 and the project 

applicant received a response that the USFWS had no 

recommendations for additional studies in 2017. 

I168-17: This comment asks if revegetated temporary impacts 

become part of the Habitat Preserve immediately. As 

stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, on-site temporary 

impacts become part of the Habitat Preserve once 

restored in compliance with Mitigation Measure BIO-2, 

Upland Restoration Plan. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 

establishes specific performance standards for 

restoration to demonstrate successful revegetation which 

would be tracked through the implementation of the 

MMRP. Thus, once the revegetation of temporary 

impacts of temporary impacts are successfully 

completed, they would become part of the Habitat 

Preserve. 

I168-18: This comment requests clarification for Table 5-3 in the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) 

regarding willowy monardella. There are a total of 1,622 

willowy monardella individuals within the project site. 

Of those 1,622 willowy monardella individuals, as 
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summarized in Table 5-3, 1 individual would be 

impacted by the project, and 49 individuals occurring 

along existing retained trails and adjacent to proposed 

trail creation areas within the Habitat Preserve would be 

avoided through maintenance and management of trails 

as outlined in the Public Access Plan (Appendix T of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report). Therefore, a 

total of 1,621 individuals occur within the Habitat 

Preserve and would be conserved and not impacted. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I168-19: This comment asks why surveys on Magnolia are waiting 

until pre-construction. Magnolia Avenue was not 

surveyed for special-status plant species due to lack of 

legal access to the parcels. As stated in Section 3.2.1, 

Resource Mapping, in the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D), the proposed Magnolia 

Avenue road extension area was mapped using an aerial 

drone in 2017 to map vegetation communities. As stated 

in Section 5.1.2, Special-Status Plan Species, in the 

Biological Resources Technical Report, the Magnolia 

Avenue extension is highly disturbed and the potential 

for special-status plant species to occur is low. 

Preconstruction surveys will be conducted when legal 

access is provided. The EIR used the best available 
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information and requires measures to conduct surveys 

once access is granted. 

I168-20: This comment states that floral species on the watch list 

are not considered for mitigation, which may 

demonstrate a lack of commitment to conservation for 

those species. This comment is unclear because there are 

no watch list floral species. In regards to lower ranking 

special-status species, CRPR 4 species are relatively 

common in this portion of the County of San Diego, and 

therefore are not considered significantly rare. However, 

although impacts to these CRPR 4 species are not 

considered significant, Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and 

BIO-2 would preserve or restore suitable habitat for 

these species. 

I168-21: This comment requests details on how the Habitat 

Preserve Manager is to monitor trail use in order to 

determine if actions are needed to decrease impacts. 

Appendix P, On-site Preserve Management Plan, of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report lists monitoring 

requirements, including that the Preserve Manager will 

prepare an annual report that summarizes monitoring 

and management activities on the Habitat Preserve, 

including baseline surveys, general stewardship 

monitoring, impacts of public use and the effectiveness 

of enforcement, effectiveness monitoring, and targeted 

monitoring (refer to Section 1.4.4 Reporting 

Requirements). Further, the Habitat Preserve Manager 
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will be actively engaged with management activities 

across the Habitat Preserve and will notice trail usage 

and any potential indirect impacts due to illegal trail use 

(e.g., leaving the trail, littering, etc.). 

I168-22: This comment asks how the cumulative Threshold 5, Tree 

Preservation, would apply to the proposed project. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required. Nonetheless, as stated in Section 4.3.6.5, 

Cumulative Threshold 5: Tree Preservation, of the EIR, 

the proposed project would be required to comply with 

the Urban Forestry Ordinance as condition of project 

approval. Section 4.3.6.5 states that adjacent and nearby 

jurisdictions, including the City of San Diego, County of 

San Diego, and federally managed lands like MCAS 

Miramar, would be required to comply with applicable 

regional or local tree preservation policies or ordinances. 

As discussed in Section 4.3.5.5 of the EIR, the City of 

Santee’s Urban Forestry Ordinance contains tree-related 

policies, regulations, and generally accepted standards for 

planting, trimming, and removing trees on public property 

and public rights-of-way (Santee Municipal Code, 

Section 8.06). The ordinance gives the City control of all 

trees, shrubs, and other plantings in any street, park, 

public right-of-way, landscape maintenance district or 

easement, or other City-owned property. City review of 
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development plans for the proposed project would ensure 

that the proposed improvements conform to the 

requirements of the Urban Forestry Ordinance. Therefore, 

the proposed project and other cumulative projects would 

be required to comply with the Urban Forestry Ordinance 

as a condition of project approval. 

I168-23: This comment asks how the public would be notified of the 

results of the Upland Restoration Plan in Biological 

Resources Technical Report Mitigation Measure BIO-2. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required. Annual biological reports will be prepared by the 

project biologist/habitat restoration specialist (PB) and 

submitted to the City each year, as stated in Section 7.3 

Reporting in Appendix Q, Upland Restoration Plan, of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report.  

This comment states that when temporary impacts fail they 

would be subsumed under permanent impact mitigation 

and then asks what would happen if permanent impact 

mitigation fails. As stated in Biological Resources 

Technical Report Mitigation Measure BIO-2, if temporary 

impact areas are not considered appropriate for restoration 

of the sensitive native plant community that originally was 

mapped in that area, these areas shall be considered 

permanently impacted and mitigated in conformance with 

the mitigation ratio for permanent impacts to sensitive 
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upland vegetation communities. It should also be noted that 

if temporary impacts are deemed appropriate for 

restoration then BIO-2, which includes specific 

performance standards for restoration to demonstrate 

successful revegetation, would be tracked through the 

implementation of the MMRP. If the applicable success 

criteria is not achieved, measures must be taken to improve 

performance in compliance with the MMRP. Thus, once 

the revegetation of temporary impacts of temporary 

impacts are successfully completed, they would become 

part of the Habitat Preserve. Permanent impacts would be 

mitigated through the establishment of the Habitat 

Preserve, which requires recordation of a Habitat Preserve 

conservation easement and in-perpetuity management by 

the Preserve Manager in accordance with a Preserve 

Management Plan (Appendix P to the Biological 

Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]). 

I168-24: This comment asks for clarification on the purpose of 

“ownership agreements and long-term management 

strategy” in Mitigation Measure BIO-12 (which is the 

same as Biological Resources Technical Report MM-

BIO-3). Mitigation Measure BIO-12 summarizes 

Appendix R, Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, to the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D). 

Please see the Appendix R, Vernal Pool Mitigation Plan, 

specifically Section 10, Long-Term Management, for 

details. This comment does not raise a significant 
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environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I168-25: This comment asks who chooses the City approved 

contractor for replanting for Mitigation Measure BIO-4 

(which is the same as Biological Resources Technical 

Report MM-BIO-5). This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. Nonetheless, 

the applicant will select a qualified Habitat Restoration 

Contractor to implement the mitigation work, see 

Appendix S of the Biological Resources Technical Report 

(Appendix D) for details on criteria for selecting 

appropriate contractors and the responsibilities for the 

implementation, management for the mitigation program. 

This comment asks for the options if replanting fails, 

who pays for the costs, and if it would happen in the City 

or off-site. As stated in Appendix S of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report, Appendix D to EIR, 

replanting of oak trees shall occur in the general areas 

where grasslands occur adjacent to existing oak trees 

within the Habitat Preserve. Success criteria are outlined 

in Appendix S of the Biological Resources Technical 

Report (Appendix D) as well as adaptive management 

strategies to meet the success criteria. Specifically, in the 

event the “established” success criteria cannot be 
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achieved, the project applicant would be required to 

implement remedial measures recommended by the 

Restoration Specialist to bring the site into alignment 

with the performance standards. The applicant is 

financially responsible for the implementation and 

management of this mitigation project. 

I168-26: This comment asks who decides the schedule of surveys 

for African clawed frog. The methods for surveys, 

including timing of surveys, is included in Mitigation 

Measure BIO-19 in Section 6.3 Wildlife Species, and 

Appendix P, Preserve Management Plan, of the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D). 

The Preserve Manager would be responsible for 

overseeing monitoring wildlife species. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I168-27: This comment asks is there any possible developer input 

for choice of Biologist. As stated in Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D) Mitigation 

Measure BIO-18 in Section 6.6 Standard Conditions, the 

project applicant shall retain a City-approved biologist 

for monitoring activities. Thus, while the applicant is 

responsible for selecting the biologist, it must come from 

a list approved by the City. The biologist shall monitor 

these activities to ensure that the project applicant 

complies with the appropriate Standard Conditions and 
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Mitigation Measures. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

I168-28: This comment asks about the locations for the off-site 

mitigation, and whether those areas be under the same 

guidelines as the PMP. As stated in Mitigation Measure 

BIO-15 (Wetlands Mitigation Plan) in Section 6.4, 

Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources, and in Appendix S, 

Wetland Mitigation Plan, of the Biological Resources 

Technical Report (Appendix D), the off-site 

preservation/enhancement component may occur at the 

11-acre parcel, owned by the project proponent, 

adjacent to the lower Santee Lakes to satisfy the off-site 

preservation/enhancement requirement (refer to Figure 

4, Site Selection Areas, in Appendix S in Section 2.5, 

Site Selection). Additionally, the Mitigation Measure 

and Appendix S state that the off-site restoration 

program will be subject to the same standards and rules 

as the on-site mitigation program, including 

management of access control, invasive species, and 

native vegetation cover and diversity. 

