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Chapter 1 
Overview of the Final Program  
Environmental Impact Report 

1.1 Introduction The City of Vista General Plan 2030 Update (GP Update) Final Program Environmental Impact Report (Final PEIR) contains three chapters and an attachment, and is intended to be used in conjunction with the Draft PEIR.  Chapter 1 presents an overview of the Final PEIR; its contents; the responsibility of the lead agency to provide written responses to comments received on the Draft PEIR; information on where the Final PEIR may be reviewed; the process of certifying the Final PEIR; and a brief description and legal authority on the Findings of Fact (Findings), Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), and the Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC).  Chapter 2 discusses the public review of the Draft PEIR; the comments received on the Draft PEIR; and the lead agency’s responses to the comments received.;  Chapter 3 contains the revisions of the Draft PEIR, which are designed to replace specific sections within that document.  Attachment A contains the MMRP, which lists the GP Update mitigation measures and provides the timing and methodology, and identifies the parties responsible for implementation and monitoring. 
1.2 Contents of the Final Program Environmental 

Impact Report The contents of a Final EIR are discussed in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. This Final PEIR includes the following required items: 
 A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft PEIR (Chapter 2, Table 2-1) 
 Comments and recommendations received on the Draft PEIR (Chapter 2). 
 Responses of the lead agency to significant environmental concerns raised in the review (Chapter 2). 
 Revisions (or modifications) to the Draft PEIR (Chapter 3). 

1.3 Review of the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report and Responses to Comments A 45-day public review of the Draft PEIR began May 9, 2011, and ended June 22, 2011. The City of Vista (city) has evaluated comments received on the Draft PEIR and has prepared written responses. The city has forwarded written responses to all public agencies that sent comments on the Draft 



City of Vista 
Chapter 1. Overview of the Final Program 

Environmental Impact Report
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 1-2 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 

PEIR, providing each public agency at least 10 days to review the responses prior to the City Council hearing (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088[b]). The city will post the Final PEIR on the city’s website (http://www.cityofvista.com/departments/ communitydev/environmentaldocuments.cfm) for review at least 10 days prior to the public hearing. 
1.4 Certification of the Final Program Environmental 

Impact Report Certification of the Final PEIR is required prior to approving the GP Update. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15090(a)(1), (2), and (3), the lead agency must certify that: 
 The Final PEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;  
 The Final PEIR was presented to the decisionmaking body of the lead agency and the decisionmaking body reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final PEIR prior to approving the project; and 
 The Final PEIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

1.5 Findings of Fact Implementation of the GP Update would result in significant impacts, prior to mitigation, to air quality, biological resources, climate change, cultural resources, noise and vibration, public services and recreation, and transportation and circulation. CEQA requires that the city make findings on each significant impact, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). The findings must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. The possible findings are: 
 Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final PEIR. 
 Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by another agency and can and should be adopted by that agency. 
 Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final PEIR. The Findings of Fact for the Final PEIR is available under separate cover and accompanies the GP Update, Final PEIR, MMRP, and SOC in the official Staff Report to the Planning Commission and City Council. 

1.6 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program The purpose of adopting an MMRP is to ensure the mitigation measures listed in the Final PEIR to reduce significant impacts are implemented. 
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The MMRP is included as Attachment A to this document and accompanies the GP Update, Findings, and SOC in the official Staff Report to the Planning Commission and City Council. 
1.7 Statement of Overriding Considerations Implementation of the GP Update would result in significant and unavoidable adverse impacts even after mitigation is applied. Development under the plan would result in significant and unavoidable adverse impacts on air quality, climate change, and traffic and circulation. Significant and unavoidable adverse cumulative impacts would also occur on air quality, climate change, and traffic and circulation,  CEQA requires the decisionmaking agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project. If the lead agency determines that the benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the lead agency may consider the significant unavoidable adverse environmental effects “acceptable.” A written statement of the specific reasons to support the approval is required. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093[a] and [b]). The SOC for the significant and unavoidable adverse impacts is provided under separate cover and accompanies the GP Update, Final PEIR, MMRP, and Findings in the official Staff Report to the Planning Commission and City Council. 
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Chapter 2 
Responses to Comments 