I168-29: This comment asks the following questions: how the City 

will make habitat stewardship a priority; who is the City 

appointed Subarea Coordinator and/or Preserve Steward; 

how is the staff person chosen to help the Preserve 

Manager; and how is it not a conflict if the developer hires 
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the Preserve Manager. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

Nonetheless, for informational purposes, the following 

responses are provided. As stated in Appendix P, Preserve 

Management Plan, of the Biological Resources Technical 

Report in Section 1.4.1, Responsibilities and Responsible 

Parties, the primary duty of the Preserve Manager will be 

to manage and monitor the Habitat Preserve pursuant to 

the approved PMP. The Preserve Manager will also report 

periodically to the City-appointed Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan Coordinator and/or Preserve Steward regarding the 

status of the Habitat Preserve, progress of active 

management actions, and issues that need addressing. The 

City will be required to oversee implementation of the 

PMP through the review of annual reports and on-site 

inspections, and to coordinate with regional information 

gathering efforts. The City will support enforcement 

needs recommended by the Preserve Manager through 

appropriate law enforcement actions and adoption of 

appropriate City codes and ordinances that implement the 

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan.  

The Preserve Manager will be an independent third party 

separate from the Homeowners Association (HOA), 

City, and developer. Initially, the developer will hire and 

fund the Preserve Manager; however, once the HOA is 
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formed, it will gradually take over funding responsibility 

for the Preserve management and the Preserve Manager 

position. The HOA will not direct, in any way, the 

activities of the Preserve Manager. Any change in the 

designated Preserve Manager will be approved in 

writing by the City and Resource Agencies. 

Furthermore, the Preserve Manager has an obligation to 

implement the Preserve Management Plan (Appendix P 

to the Biological Resources Technical Report) and must 

meet the qualifications outlined in the Preserve 

Management Plan (Appendix P to the Biological 

Resources Technical Report) to be selected. Therefore, 

the Preserve Manager is not appointed by the developer 

nor is it a conflict of interest. 

I168-30: This comment asks if there is no cost analysis until the 

Preserve Manager is chosen and approved, how the HOA 

fees be determined to advertise to potential home buyers, 

and if the fees are enough to cover Preserve costs.  

As stated in Section 1.4.2 Financial Responsibility and 

Mechanism of Appendix P, Preserve Management Plan, 

of the Biological Resources Technical Report, the 

project applicant is responsible for all PMP funding 

requirements, including direct funding to support the 

PMP start-up tasks and an ongoing funding source for 

annual tasks that is tied to the property to fund long-term 

PMP implementation. The applicant will ensure funding 

for long-term management through assessments from  
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the HOA, which will be guaranteed through a dormant 

Community Facilities District, or comparable funding 

mechanism pursuant to the 2008 U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency Compensatory Mitigation Rule, to be 

used by the Preserve Manager to implement the PMP. 

Section 1.4.3, Conceptual Cost Estimate of Appendix P 

of the Biological Resources Technical Report includes 

Table 2, biological resource management tasks that are 

planned for the Habitat Preserve. A final ongoing 

Property Analysis Record and cost estimate will be 

prepared for the Habitat Preserve when a Preserve 

Manager has been selected and approved by the City. 

I168-31: This comment requests clarification for “issues that meet 

‘working management threshold’ and require immediate 

action, how will that work if surveys are only once per 

year.” It is unclear what the comment is referring to, but 

it is assumed the comment is referring to reporting 

requirements in Section 1.4.4 in the Preserve 

Management Plan, Appendix P of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D). The 

comment is incorrect when it states surveys are only 

once a year. In contrast, the Annual Report is once a 

year, and surveys are conducted multiple times a year, as 

stated in Table 2, Resource Management Tasks, in 

Section 1.4.3, Conceptual Cost Estimate, which includes 

monitoring task at a monthly frequency. Monthly 

monitoring reports, as needed, will be submitted to the 
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City of Santee Development Services Department, and 

the monitoring reports will include remedial 

recommendations and issue resolutions discussions 

when necessary (refer to Section 4.2.7, Monitoring of the 

Preserve Management Plan). 

I168-32: The comment asks how brush management will be 

successfully implemented and the recourse if not. The 

comment also references a project unrelated to the EIR 

and asks for a comparison between that project and the 

EIR to ensure a different outcome. Please see the Fire 

Protection Plan (Appendix P1) for details on brush 

management implementation. The remaining portions of 

the comment do not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I168-33: This comment asks who is the “qualified long-term 

natural lands manager”, and how do they fit in with the 

Preserve Manager. The comment is assumed to be 

referring to Section 3.2.1, Site Protection Measures, in 

Appendix S, Wetlands Mitigation Plan, of the Biological 

Resources Technical Report, since this is not clearly 

stated in the comment. The qualified long-term land 

manager is referring to the Habitat Preserve Manager. 

See response to comment I168-29. This comment does 

not raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 
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adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I168-34: This comment asks why vibration impacts to wildlife, 

particularly western spadefoot, were not addressed in the 

EIR and includes a summary of a study that has shown 

adverse effects on amphibians from off-road vehicle 

recreational activities in open space (Brattstrom and 

Bondello 1983). Indirect impacts to wildlife, including 

noise, were analyzed in the EIR (refer to Section 4.3.5.1 

Threshold 1: Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status 

Species). To reduce noise impacts, road signs, speed 

bumps, or other traffic-calming devices shall be employed 

along the north-central collector road (MM-BIO-20 in the 

Biological Resources Technical Report [Appendix D]).  

 In regards to the study cited in the second part of the 

comment, currently the project site contains an extensive 

existing trail system, much of which is subject to 

frequent unauthorized off-road vehicular traffic and 

unauthorized human activities that have been 

detrimental to the sensitive habitats and natural 

resources on site. Without project implementation, 

indirect impacts to biological resources could continue 

to occur because unauthorized motorized and non-

motorized vehicles would continue to use the site, 

causing degradation of the natural habitat and sensitive 

species. Therefore, sensitive species, including western 

spadefoot would benefit from active habitat 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I168-30 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

management in the Habitat Preserve under the proposed 

project which would prevent unauthorized uses within 

the Habitat Preserve. Please see the Thematic Response 

– Western Spadefoot for details on the mitigation 

program for this species. 

I168-35: This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter I169: Mary Pretto-Flagstad, July 13, 2020 

 

I169-1:  This comment states the commenter’s opposition to the 

proposed project due to traffic and fire. Section 4.16, 

Transportation, in the EIR analyzes the potential for the 

proposed project to result in impacts to access, circulation, 

and other transportation modes, including the potential for 

the proposed project to conflict with a program, plan, 

ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 

facilities; substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature or incompatible use; and result in inadequate 

emergency access. The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 

proposed project, including the cumulative impacts, and 

identifies feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 

impacts to transportation, although not all impacts would 

be reduced to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

In addition, Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the potential 

impacts of increased wildfires that may result from the 

construction or operation of the proposed project. The 

majority of the information provided in Section 4.18 is 

based on information from the Fire Protection Plan (2020) 

and Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 
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references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have 

a less than significant impact on wildfire safety. This issue 

is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I170-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I170: Michael Ranson, July 13, 2020 

 

I170-1:  This comment letter is a commentary on a newspaper 

article pertaining to the proposed project. This comment 

does not raise a significant environmental issue regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 

I170-2:  This is a copy of the article the commenter discusses in 

comment I170-1. It also includes several comments 

from the commenter, article author and Van 

Collinsworth regarding the accuracy of the article and 

the comments. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I170-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I170-3 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I170-4 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I170-5 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I170-6 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I170-7 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I170-8 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I170-9 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I170-10 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I171-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I171: Brandon Rawinsky, July 13, 2020 

 

I171-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I172: Ann Rebuffattee, July 13, 2020 

 

I172-1:  This comment states that the commenter is concerned with 

their children’s future and habitat for wildlife. This 

comment further recommends reading an article written by 

Colleen Cochran and states this is not a positive plan. This 

comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 

regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the information 

provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further response is 

required. Regarding habitat for wildlife, Section 4.3, 

Biological Resources, and Appendix D, Biological 

Technical Report, in the EIR fully analyze potential 

impacts, including cumulative impacts to sensitive plants, 

wildlife, and vegetation communities and habitats. Based 

on the opinions of the biological experts who prepared the 

analyses, the EIR concludes that impacts to sensitive 

plants, wildlife, and vegetation communities and habitats 

would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR.  
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Comment Letter I173: Rudy Reyes, July 13, 2020 

 

I173-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. The commenter identifies himself 

as a “state certified archaeologist.”  

The commenter has not submitted any information to the 

City of Santee (City) regarding his qualifications to 

opine on the cultural resources analysis in the EIR. See 

recommended criteria to practice archaeology specified 

by the Society for California Archaeology (SCA) at 

https://ohp.parks.ca.gov (SCA Professional 

Qualification Standards for Archaeologists). These 

standards are intended to be consistent with but not 

substitute the Secretary of the Interior’s (SOI) 

Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology. 

The standards “define minimum qualifications for an 

individual to serve as Principal Investigator (PI) for 

professional archaeological studies conducted in 

California. These include investigations carried out to 

comply with the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA), Senate Bill (SB) 18, and local government 

ordinances and policies (including those of 

municipalities, counties, and special assessment districts 

in California).” The standards require a certain level of 

education and professional experience in the field.  
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I173-2: The reviewer opines that the proposed project will have 

a significant adverse impact. The City disagrees. To 

address potentially significant impacts the City, in 

consultation with its SOI Qualified Archaeologist for the 

proposed project (Rincon Consultants) and consulting 

Native American tribe and representatives, has designed 

mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than 

significant level. Section 4.4, Cultural and Tribal 

Cultural Resources, of the EIR documents the results of 

the studies and efforts and the full reports are provided 

in Confidential Appendices E1, E2, E3 and E4.  

I173-3: The commenter indicates a Phase II investigation should 

have been recommended and suggests previously 

recorded sites were not fully surveyed or evaluated. The 

Phase I study focused on areas where direct impacts 

would occur. This survey strategy was employed in 

consultation with the representative of the MLD for the 

proposed project. Archaeological site boundaries were 

modified by the archaeologist for the proposed project as 

a result of the Cultural Resources Phase I Survey Report 

(Confidential Appendix E1). The redrawing of 

archaeological boundaries is a common practice as 

pedestrian surveys identify new localities where 

archaeological resources are present. Additionally, 

boundaries may be reduced in cases where 

archaeological sites are no longer present. Based on the  
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survey, the archaeological consultant subsumed several 

sites within the boundaries of CA-SDI-8243, including 

CA-SDI-8337 and CA-SDI-8338.  

Following the completion of the Phase I Survey Report, 

a Phase II testing and evaluation plan (Confidential 

Appendix E2) was completed for archaeological 

resources within the direct area of impact of the 

proposed project. The testing and evaluation plan was 

developed in consultation with the MLD representative 

and approved by the City. The testing and evaluation 

plan was designed using the California Office of Historic 

Preservation Bulletin 5, Guidelines for Archaeological 

Research Designs (1991). The testing and evaluations 

program was completed by a SOI Qualified 

Archaeologist and was observed by Native American 

monitors of Kumeyaay descent. The testing and 

evaluation plan was completed using industry standard 

methodology, and evaluations were completed based on 

the eligibility criteria for the California Register of 

Historical resources and the National Register of 

Historic Properties. The results of the Phase I survey and 

Phase II testing and evaluation plan are documented in 

Section 4.4.1.3 of the EIR and the full reports are 

included as Confidential Appendices E1, E2 and E4.  

I173-4: The commenter opines that the studies completed for the 

proposed project were limited in scope and out of date. 
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The City commissioned a Cultural Resources Phase I 

Survey Report for the proposed project site and a 

subsequent Phase II Testing and Evaluation Report for 

archaeological sites that would be directly impacted by 

the project development as described in Section 4.4.1.3 

of the EIR and detailed in Confidential Appendices E1, 

E2 and E4. Native American monitors were present for 

both studies. There is no CEQA requirement that places 

a time limit or expiration on data that can be used in a 

technical analysis to support a CEQA analysis, only that 

the best available information be used. The use of data 

collected by previous studies to inform the current 

studies was an acceptable approach to the MLD 

representative as well as the SOI Qualified 

Archaeologist for the proposed project and the data was 

evaluated based on the soundness of methods used for 

data collection. Previously collected archaeological data 

is commonly used to supplement studies as this 

information is critical to an understanding of the 

archaeological sites and the data previously collected 

during surveys and testing and evaluation programs. 

This data is retained by the California Historical 

Resources Information System and at various 

archaeological repositories including the San Diego 

County Archaeological Center and the Museum of Us 

(formerly, Museum of Man). 
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I173-5: The commenter recommends that two archaeological 

sites be preserved and recorded for posterity. The City 

concurs the resources are eligible. The proposed project 

has been redesigned to avoid and preserve areas of these 

sites that have been identified as highly sensitive during 

consultation with the SOI Qualified Archaeologist and 

consulting Native American groups. For areas where 

avoidance is not feasible, Mitigation Measure CUL-2 

(Phase III Data Recovery Excavation Program) would be 

carried out. These resources were documented during 

the Cultural Resources Phase I Survey Report and Phase 

II Testing and Evaluation Report completed for the 

proposed project and would be further documented by 

the SOI Qualified Archaeologist following the 

completion of the Phase III data recovery program per 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2. The documentation would 

include a final report summarizing the results of the 

Phase III Data Recovery Excavation Program and an 

updated Department of Parks and Recreation Series 523 

form set per Mitigation Measure CUL-2. 

I173-6: The commenter suggests the entirety of the proposed 

project site is a village site and cannot be mitigated. The 

Cultural Resources Phase I Survey Report and Phase II 

Testing and Evaluation Report completed for the 

proposed project identified clear boundaries of 

archaeological sites using surface and subsurface 

observations as documented in Section 4.4, Cultural and 
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Tribal Cultural Resources, of the EIR and Confidential 

Appendices E1, E2, and E4. The Phase II evaluations of 

several sites exhausted the data potential of those 

resources; therefore, they require no additional 

mitigation. Archaeological sites CA-SDI-8243 and CA-

SDI-8345 were found to retain integrity and data potential 

and therefore a Phase III data recovery program and 

capping and avoidance program were recommended to 

exhaust the data potential of the resources and protect and 

preserve in perpetuity localities considered to be highly 

sensitive. Mitigation Measures CUL-1 (Site Capping 

Program) and CUL-2 (Phase III Data Recovery 

Excavation Program) would reduce impacts to a less than 

significant level and were acceptable to the SOI Qualified 

Archaeologist retained for the project, the MLD 

representative and consulting Native American tribe. 

 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I174-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I174: John Riedel, July 13, 2020 

 

I174-1: This comment provides an introduction to this comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I174-2: This comment states that the EIR fails to take a regional 

approach to wildlife and wildlife movement. This 

comment states that EIR analysis is self-contradictory, 

noting that while the EIR states that the project site has 

no distinct wildlife corridors, it also states that “two 

locations pass through the western portion of the project 

site to MCAS Miramar . . .”, citing EIR page 4.3-115 (in 

Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native Resident or 

Migratory Fish and or Wildlife). This comment 

concludes that the proposed project would have direct 

impacts to habitat linkages and wildlife corridors. In 

addition, this comment asks how the impact to Threshold 

4 can be called “potentially significant” if the EIR 

concludes that an impact will occur, and whether the 

impact will be updated to significant. 

 The EIR does provide a regional analysis of potential 

impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity. 

Per applicable criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA 

Guidelines, the proposed project was evaluated in 
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Section 4.3.5.4 under Threshold 4 (interfere 

substantially with the movement of any native resident 

or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 

native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede 

the use of native wildlife nursery sites). Figure 4.3-10, 

Regional Wildlife Corridors, shows regional wildlife 

corridors within 5 miles of the project site. The EIR also 

states that the project site contributes to regional wildlife 

movement between County open space, MCAS 

Miramar, and Santee Lakes Recreation Preserve as 

shown on the City's Draft MSCP Subarea Plan Preserve 

System Map (see Figure 4.3-3, Regional Planning 

Context – Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan).  

 The EIR is not contradictory in its treatment of wildlife 

corridors. The statement “two locations pass through the 

western portion of the project to MCAS Miramar . . .” 

cited in the comment refers to regional wildlife 

corridors. The EIR statement that the project site has no 

distinct wildlife corridors refers to an absence of distinct 

local wildlife corridors and habitat linkages on the 

project site itself under existing conditions (i.e., wildlife 

are able to freely move throughout the entire project 

site). Therefore, the project site currently enables 

wildlife movement, and development of the project site 

would result in direct impacts. These impacts are 

considered potentially significant absent mitigation. 

However, as described in Section 4.3.5.4, mitigation is 
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recommended. Specifically, Mitigation Measures BIO-

1, BIO-6, BIO-9, BIO-10, and BIO-20 preserve on-site 

habitat areas designed as wildlife movement corridors 

and provide links to off-site habitat areas. Further, 

mitigation measures BIO-22 and BIO-23 would design 

and implement a wildlife corridor and crossings for 

wildlife movement. Based on the opinion of the 

biological experts who provided the recommended 

mitigation, implementation of these mitigation measures 

would reduce impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat 

linkages to below a level of significance. 