2.1 Distribution of the Draft PEIR The Draft PEIR prepared for the city was sent to the State Clearinghouse and distributed to the agencies and the general public for a 45-day review beginning on May 9, 2011, and ending June 22, 2011. The Draft GP Update and the Draft PEIR were available for public review at: 
 City of Vista, Community Development Department, 200 Civic Center Drive, Vista, California 92084; and 
 City’s website: http://www.cityofvista.com/departments/communitydev/ environmentaldocuments.cfm. 

2.2 Comments on the Draft PEIR The city received nine comment letters on the Draft PEIR during the 45-day public review period. Two additional letters (Walk San Diego and San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians) were received after the close of the comment period, but the city elected to respond to them nonetheless. Table 2-1 lists the agencies, organizations, and individuals who commented on the Draft PEIR and shows where the comment letter is duplicated in this chapter. 
Table 2-1. Public Comments Received on the Draft PEIR Letter Date Received (2011) Individual/Organization Page 1 May 17 Native American Heritage Commission 2-3 2 June 22 California Department of Fish and Game, South Coast Region 2-6 3 June 22 County of San Diego, Department of Planning and Land Use 2-41 4 June 9 Department of Toxic Substances Control 2-53 5 June 20 Preserve Calavera 2-56 6 June 21 California Department of Transportation 2-80 7 June 22 San Diego Gas and Electric 2-84 8 June 24 San Diego Association of Governments  2-91 9 September 14 Walk San Diego 2-98 10 September 14 San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians 2-111 11 June 20 Vallecitos Water District 2-121 
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2.3 Responses to Comments In compliance with State CEQA Guidelines Section15088, the city has evaluated the comments on significant environmental issues received from agencies and other interested parties and has prepared written responses to each comment pertinent to the adequacy of the environmental analyses contained within the Draft PEIR. In addition, where appropriate, the basis for incorporating specific suggestions into the GP Update is provided. In each case, the city has expended a good faith effort, supported by the facts in the administrative record, to respond to comments. Revisions herein do not alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis such that new significant environmental impacts have been identified, nor do they constitute significant new information. Changes are provided in tracking mode (underline for new text and strike out for deleted text). Minor text changes, such as typographical errors, were made to the Final EIR as necessary. However, these minor text changes are not included in this document. Some comments have prompted changes to the text of the Draft PEIR or to the Draft GP Update, which are referenced in this chapter and shown in the Chapter 3 of this Final PEIR. A copy of each comment letter is provided below, and responses to each comment letter follow immediately after.  



City of Vista Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 2-3 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 

2.3.1 Comment Letter 1 – Native American Heritage 
Commission 
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Response to Letter 1 – Native American Heritage Commission 