I174-3: This comment states that impacts to the project site 

wildlife corridors and the site’s intersection with regional 

wildlife corridors are analyzed in Appendix D, but 

Appendix D does not properly assess the proposed 

project’s impacts. With respect to the width of the primary 

wildlife corridor, this comment refers to the statement in 

Appendix D that “this criterion meets generally accepted 

wildlife principles and Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan 

Guidelines” and questions where these principles come 

from, such as peer-reviewed literature.  

 Appendix D (Biological Technical Report) to the EIR 

addresses the proposed project impacts to regional 

wildlife corridors in Section 5.1.6, Wildlife Movement, 

for direct impacts and Section 5.2.5, Wildlife 

Movement, for indirect impacts. Village development 

would directly impact the northern portion of the project 
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site that currently contributes to regional wildlife 

corridors and habitat connectivity west, north and east of 

the project site. The impact analysis and mitigation 

strategy are based on this direct impact occurring. 

Through implementation of Mitigation Measure B-22 

(Wildlife Corridors), and as shown on Figure 4.3-9, 

Local Wildlife Corridors, wildlife movement and habitat 

connectivity will be preserved along the northwestern 

and northern boundary of the project site, with Habitat 

Preserve widths between permanent development and 

the project site boundary ranging from 619 feet to more 

than 1,400 feet, providing a buffer between development 

and off-site open space north of the project site protected 

and managed as part of County of San Diego Park 

Preserve lands. Likewise, along the western boundary 

the Habitat Preserve is 400 to 1,000 feet wide, where it 

connects to preserved MCAS Miramar open space west 

of the project site. Because the Habitat Preserve abuts 

extensive preserved open space to the north and west, the 

regional wildlife corridors are functionally much broader 

than just the widths of Habitat Preserve on the project 

site, as illustrated on Figure 4.3-10, Regional Wildlife 

Corridors. The Habitat Preserve along the western and 

northern boundary therefore contributes to the regional 

wildlife movement and habitat connectivity within 

approximately 5 miles of the project site, including 

Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Preserve to 

the north, San Diego County open space to the east, and 
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MCAS Miramar open space to west. From regional 

perspective, the proposed project would not substantially 

constrain wildlife movement and habitat connectivity. 

Please refer to Thematic Response – Wildlife Movement 

and Habitat Connectivity. 

 The evaluation that the minimum 1,150 feet wide north–

south primary corridor (Primary 2 on Figure 4.3-9, Local 

Wildlife Corridors) is consistent with the connectivity 

concepts contained in the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea 

Plan Guidelines. Although the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan has not been approved, the connectivity 

concepts in the plan draw from the broader coordinated 

science-based San Diego Monitoring and Management 

Program (SDMMP) established by SANDAG for 

providing regional consistency and management and 

monitoring in the San Diego MSCP and MHCP, as well 

as empirical data on corridor use contained in wildlife 

corridor studies in the San Diego region conducted by 

Ogden (1992). The Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan 

defines corridors, such as Primary 2, as “a connection 

that allows for native species movement, dispersal and 

migration of wildlife species, and is generally narrower 

in width than a linkage.” Specific criteria for a corridor 

related to minimum widths contained in the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan include the following: 

 Promote wildlife corridor(s) with a minimum 

width of 1,000 feet along the entire corridor 
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length, excluding vegetation fire management 

zones, accessory uses, limited building zones, 

and other uses not compatible with long-term 

biological preservation of the conserved lands to 

provide for the movement of larger wildlife 

species, including some edge buffering. 

 Allow for corridor pinch points less than 1,000 

feet for relatively short distances, where it is not 

feasible to provide a width of 1,000 feet along 

entire length of corridor. Ensure corridor has a 

minimum width of 400 feet for no more than 500 

feet of linear distance. 

 Wildlife corridor design shall plan for those 

wildlife species with the largest corridor width 

requirements. 

Even without the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, 

corridor concepts and criteria would have been similar to 

those cited above. For example, the local species likely 

with the largest corridor width requirements is mountain 

lion, which is known to move through corridors more 

narrow than 1,000 feet in the San Diego region, 

including through a 300-foot wide section for 500 feet of 

the Carmel Mountain to Peñasquitos Lagoon corridor 

(Ogden 1992). 

I174-4: With respect to wildlife corridors discussed in response 

to comment I147-3, this comment states that the Draft 
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Santee MSCP Subarea Plan has not been approved, and 

guidelines could change. Therefore, the Draft Santee 

MSCP Subarea Plan cannot be used as evidence of 

appropriate mitigation and all impacts would be 

analyzed independent of the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan. This comment asks whether the EIR will 

be revised to reflect this. Please refer to response to 

comment I174-3, which raises the same issue raised in 

this comment with regard to the Draft Santee MSCP 

Subarea Plan. 

I174-5: This comment refers to a statement in Biological 

Resources Technical Report Section 4.5.4, “habitat 

linkages may serve both as habitat and an avenue of gene 

flow for small animals, such as reptiles and amphibians,” 

and asks whether this will be revised to include mammals. 

 The EIR currently states in Section 4.3.15, Wildlife 

Corridors and Habitat Linkages, that “habitat linkages 

may serve both as habitat and an avenue of gene flow for 

small animals, such as reptiles, amphibians, and 

rodents,” so revising the Biological Resources Technical 

Report is unnecessary. 
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I174-6: This comment notes that the EIR concluded that Streets 

“V” and “W” will hinder wildlife movement and that the 

proposed Farm’s location narrows the “manufactured” 

corridors up to 30%. This comment portrays the Farm as 

an “attractive and dangerous situation” for wildlife and 

asks whether the Farm could be located to a more 

sensible location. 

This comment does not identify how or in what way the 

community Farm would be “attractive and dangerous” to 

wildlife. As described in the Biological Resources 

Technical Report, Section 1.3.1, Fanita Ranch 

Components, the approximately 27-acre Farm would 

include a large barn providing a venue for special events 

and the Farm’s operations, including terraced vegetable 

fields, pasture lands, limited housing for employees, 

raised gardens, and small-scale animal husbandry. While 

the Farm would reduce the width of the southern portion 

of Primary 2 wildlife corridor, at 1,216 feet, the corridor 

width in this area still exceeds the 1,000 minimum width 

criterion discussed in response to comment I174-3. 

I174-7: This comment asks how the transition from wildlife 

corridor to street to corridor will be constructed, what 

will prevent wildlife from entering the residential 

community, and what is the planning for safe crossing of 

the streets by wildlife and vehicles. 
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Wildlife entering the residential community was not 

identified as a risk factor or indirect impact of the 

proposed project, and therefore there are no specific EIR 

mitigation measures to prevent wildlife from entering 

the residential community. Such occurrences are 

typically referred to local authorities or wildlife 

organizations if the situation is perceived to pose a risk 

to wildlife or the public. In addition, Mitigation Measure 

BIO-20 includes measures requiring covenants, 

conditions, and restrictions forbidding collection of 

native wildlife, recommendations for keeping pets and 

pet food indoors and safe, and restrictions against 

controlling species such as coyotes, bobcats, and 

rattlesnakes and other native species unless there is a 

threat to life or property. 

Wildlife crossing of Streets “V” and “W” will be at 

grade. Potential direct impacts to wildlife crossing the 

roadways will be mitigated by Mitigation Measure BIO-

20 (Wildlife Protection) that incorporates features that 

will allow wildlife to cross the roadways more safely, 

including a 25 mile-per-hour speed limit, street signs, 

speed bumps, and other traffic-calming devices. Each of 

these features is included in the corridor design criteria 

to minimize impacts to wildlife movement in the Draft 

Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. Mitigation Measure BIO-

22 (Wildlife Corridors) includes measure 6, which 

includes that safety lighting for Streets “V” and “W” will 
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be button started with a timer shut-off delay so that 

lighting is not on at night except for emergency purposes 

or pedestrian safety. 

I174-8: This comment asks whether there is a cited reference for 

the 0.6 openness ratio standard for the proposed wildlife 

crossing of the Cuyamaca Street extension, whether any 

qualified wildlife biologist has been consulted in regard to 

the undercrossing design, and why the EIR does not refer 

to the list of mammals listed in Table 8 (of Appendix D, 

Biological Resources Technical Report) instead of using 

the term “other large mammals in Southern California.” 

 Literature reference to openness ratios include Reed et 

al. (1975), Donaldson (2005), and Clevenger and Waltho 

(2000, 2003), among many other wildlife crossing 

studies. For example, Donaldson (2005) found that the 

length of a structure should be short enough to result in 

an openness factor of at least 0.25 to discourage white-

tailed deer from turning around at structure crossings, so 

the proposed undercrossing, which has an openness 

factor of 0.7 (see Appendix D, Biological Resources 

Technical Report, Section 5.1.6, Wildlife Movement), 

exceeds this threshold by almost 3 times. 

 Dudek senior biologist Brock Ortega was directly involved 

in the undercrossing design. Mr. Ortega has more than 25 

years of experience in assessing and helping design 
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corridor crossings for projects such as the proposed project 

and is a San Diego County certified biologist. 

The comment suggests referring to Table 4-8 in the 

Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix D to 

the EIR) instead of “other large mammals in Southern 

California.” The City agrees with this request and the text 

in Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native Resident or 

Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species, and Biological 

Resources Technical Report (Appendix D to the EIR) 

Section 5.1.6 Wildlife Movement, has been revised to 

state the following: 

The proposed crossing, which would measure 6.9 

meters (22.5 feet) wide by 3.7 meters (12.0 feet) tall 

by 35.0 meters (115 feet) long (0.7 openness ratio), 

would meet the suggested 0.6 openness ratio 

suggested for mule deer and other large mammals in 

Southern California mid-sized mammal species 

documented during camera studies listed in 

Biological Resources Technical Report Table 4-8, 

including bobcat and coyote. Mountain lion would 

also use the undercrossing. 

I174-9: This comment states that Mitigation Measures BIO-22 

and BIO-23 are cited for Threshold 4: Native Resident or 

Migratory Fish and or Wildlife, but that edge effects and 

wildlife corridors are unavoidable significant impacts. 
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 It is assumed from the comment that the commenter 

views the project edge effects as unavoidable significant 

impacts that cannot be mitigated under the proposed 

project. It is unclear why the comment refers to wildlife 

corridors also as unavoidable significant impacts. In any 

case, the City respectfully disagrees with this 

conclusion. The EIR identifies potentially significant 

indirect impacts on wildlife movement in Section 

4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native Resident or Migratory Fish 

and or Wildlife, including include noise, vibration, 

lighting, increased human activity, altered fire regimes, 

and increased roadkill. The EIR concluded that 

development of the proposed project would result in 

significant indirect impacts to wildlife movement 

corridors both on and off site. The EIR proposes several 

mitigation measures to reduce these potential indirect 

effects to less than significant. As described in detail in 

Section 4.3.5.4, Mitigation Measure BIO-22 (Wildlife 

Corridors) includes measures to direct lighting away 

from the Habitat Preserve and to control public and pet 

access to trails. Other mitigation measures that will 

reduce indirect impacts include Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1 (Preserve Management Plan), BIO-6 (Land Use 

Adjacency Guidelines), BIO-9 (Habitat Preserve 

Protection), BIO-10 (Weed Control Treatments), BIO-

20 (Wildlife Protection), and BIO-21 (Fire Protection 

Plan). Based on the opinion of the biological experts who 
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prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes that, with these 

mitigation measures, the impacts will be reduced to less 

than significant. 

Additionally, this comment states that while Mitigation 

Measure BIO-22 describes the dimensions of the 

wildlife corridors, the EIR provides no evidence that 

maintaining corridors of this width will reduce impacts 

to less than significant. This comment asks whether the 

plans have been studied by a qualified biologist and 

corridors are of adequate dimensions for safe passage of 

wildlife, and whether there is peer-reviewed literature to 

support the mitigation measure. Please refer to response 

to comment I174-3, which raises the same issue raised 

in this comment with respect to the internal wildlife 

corridor (Primary 2) and with respect to the 

qualifications of the wildlife biologist involved in 

designing and evaluating the corridors. 

 With respect to the western and northern eastern 

corridors that provide for regional wildlife movement 

and habitat connectivity, the Habitat Preserve abuts 

extensive preserved open space to the west and north. As 

such, the regional wildlife corridors are functionally 

much broader than just the corridor widths within the 

Habitat Preserve on the project site, as illustrated on 

Figure 4.3-10, Regional Wildlife Corridors. The Habitat 

Preserve, along the western and northern boundary 

therefore contributes to the regional wildlife movement 
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and habitat connectivity within approximately 5 miles of 

the project site, including Goodan Ranch/Sycamore 

Canyon County Preserve to the north, San Diego County 

open space to the east, and MCAS Miramar open space 

to west. From regional perspective, the proposed project 

would not substantially constrain wildlife movement and 

habitat connectivity. 

I174-10: This comment asks whether there will be mitigation for 

edge effects to biological resources and the 

“manufactured” interior wildlife corridor’s proximity to 

residential communities. Please refer to response to 

comment I174-9, which raises the same issue raised in 

this comment with respect to edge effects. 

I174-11: This comment states that Streets “V” and “W” are 

dangerous component for wildlife, and asserts that 

provisions for traffic-calming are not sufficient for 

wildlife safety and that Mitigation Measure BIO-20 

would not reduce impacts to less than significant. This 

comment asks whether a motion sensor light could warn 

drivers of approaching wildlife, whether there other 

safety measures beyond speed bumps and signs to reduce 

impacts, and whether there are landscaping or design 

elements to encourage wildlife crossings in specific 

planned areas. Please refer to response to comment I174-

7, which raises the same issue raised in this comment 

with respect to mitigation to reduce impacts to wildlife 

movement across Streets “V” and “W.” 
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 With respect to motion sensors, many studies have 

employed aspects of technology (primarily wildlife 

cameras) to study wildlife patterns around infrastructure 

such as roadways, potential undercrossings, and rail 

systems. Huijser and McGowen (2003) reviewed 27 

locations in the United States and Europe where animal-

triggered motions sensors deployed warnings to drivers. 

These were primarily targeted for large ungulates and had 

widely varying coverage areas and were installed along 

large highway systems, not within neighborhoods. In 

order to deploy these effectively a broad array of sensors 

would need to be deployed, which would cause their own 

additional landscape impacts. These systems frequently 

experienced false positives, false negatives, and 

maintenance issues. Further, there are noted limitations 

regarding the size of species that can be reasonably 

detected for collision avoidance. While the concept seems 

reasonable, it is expected that it would be a technical 

challenge to implement a reliable system that helped 

protect a broad array of species while producing few false 

positives or negatives. While such as system may detect 

direct in-line movement of larger species across 

roadways, such as mountain lion, mule deer, bobcat, and 

coyote, it is hard to conceive of a system that would work 

with smaller, slower and more erratically moving species, 

such as small mammals, reptiles, and amphibians, that are 

the most vulnerable to vehicle collisions. With a 25 mile-
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per-hour speed limit and other traffic-calming measures, 

the risk of collisions will already be reduced, so it is 

unlikely that any kind motion detection system will 

substantially contribute to further reduction.  

 No additional landscaping or design elements to 

encourage wildlife crossings in specific planned areas of 

Streets “V” and “W” are proposed as mitigation. As 

noted, larger and medium-sized wildlife are expected to 

primarily be active around the streets during the evening 

and night periods when vehicle use is greatly reduced, 

thus placing them at less risk. Lighting has been reduced 

to novel emergency push-button activated and timed 

lighting within the day-use only preserve. The roads 

have been designed to be as narrow as possible and as 

natural as possible with colored bedding to match the 

surroundings, rolled curbs, and minimal vegetation. 

Fencing and undercrossings would likely do little to 

protect smaller wildlife species during the day as they 

would likely cross the road through the fencing at will. 

I174-12: This comment states that Mitigation Measure BIO-23 for 

the wildlife undercrossing of the Cuyamaca Street 

extension does not provide any evidence this mitigation 

will be effective in reducing impacts to wildlife 

movement. This comment asks whether Mitigation 

Measure BIO-23 will be updated with data to support the 

conclusion that the undercrossing will reduce impacts to 

wildlife movement. 
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 It is not standard CEQA practice to include data in the 

text of mitigation measure to support the efficacy of the 

mitigation measure. The data to support a mitigation 

measure is generally provided in the discussion of 

mitigation measures in the EIR or supporting technical 

reports such as the Biological Resources Technical 

Report. Nonetheless, as stated in Section 4.3.5.4, 

Threshold 4: Native Resident or Migratory Fish and or 

Wildlife, the wildlife crossing would be adequate to 

convey wildlife species using the existing or 

manufactured topography because it is consistent with 

the literature suggested openness ratio for mule deer and 

other species documented during camera studies to be 

using the project site. See response to comment I174-8. 

I174-13: This comment references Mitigation Measure BIO-20 

and makes the following recommendations: the term 

“during construction” should be removed, and the 

measures should implemented indefinitely for wildlife 

protection; and Measure 1 should include “when fencing 

is erected, it is wildlife safe that will prevent unnecessary 

snaring, or injuring wildlife.” 