Comment 1-1 Response The comments in the letter are acknowledged. The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was notified on September 26, 2007, via the requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 18, requesting information regarding the presence or absence of sacred lands within the City of Vista (city) as part of the preparation of a background/existing conditions report for the Vista General Plan 2030 Update (GP Update). As your letter states, NAHC did perform a Sacred Lands file search that showed the presence of Native American cultural resources within Vista, and recommended contact with nine individuals or representatives of recognized Native American groups with the potential for traditional lands or cultural places within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). Consultation was initiated with the contacts listed in the initial response, which are the same as indicated in NAHC’s May 17, 2011 letter. The Pala Band of Mission Indians responded stating that the city is outside their “traditional use area”; no other responses from tribes other than the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians have been received to date. Carmen and Mark Mojado, members of the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians and residents of Vista, were contacted by phone on October 10, 2007. As expressed by Carmen Mojado, “preservation of some sites as a reminder and as an educational tool for the city’s patrons is valued by local Native Americans.” Based on correspondence with members of the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians, this tribe is recognized as the Most Likely Descendant for Native American cultural resources discovered within the City of Vista.  As noted in sub-section 4.5.4.4.2, Archaeological Resources, under Significance Determination, page 4.5-25 of the PEIR, “future projects within the city that have the potential to impact archaeological resources would be identified and evaluated on a site-by-site basis through the Initial Study (IS) process as identified in the State CEQA Guidelines.” Specific requirements regarding the need for onsite Native American monitoring are addressed in Mitigation Measures M-CR-1a and M-CR-1b. Further, the city received a letter from the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians regarding the GP Update and associated Draft PEIR, which is included in the Response to Comments (Comment 10-1 Response through Comment 10-7 Response). The city has modified draft policies and incorporated new policies into the Cultural, Historical, and Paleontological Resources section of the Resource Conservation and Sustainability (RCS) Element in response to the letter. With incorporation of the policies included in the RCS Element, and the mitigation measures included in the PEIR, appropriate procedures are in place to ensure that potential impacts on cultural resources are avoided, minimized, or fully mitigated. 
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2.3.2 Comment Letter 2 – California Department of Fish and 
Game, South Coast Region 
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Response to Letter 2 – California Department of Fish and Game, South Coast 
Region 

Comment 2-1 Response The city agrees that its Subarea Plan, upon adoption, is the primary tool to achieve wildlife/natural habitat conservation. However, as city staff has previously stated to California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) representatives, the city cannot commit to finishing the Subarea Plan until there is a viable permanent funding source identified. Considering this, the city recognizes the need to identify and preserve lands that provide regional conservation value in the General Plan. Therefore, the city has incorporated new goals and policies addressing the Multiple Habitat Conservation Plan (MHCP) as the key tool to future conservation efforts within the city, as well as implementation of a land use overlay (referred to as the Biological Preservation Overlay or “BPO”) identifying the areas within the city targeted for preservation. Goal 6 has been added to the RCS Element; the goal, underlying policies, and revisions to the GP Update are included below and are also noted in Chapter 3:  RCS Policy 5.9 has been entirely deleted. A new goal has been included, RCS Goal 6– Implement the provisions of the regional Multiple Habitat Conservation Plan (MHCP).  RCS Policy 6.1 – Establish and maintain a Biological Preserve Overlay (BPO) reflecting the Focused Planning Area in the MHCP to the maximum extent practicable. The BPO shall define lands worthy of protection based on the presence of sensitive vegetation and wildlife communities, or those lands that support viable wildlife corridors. RCS Policy 6.2 – Limit land uses within the BPO to only those necessary for the protection of public health and safety, or recreational uses that are consistent with the conservation standards in the MHCP. Biological conservation shall be the primary objective within the BPO whenever potential conflicts with recreational uses arise. RCS Policy 6.3 – Establish maintenance and management standards for the Biological Preserve Overlay to ensure permanent conservation. The City’s standards shall be based on the applicable standards in Section 6.0 of the Final MHCP (i.e., Fire Management; Habitat Restoration; Erosion Control; Landscaping Restrictions; Recreation and Public Access; Fencing, Signs and Lighting; Predator and Exotic Species Control; Hydrology and Flood Control; and Species Reintroduction), subject to the availability of permanent funding. RCS Policy 6.4 – Adopt a Habitat Conservation Plan (a Subarea Plan) covering, at minimum, the BPO and enter into an Implementing Agreement with the Wildlife Agencies, subject to the availability of permanent funding.  RCS Policy 6.5 – Use the mitigation ratios established in the MHCP for impacts to sensitive biological habitats.  RCS Policy 6.6 – Integrate the City’s conservation planning efforts with watershed planning, GHG reductions, and other regional planning efforts involving natural resources when possible in order to maximize opportunities for grant funding for conservation purposes. The Land Use and Community Identity (LUCI) Element Land Use Map (Figure LUCI-1) and the RCS Element Open Space Plan (Figure RCS-3) have been revised to reflect the proposed BPO. The purpose and intent of the BPO is discussed in the RCS Element.  
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Comment 2-2 Response Please refer to Comment 2-1 Response, above. 
Comment 2-3 Response The statement, “The City of Vista signed an NCCP enrollment/planning agreement in 1992,” has been added to the end of the first paragraph under Section 4.3.3.3. Furthermore, Threshold 6 has been included in the analysis and is discussed in Section 4.3.4.4.5, Conflict with Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, and no impacts or inconsistencies were identified. All text changes are provided in Chapter 3 in this document. 
Comment 2-4 Response A new policy has been added to the RCS Element to establish management and maintenance standards consistent with the MHCP. Please see Policy 6.3 in Comment 2-1 Response. The identified Best Management Practices (BMPs) are not included in the revision of Mitigation Measure M-BI-3: Habitat Assessment/Biology Report in the Final PEIR due to a lack of permanent funding to implement the specific measures outlined in the final MHCP. This is also noted in Comment 2-8 Response, below. 
Comment 2-5 Response The last paragraph under sub-section 4.3.4.3.1, Non-Applicable Thresholds, within Section 4.3.4.3, Thresholds of Significance, regarding Threshold 6, has been deleted in the Final PEIR.  City staff has revised the goals and policies in the RCS Element of the GP Update, under the Biological Resources section, to ensure compliance with the adopted North County MHCP, as noted in Comment 2-1 Response, above. An evaluation of the MHCP and the revised RCS goals and policies is included in the Final PEIR, as identified in Comment 2-3 Response, above. 
Comment 2-6 Response Text has been revised to amend breeding season dates for Mitigation Measure M-BI-1, and a statement has been added that Wildlife Agency protocol must be followed. Chapter 3 reflects this text change. 
Comment 2-7 Response Text has been revised to amend mitigation language for Mitigation Measure M-BI-2 per the comments made by the CDFG. Chapter 3 reflects this change. 
Comment 2-8 Response Text has been revised to amend mitigation language for Mitigation Measure M-BI-3, bullet 5. Bullet 5 was amended to include the breeding season for nesting birds. Due to a lack of permanent funding to implement the specific mitigation ratios identified in the final MHCP or specific BMPs, no changes were made to include the final MHCP mitigation ratios or BMPs; however, new goals and policies were inserted into the GP Update, as explained above under Comment 2-1 Response. Also, a BPO was established to protect biological resources. All text changes are provided in Chapter 3.  
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Comment 2-9 Response A set buffer width for all jurisdictional areas was initially considered as a policy for the GP Update; however, after site visits to the majority of jurisdictional areas within the city and discussions with both Wildlife Agency staff and the city’s biological consultants (Merkel & Associates, ICF), city staff does not believe it is feasible to implement a 100-foot buffer considering the developed nature of the city’s major drainage corridors. The city is proposing a BPO covering the largely native areas of Agua Hedionda Creek, where an established buffer would be logical. However, the remainder of the city’s major drainage corridors, including the upper reaches of Agua Hedionda Creek, the lower reaches of Buena Creek, the upper and middle portions of Buena Vista Creek, and the upper reaches of the San Luis Rey River and Loma Alta Creek, are surrounded by a patchwork of residential, commercial, and industrial development. Applying a 100-foot buffer as a policy along these corridors would create multiple land use conflicts considering the existing developed nature of these areas and current land uses. Considering this, city staff recommends using the future discretionary process to design specific avoidance criteria once a project is proposed. Consultation with the Wildlife Agencies would be required once development is proposed in any jurisdictional areas through habitat assessments required in Mitigation Measures M-BI-1 and M-BI-3 and, if necessary, through formal wetland delineation as required in Mitigation Measure M-BI-4. In addition, revisions have been made to RCS Policy 4.8 to reflect the need for establishing buffers adjacent to jurisdictional areas, subject to review by a qualified biologist. This would be enforced through the city’s discretionary review process.  A new policy has been added to the GP Update implementing the mitigation ratios recommended in the MHCP, RCS Policy 6.5. See Comment 2-1 Response, above 
Comment 2-10 Response Changes to the General Plan have been made to include policy and goal revisions and the inclusion of a BPO. See Comments 2-1 through 2-5 Responses, above. 
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2.3.3 Comment Letter 3 – County of San Diego, Department 
of Planning and Land Use 
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Response to Letter 3 – County of San Diego, Department of Planning and Land 
Use 