 The City agrees with the request that the term “during 

construction” will be removed from Mitigation Measure 

BIO-20, because it was not intended to be applicable to 

construction since the measures within it apply to permanent 

aspects of the proposed project. Additionally, the City agrees 
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with the request to revise the measure to include wildlife safe 

fencing. Therefore, this measure in Section 4.3.5.1, 

Threshold 1: Candidate, Sensitive, or Special-Status 

Species, has been revised to state the following: 

BIO-20: Wildlife Protection. In order to generally 

protect wildlife species and habitat, the following 

measures shall be implemented during construction: 

1. Adequate fencing (i.e., wildlife safe that would 

prevent unnecessary snaring or injury) shall be 

erected to guide human users away from open 

space areas where open space abuts roads, parks, 

and trails. Fencing locations shall be shown on 

the Construction Plans.  

2. Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions shall 

include a section that forbids collection of native 

wildlife (e.g., coast horned lizards, toads, snakes) 

without obtaining the necessary collection 

permits from California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife or the destroying of wildlife habitat. 

3. Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions shall 

include a notice describing the necessary role that 

coyotes, bobcats, and rattlesnakes have in the 

environment and shall make recommendations for 

keeping pets and pet food indoors and safe, and 

restrictions against controlling these and other 

native species unless there is a threat to life or 

property. The Preserve Manager’s phone number 
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and email address shall be provided for residents to 

call when they feel threatened by wildlife or 

observe injured wildlife.  

4. Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions shall 

include a notice describing the trail and preserve 

restrictions . . . .  
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I174-14: This comment makes the following recommendations: 

Measure 2 should forbid intentionally destroying wildlife 

habitat; Measure 3 should include wildlife organization 

numbers that residents may call when they feel threatened 

by wildlife or observe injured wildlife; Measure 4 should 

include an enforcement mechanism to protect trails and 

preserves; and Measure 5 should include a mandate for a 15 

mile-per-hour speed limit when driving near wildlife 

corridors. This comment asks whether Mitigation Measure 

BIO-20 will be updated to address these concerns. The City 

agrees with the request to revise the measure to include 

intentional destruction of wildlife habitat, and the phone 

number of the Preserve Manager. As for the requested 

revision for measures to protect the Preserve, the Preserve 

Management Plan (Appendix P of the BTR (Appendix D of 

the EIR)) already addresses this issue. (See Preserve 

Management Plan, Sections 4.4.1, 4.4.2.4, and 4.4.2.6 to 

4.4.2.8.) As for the commenter’s requested revision to the 

speed limit, the City considers 25 miles per hour to be 

appropriate, and the no revision is necessary. Please refer to 

response to comment I174-13 for revisions to Mitigation 

Measure BIO-20. 

I174-15: This comment states that the evaluation of regional and local 

wildlife corridors should be added to the Cumulative Effects 

section. Please see Section 4.3.5.4, Threshold 4: Native 

Resident or Migratory Fish and or Wildlife, for the 
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cumulative impact analysis of regional and local wildlife 

corridors. 

I174-16: This comment expresses the opinion of the commenter that 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and Mitigation Measure BIO-18 

fail to lessen the severe impacts to Quino checkerspot 

butterfly. This comment asks whether impacts in Threshold 

1 will be updated to significant and unavoidable.  

The City disagrees that impacts in Threshold 1 should be 

updated to significant and unavoidable. The EIR identifies 

potentially significant impacts and provides several 

mitigation measures to reduce these potential impacts to less 

than significant. As stated in Table 4.3-8a, impacts to Quino 

checkerspot butterfly would be reduced to less than 

significant through the proposed project’s on-site Habitat 

Preserve, outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which 

would conserve 1,096.57 acres of suitable habitat, and 

Mitigation Measure BIO-18, which would restore/enhance 

suitable habitat within temporary impact areas and through 

habitat management, including success criteria, specifically 

for this species. Impacts in Threshold 1 would be reduced to 

less than significant with implementation of mitigation 

under CEQA. Please refer to Thematic Response – Quino 

Checkerspot Butterfly. The comment does not provide 

further clarification regarding why the commenter does not 

believe the mitigation measure would reduce impacts to less 

than significant; therefore, no more detailed response can be 

provided. Nonetheless, the City disagrees with this 
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comment. Based on the opinion of the biological experts 

who prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes that, with the 

recommended mitigation, impacts to Quino checkerspot 

butterfly would be less than significant.  

I174-17: This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter I175: Keith Rizzo, July 13, 2020 

 

I175-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I176: Cindi Robertson, July 13, 2020 

 

I176-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I177: Marge Saberg, July 13, 2020 

 

I177-1:  This comment generally opposes the proposed project and 

presumes that a vote will occur on the addition of 3,000 

homes to the City of Santee. The comment points to traffic 

on State Route 52 and during rush hour and states that 

3,000 homes is not “moderate” growth. The comment 

suggests that roads, schools, fire/police, and evacuation 

plans are “ready first.” 

Section 4.13, Population and Housing, in the EIR analyzes 

the inducement of population growth and displacement of 

people or housing and concludes that impacts from the 

proposed project would be less than significant.  

Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzed the potential for 

the proposed project to result in impacts to access, 

circulation, and other transportation modes, including 

the potential for the proposed project to conflict with a 

program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, 

and pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards 

due to a design feature or incompatible use; and result in 

inadequate emergency access. The EIR analyzed the 

impacts of the proposed project, and identified feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to 

transportation; although not all impacts would be 
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reduced to below a level of significance. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

Section 4.14, Public Services, analyzed the proposed 

project’s potential impacts to fire protection services, 

police protection services, public school facilities, and 

libraries, and found the proposed project would result in 

less than significant impacts on these facilities. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the potential impacts of 

increased wildfires and evacuation that may result from 

the construction or operation of the proposed project. The 

majority of the information provided in Section 4.18 is 

based on information from the Fire Protection Plan and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have 

a less than significant impact on wildfire safety and 

evacuation. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I178: Robert Schick, July 13, 2020 

 

I178-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I179: Lori Scribner, July 13, 2020 

 

I179-1:  This comment is an introduction to the comment letter 

and states their concerns with traffic increasing carbon 

dioxide emissions and degrading quality of life.  

Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzed the potential for 

the proposed project to result in impacts to access, 

circulation, and other transportation modes, including 

the potential for the proposed project to conflict with a 

program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, 

and pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards 

due to a design feature or incompatible use; and result in 

inadequate emergency access. The EIR analyzed the 

impacts of the proposed project, including the 

cumulative impacts, and identified feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation; 

although not all impacts would be reduced to below a 

level of significance. This issue is adequately addressed 

in the EIR. 

Section 4.2, Air Quality, analyzed the proposed project’s 

impacts on air quality from traffic including potential for 

the proposed project to conflict or obstruct an applicable 

air quality plan, cumulative net increases in criteria 

pollutant emissions, impacts on sensitive receptors, and 

emission of odors. Mitigation measures have been 
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identified to reduce air quality impacts but not to below 

a level of significance. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

I179-2:  This is an introductory statement for the preceding 

questions. No further response is required. 

I179-3:  This comment inquires how the proposed project is 

meeting the requirements of the County’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). The proposed project is within the 

jurisdiction of the City of Santee, not the County of San 

Diego. Therefore, compliance with the County’s CAP is 

not required; however, compliance with the City’s 

certified CAP, the Sustainable Santee Plan, is required. 

Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, analyzes the 

proposed project’s consistency with the City’s certified 

CAP. More specifically, Table 4.7-12 details the 

proposed project’s consistency with the Sustainable 

Santee Plan and where inconsistent, proposes mitigation 

measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant 

level. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I179-4:  This comment inquires why the project is not waiting for 

City residents to vote on it and if the project is trying to 

supersede the will of the voters. Further, this comment 

asks if the project is will to be tied up in court for years 

because it exceeds the limits of the Santee General Plan. 

Section 3.12, Discretionary Actions, acknowledges that 

a General Plan Amendment would be required for the 
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proposed project. Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, 

in the EIR analyzes the proposed project’s potential to 

cause a significant environmental impact due to a 

conflict with the goals and policies of the Santee General 

Plan adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 

an environmental effect. Specifically, Section 4.10.5.2, 

Threshold 2: Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or 

Regulations, discusses the proposed General Plan 

Amendment, which includes updating the 16 Guiding 

Principles for the proposed project to better adhere to the 

current project design. The proposed project’s 

consistency with the proposed revised 13 Guiding 

Principles is analyzed in Table 4.10-1, Project 

Consistency with Proposed Guiding Principles for 

Fanita Ranch. The proposed project’s consistency with 

relevant Santee General Plan goals, objectives, and 

policies is provided in Table 4.10-2, Project Consistency 

with Relevant City of Santee Goals, Objectives, and 

Policies. The EIR concludes that the proposed project 

would be consistent with the Santee General Plan as 

amended. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required.  

I179-5:  This comment inquires how traffic would be mitigated 

and states the widening of SR-52 is not a viable option. 
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Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzed the impacts of the 

proposed project on transportation including circulation 

system performance, vehicle miles traveled, hazard 

design features, and inadequate emergency access, and 

identified mitigation measures TRA-1 through TRA-30 

and AIR-6 to reduce impacts to the extent feasible in 

accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4. 