Comment 3-1 Response Table 2-2, below, summarizes the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes and Level of Service (LOS) for all classified County roadways included in the city’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). The roadway segments volumes and ADT were determined based on the County General Plan Update, adopted in 2011. Page 89 of the County General Plan EIR implies that the GP Update was considered in the forecast volumes for these roadways. The levels of service identified in Table 2-2 therefore represent the “with project” conditions and levels of service. 
Table 2-2. County of San Diego Roadways within Vista Circulation Element Sphere of Influence Operational 
Summary (from County General Plan Update)  

# Street Segment Classification  (Per County General Plan Update,  Adopted 2011) Special Circumstances LOS E Capacity 
2030 General Plan Conditions ADT LOS 1. Osborne Street Vista limits to E. Vista Way 2.2A Light Collector Raised Median -- 19,000 10,000 D 

2. E. Vista Way Vista limits to Mission Road 4.1A Major Road Raised Median North County Parkway Plan Roadway 37,000 29,000 C 
3. Foothill Drive Vista limits to Monte Vista Drive 2.2D Light Collector Intermittent Turn Lanes -- 19,000 15,000 E 

4. Monte Vista Drive Vista limits to Buena Creek Road 4.1B Major Road Intermittent Turn Lanes – Foothill Drive to Buena Creek Road 
-- 34,200 21,000 B 

2.1C Light Collector Intermittent Turn Lanes – Vista limits to Foothill Drive 

-- 19,000 8,000 C 
5. Buena Creek Road South Santa Fe Avenue to San Marcos limits 4.1B Major Road  Intermittent Turn Lanes North County Parkway Plan Roadway 34,200 33,000 E 

6. South Santa Fe Avenue Vista limits to San Marcos limits 4.1A Major Road  Raised Median North County Parkway Plan Roadway 37,000 26,000 C 
7. SR-78 Sycamore Avenue to Smilax Road 6.1 Expressway + 2 

HOV 
-- 108,000 185,000 F 

8. Mar Vista Drive Cannon Road to Mar Vista Drive 2.2B Light Collector Continuous Turn Lane North County Parkway Plan Roadway 19,000 15,000 E 