I179-6:  This comment inquires how the proposed project can be 

justified when it borders wildland areas prone to 

wildfires and what happens if future homeowners are not 

able to secure homeowners insurance. Section 4.18, 

Wildfire, analyzed the potential impacts of increased 

wildfires that may result from the construction or 

operation of the proposed project. The majority of the 

information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the Fire Protection Plan and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

The proposed project would include various fire 

protection features including fuel management zones 

and an on-site fire station to lower wildfire ignition risk. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have 

a less than significant impact on wildfire safety. 
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Homeowner’s insurance is not an environmental issue 

that is required to be analyzed under CEQA. This 

comment is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I179-7:  This comment inquires about evacuation plans for the 

proposed project. Section 4.18.5.1, Wildfire, Threshold 

1: Emergency Response Plan or Evacuation Plan, 

analyzes the proposed project’s potential impacts on 

evacuation in the case of a fire. A Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (Appendix P2) has been prepared for 

the proposed project and details the routes that could be 

used for evacuation and provides measures for meeting 

City and County evacuation requirements. See also 

Thematic Responses – Evacuation, Fire Ignition and 

Risk, and Fire Protection and Safety. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I179-8:  The comment states the water from PDMWD is very 

expensive and inquires how this project would lead to 

price increases. Further, the comment asks how this 

project is justified and if the City will face water 

shortages. The water rates from PDMWD does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Section 4.17.5.2, Utilities and Service Systems, 

Threshold 2: Water Supply Availability, and Appendix 

O3, Water Supply Assessment, analyzed the water 

demand of the proposed project and concluded that 

sufficient water supplies are available to serve the 
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proposed project and reasonably foreseeable future 

development to meet the demand in normal, single dry, 

and multiple dry years. These demand calculations took 

into account the effects of climate change on water 

supply, including the rising sea levels and changes in 

weather events, details of which can be found in Section 

4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

I179-9:  This comment is concerned with the destruction of 

wildlands (habitat and wildlife) and the archaeological 

heritage of the Kumeyaay on the project site.  

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and Appendix D, 

Biological Technical Report, fully analyzed potential 

impacts including cumulative impacts to sensitive 

plants, wildlife, and vegetation communities and 

habitats. Based on the opinions of the biological experts 

who prepared the analysis, the EIR concludes impacts to 

sensitive plants, wildlife, and vegetation communities 

and habitats would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR.  

In addition, Section 4.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural 

Resources, analyzed the impacts of the proposed project 

on historical resources, archaeological resources, human 

remains, and tribal cultural resources, including those of 

the Kumeyaay. While impacts to cultural and tribal 
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cultural resources would be potentially significant, the 

proposed project includes adequate mitigation measures 

to mitigate potentially significant impacts to cultural and 

tribal cultural resources in accordance with CEQA. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I179-10: This comment states a quote from a recent newspaper 

article regarding the General Plan protection Initiative 

and ends with closing remarks. This comment does not 

raise a significant environmental issue regarding the 

adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in the 

EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I180: Ryan Short, July 13, 2020 

 

I180-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I180-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I181-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I181: Ron Snyder, July 13, 2020 

 

I181-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I182: Loren H. Spector, July 13, 2020 

 

I182-1:  This comment states the commenter’s concern for the 

security of their investment in their City of Santee residence 

and asks if they will be compensated for destruction of views 

by economic or fire disaster. Section 4.1, Aesthetics, 

evaluated the proposed project’s impacts on public scenic 

vistas, scenic highways, visual character and quality, and 

lighting and glare. Impacts on vistas, views, visual character, 

and quality, were evaluated through 16 key public vantage 

points identified around the project site. Impacts were 

examined from public view points, as CEQA does not apply 

to private views. The EIR concluded less than significant 

impacts. Therefore, no further response is required. In 

addition, Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the potential 

impacts of increased wildfires that may result from the 

construction or operation of the proposed project. The 

majority of the information provided in Section 4.18 is based 

on information from the Fire Protection Plan and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire Evacuation 

Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix P2, prepared for 

the proposed project. This section also references 

information provided in the will-serve letters provided by 

the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. The EIR 

concludes that the proposed project would have a less than 

significant impact on wildfire safety or fire disaster. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I183: Marvin Tabije, July 13, 2020 

 

I183-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 

 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments  

Final Revised EIR 4-I183-2 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Chapter 4: Responses to Comments 

Final Revised EIR 4-I184-1 August 2020 
Fanita Ranch Project  

Comment Letter I184: Suzanne Till, July 13, 2020 

 

I184-1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment 

letter. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I184-2: This comment repeats language from Section 4.9, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, in the EIR verbatim. No 

further response is required. 

I184-3: This comment states that the EIR assumes that the East 

County Advanced Water Purification will be funded and 

approved to provide water for residents of the proposed 

project. The comment further states ECAWP has not been 

completely approved and funded and that the EIR must not 

assume water would be provided by this project. The 

comment inquires what other affordable sources of water 

would be available to City residents. Section 4.17.5.2, 

Utilities and Service System, Threshold 2: Water Supply 

Availability, analyzed the proposed project demand on 

water supply during normal, single dry, and multiple dry 

years, and found that PDMWD water supplies are 

sufficiently available through San Diego County Water 

Authority’s accelerated forecast growth component of the 

2015 Urban Water Management Plan. The EIR further 

states that if the ECAWP Project is implemented, based on 

this projected time frame, the proposed project would be 
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able to fully use purified water from the ECAWP Project 

within the 20-year water supply planning horizon and 

beyond. However, this program would not be necessary for 

PDMWD to meet the demand associated with the proposed 

project but could provide an additional supply source for 

further water supply security to the proposed project and 

other PDMWD customers if it is implemented. This issue is 

adequately addressed in the EIR. 

I184-4: This comment provides the commenter’s opinion that EIR’s 

assumption that City residents will not be drawing from 

groundwater is false and that the ECAWP Project would 

need storage for repurified groundwater. The comment 

further states that the EIR needs to address impacts to 

groundwater resources that may be utilized in the future, 

especially in times of long‐term drought for California’s 

water resources. Section 4.9.5.2, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, Threshold 2: Groundwater Supplies, addresses the 

potential impacts of the proposed project on groundwater 

supplies. The statement referred to in this comment 

regarding the ECAWP Project: “The project site would 

receive Advanced Treated Water from Padre Dam 

Municipal Water District through its Advanced Water 

Purification Program, which would provide the proposed 

project with a local, reliable, and sustainable water supply” 

has been removed from this section in the Final EIR. In 

addition, no groundwater would be used for project 

construction or operation, and the proposed project would 
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be designed to minimize potential effects to groundwater 

recharge through consolidation of impervious surfaces and 

the retaining of approximately 2,022.6 acres as Open Space, 

Habitat Preserve, and Agriculture and Parks. This issue is 

adequately discussed in the EIR. 

I184-5: This comment repeats language from the EIR Section, 4.17, 

Utilities and Service Systems, verbatim. No further response 

is required.  

I184-6: This comment inquires what the actual and subsidized 

cost of the potable water is, how long these subsidies 

will last, and what the City rate structure would be if 

PDMWD becomes more reliant on desalinization water. 

As the water service provider, PDMWD has the 

authority to set water rates. This is not the responsibility 

of the City. This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

I184-7: This comment states that water from the Carlsbad 

Desalination Plant is privately owned by offshore investors 

and inquires who these investors are and if the City residents 

can rely on these investors to provide clean, safe, and 

affordable drinking water. This comment does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy or 

accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, 

no further response is required. 
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I184-8: This comment states that the EIR assumes that the 

ECAWP Project would be fully funded and approved to 

provide water for residents of the proposed project. It 

further states the ECAWP Project has not been 

completed or approved and asks what other sources of 

water will be available to the City residents. Please refer 

to response to comment I184-3, which addresses the 

remainder of issues raised in this comment. 

I184-9: This comment quotes the California Water Board 

website and states PDMWD rate structure is not rated as 

affordable. The comment inquires what the rate structure 

would be for new users and how water for Santee 

residents will be clean, safe, and affordable. The 

comment further ask how the proposed project ensures 

that Santee and Padre Dam are in compliance with 

Section 106.3 of the CA Water Code. These comments 

do not raise significant environmental issues regarding 

the adequacy or accuracy of the information provided in 

the EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. See 

also response to comment I184-6.  

I184-10: This is a closing comment and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy 

of the information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I185: Diane To, July 13, 2020 

 

I185-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I186: Karen Villedieu, July 13, 2020 

 

I186-1: This comment letter expresses support for the proposed 

project and the Draft EIR. This comment does not raise 

a significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter I187: Jenilee Villoso, July 13, 2020 

 

I187-1:  This comment states general opposition to the proposed 

project and is concerned with fire hazards, traffic, loss of 

natural habitats for wildlife, stolen indigenous 

Kumeyaay land, and the effects of global warming.  

Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the potential impacts of 

increased wildfires that may result from the construction 

or operation of the proposed project. The majority of the 

information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the Fire Protection Plan and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have 

a less than significant impact on wildfire safety. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzed the potential for 

the proposed project to result in impacts to access, 

circulation, and other transportation modes, including 

the potential for the proposed project to conflict with a 

program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, 
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and pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards 

due to a design feature or incompatible use; and result in 

inadequate emergency access. The EIR analyzed the 

impacts of the proposed project, including the 

cumulative impacts, and identified feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation; 

although not all impacts would be reduced to below a 

level of significance. This issue is adequately addressed 

in the EIR. 

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and Appendix D, 

Biological Technical Report, fully analyzed potential 

impacts including cumulative impacts to sensitive 

plants, wildlife, and vegetation communities. The EIR 

concludes impacts to sensitive plants, wildlife, and 

vegetation communities would be less than significant 

with mitigation incorporated. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

Section 4.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, 

analyzed the impacts of the proposed project on 

historical resources, archaeological resources, human 

remains, and tribal cultural resources, including those of 

the Kumeyaay. While impacts to cultural and tribal 

cultural resources would be potentially significant, the 

proposed project includes adequate mitigation measures 

to mitigate potentially significant impacts to cultural and 

tribal cultural resources in accordance with CEQA. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, analyzed the 

impacts of construction and operation of the proposed 

project on greenhouse gas emissions including the 

generation of greenhouse gas emissions and consistency 

with an applicable plan. The EIR concluded the proposed 

project would have a less than significant impacts on 

greenhouse gas emissions with mitigation incorporated. 

This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I188: Mia Volker, July 13, 2020 

 

I188-1:  This comment states that the proposed project does not 

follow the Santee General Plan and has already been 

voted down by City of Santee citizens. Prior votes on 

past development proposals are not relevant to the 

current project. The proposed project would include 

approval of a General Plan Amendment to ensure its 

consistency with the Santee General Plan. Section 4.10, 

Land Use and Planning, in the EIR analyzes the 

proposed project’s potential to cause a significant 

environmental impact due to a conflict with the goals 

and policies of the Santee General Plan adopted for the 

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 

effect. Specifically, Section 4.10.5.2, Threshold 2: 

Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations , 

discusses the proposed General Plan Amendment, which 

includes updating the 16 Guiding Principles for the 

proposed project to better adhere to the current project 

design. The proposed project’s consistency with the 

proposed revised 13 Guiding Principles is analyzed in 

Table 4.10-1, Project Consistency with Proposed 

Guiding Principles for Fanita Ranch. The proposed 

project’s consistency with relevant Santee General Plan 

goals, objectives, and policies is provided in Table 4.10-

2, Project Consistency with Relevant City of Santee 

Goals, Objectives, and Policies. The EIR concludes that 

the proposed project would be consistent with the Santee 
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General Plan as amended. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR.  

I188-2:  This comment states that fire danger and traffic are at an 

all-time high and that the cumulative effects of these 

issues is not properly mitigated. The comment further 

states that endangered species would be destroyed, vistas 

would be gone, and air quality would be worse.  

Section 4.18, Wildfire, analyzes the potential impacts of 

increased wildfires that may result from the construction 

or operation of the proposed project. The majority of the 

information provided in Section 4.18 is based on 

information from the Fire Protection Plan and 

Construction Fire Prevention Plan (2020), which are 

included as Appendix P1, and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (2020), which is included as Appendix 

P2, prepared for the proposed project. This section also 

references information provided in the will-serve letters 

provided by the Santee Fire Department in Appendix M. 

The EIR concludes that the proposed project would have 

a less than significant impact on wildfire safety. This 

issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

Section 4.16, Transportation, analyzed the potential for 

the proposed project to result in impacts to access, 

circulation, and other transportation modes, including 

the potential for the proposed project to conflict with a 

program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 
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circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, 

and pedestrian facilities; substantially increase hazards 

due to a design feature or incompatible use; and result in 

inadequate emergency access. The EIR analyzed the 

impacts of the proposed project, including the 

cumulative impacts, and identified feasible mitigation 

measures to reduce the impacts to transportation; 

although not all impacts would be reduced to below a 

level of significance. This issue is adequately addressed 

in the EIR. 

 Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and Appendix D, 

Biological Technical Report, fully analyzed potential 

impacts including cumulative impacts to sensitive 

plants, wildlife, and vegetation communities. The EIR 

concludes impacts to sensitive plants, wildlife, and 

vegetation communities would be less than significant 

with mitigation incorporated. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

 Section 4.1, Aesthetics, analyzed the proposed project 

impacts, including cumulative impacts on scenic vistas 

by evaluating the proposed project from 16 key vantage 

points. The EIR concludes less than significant impacts 

from development of the proposed project on scenic 

vistas. This issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 

 Section 4.2, Air Quality, analyzed the proposed project’s 

impacts on air quality including potential for the 
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proposed project to conflict or obstruct an applicable air 

quality plan, cumulative net increases in criteria 

pollutant emissions, impacts on sensitive receptors, and 

emission of odors. Mitigation measures have been 

identified to reduce air quality impacts but not to below 

a level of significance. This issue is adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 
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Comment Letter I189: Elizabeth Walk, July 13, 2020 

 

I189-1:  This comment states that the commenter has followed 

the proposed project since it was the Barratt Plan and is 

interested in any of the environmental impacts to the 

surrounding ecology, creeks and rivers, and wildfires. 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental 

issue regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the 

information provided in the EIR. Therefore, no further 

response is required. 

I189-2:  This comment states projections for water usage through 

2040 stated in the EIR seem inadequate due to increasing 

drought years from climate change and asks if this is a 

standard projection timeframe. Section 4.17, Utilities 

and Service Systems, specifically Section 4.17.5.2, 

Threshold 2: Water Supply Availability, and Appendix 

O3, Water Supply Assessment, analyzed the water 

demand of the proposed project and concluded that 

sufficient water supplies are available to serve the 

proposed project and reasonably foreseeable future 

development to meet the demand in normal, single dry, 

and multiple dry years. These demand calculations took 

into account the effects of climate change on water 

supply, including the rising sea levels and changes in 

weather events, details of which can be found in Section 

4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The Water Supply 

Assessment was prepared in accordance with Senate Bill 
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610, which sets the requirements for water supply 

assessments for new development under CEQA, and 

requires that projects evaluate water supply during a 20-

year projection to meet existing and planned future 

demands. Therefore, the proposed project analyzed 

water demand through the planning horizon year 2040, 

in compliance with applicable regulations. 

I189-3:  This comment inquires how it would be determined if 

project runoff would have an adverse effect on surface 

or groundwater quality and if there are baseline analyses 

for comparison. Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water 

Quality, and Appendices J1 through J7, address the 

potential hydrology and water quality impacts including 

the proposed project’s potential effects on surface and 

groundwater quality. As analyzed in Section 4.9.5.1 

Threshold 1: Water Quality Standards, the project would 

be required to prepare and comply with the Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan, implement best management 

practices, and comply with existing federal, state, and 

local regulations to protect water quality and decrease 

the amount pollution entering receiving waters from 

project implementation. These analyses were prepared 

by comparing the existing hydrologic condition with 

conditions during project construction and project 

operation. Therefore, this issue is adequately addressed 

in the EIR.  
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I189-4:  This comment states they are concerned about wildfires 

and state that the Magnolia connector would not be built 

until the 1,500th dwelling unit is sold meaning all 

construction traffic would have to use Fanita Parkway. In 

addition, this comment inquires how traffic calming 

features would impacts evacuation once the project is 

built out and if there would be adequate escape routes for 

construction personnel. Finally, this comment asks if the 

City is liable if it is found that water delivery systems or 

escape routes were not adequate in the event of a 

firestorm. According to Section 4.16, Transportation, 

Magnolia Avenue would be extended prior to certificate 

of occupancy of the 1,500th equivalent dwelling unit. 

Until this threshold is reached, construction traffic would 

utilize both Fanita Parkway and Cuyamaca Street. Section 

4.18, Wildfire, analyzed the potential impacts of wildfire 

and adequacy of routes in the event of an evacuation. As 

required by the Santee Fire Department, the proposed 

project has prepared new evacuation and emergency 

response plans, including a Fire Protection Plan 

(Appendix P1), Construction Fire Protection Plan 

(Appendix P1), and Wildland Evacuation Plan (Appendix 

P2), and would provide proper fire protection measures 

and plans for meeting City and County fire and building 

codes, including access requirements both during 

construction and operation of the proposed project. 

Therefore, this issue is adequately addressed in the EIR. 
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I189-5:  This is a closing comment and does not raise a 

significant environmental issue regarding the adequacy 

or accuracy of the information provided in the EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is required. 
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