9. Sunset Drive Oceanside to Vista limits 2.2E Light Collector -- 16,200 6,000 D 10. Sycamore Avenue South Santa Fe Avenue to SR-78 6.2 Prime Arterial -- 57,000 42,000 C 
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Comment 3-2 Response The city is proposing a Land Use Designation of Medium Low Density Residential (MLD) in the west Sunset Island area, which would be consistent with the County’s VR4.3 designation in the northwest portion of the island. It is noted that the County intends to revise their General Plan Land Use Map to redesignate the remainder of the area from VR2 to VR4.3 in the future. 
Comment 3-3 Response In the process of developing goals and policies for the GP Update, the Vista City Council provided direction to staff to incorporate policies and/or land use designations to preserve the large lot development patterns in the outlying areas and minimize pressure for future residential annexations into the city seeking higher densities. Following this direction, staff recommended maintaining the Rural Residential land use designation in the majority of the city’s SOI, as currently designated in the Vista General Plan. Accordingly, city staff is not recommending changes to the proposed GP Update land use designations in this area.  
Comment 3-4 Response The General Plan was updated to include combustion emissions from other motor vehicles, manufacturing, power plants, and other large emitters to the discussion of air quality sources on page 4-18. No changes were made to the PEIR in response to this comment. 
Comment 3-5 Response During the formation of the GP Update, the city considered a variety of ways that the GP Update could promote development and transportation facilities to allow and encourage less-polluting travel modes. As a part of the development of the General Plan, the city decided to incorporate elements of the San Diego Association of Government’s (SANDAG’s) Smart Growth Areas through the incorporation of several “Opportunity Areas,” which were identified as centrally located areas where mixed use and higher density residential land uses could be applied to encourage less-polluting travel modes. No changes were made to the PEIR in response to this comment. 
Comment 3-6 Response The city respectfully declines the recommendation to incorporate a policy on Context Sensitive Solutions into the GP Update. Several policies are identified in the Healthy Vista Element that promote community participation in the planning and development of new public and private projects, including transportation improvements. In addition, a new goal and accompanying policies supporting Complete Streets legislation has been added to the LUCI Element (see Chapter 3 for text changes.) With implementation of the combination of policies included in the GP Update, city staff is confident that new transportation improvement projects will be exposed to diverse community perspectives in the planning and design stages. 
Comment 3-7 Response Based on this comment and comments received from Walk San Diego (included herein), city staff has incorporated a new goal and accompanying policies to implement Assembly Bill (AB) 1358, the Complete Streets Act. Goals and policies included in the LUCI and Circulation elements support the implementation of multi-modal transportation improvements, new and expanded transit services 
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and facilities, design treatments and flexibility in design for transportation projects, support for Safe Routes to School projects and planning, and consideration of alternative modes of transportation in performance measures (see Chapter 3 for text changes).With the proposed changes and additions to these elements, goals, policies, and performance measures will be implemented that support bicycling and walking wherever feasible. 
Comment 3-8 Response The city appreciates the County of San Diego’s recommendation to incorporate specific goals and policies into the GP Update that provide flexibility in street design and lane widths, support traffic calming and reduced vehicle speeds, allow for the use of multi-modal LOS, and support evaluation of non-vehicular travel modes in CEQA review. Numerous policies have been incorporated into both the LUCI and Circulation elements addressing these topics and supporting Complete Streets concepts. Please refer to the revisions to the LUCI and Circulation elements for specific policy language in Chapter 3. 
Comment 3-9 Response Each project that moves forward under the GP Update will be subject to either administrative review or public review. As such, direct impacts (existing plus project) will be evaluated on a project-by-project basis. Projects considered under the GP Update may require a traffic impact analysis and would be subject to County Transportation Impact Fees to mitigate cumulative impacts. Therefore, the City of Vista General Plan does not identify mitigation for deficient segments, as identified in Table 2-2 above, which includes the approved classification as identified in the County General Plan Update, adopted in 2011.  
Comment 3-10 Response The city revised Figure CE-2 (Circulation Plan) in the Circulation Element to reflect the recommended 6-Lane Prime Arterial street classification for Sycamore Avenue between University Drive and S. Santa Fe Avenue/Buena Creek Road. This revision is made in recognition that the County has prepared preliminary design plans for this roadway segment, and it is included in the County’s current Capital Improvement Program for future construction.  The classification of Monte Vista Drive east of York Drive has been added to the city’s Circulation Plan (Figure CE-2) as a 2-Lane Light Collector, which is consistent with the Light Collector (2.1C) designation in the County Mobility Element. It should be noted that the North County Metro Mobility Element Network map (Figure M-A-12) is inconsistent with the North County Metro Subregion Matrix for this segment; the map shows the segment as “Major Roads Series,” and the matrix identifies this segment as “Light Collector.” The city’s changes correspond to the Light Collector designation recommended in the County’s letter.  
Comment 3-11 Response The city revised Figure CE-4 (Bikeway Plan) in the Circulation Element to reflect the recommended Class II bikeway designation on Monte Vista Drive east of S. Santa Fe Avenue.  
Comment 3-12 Response Please refer to Comment 3-5 Response, above, and corresponding revisions to the Final PEIR in Chapter 3. 
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2.3.4 Comment Letter 4 – Department of Toxic Substances 
Control 
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Response to Letter 4 – Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Comment 4-1 Response The comments provided in the December 31, 2009, comment letter have been considered and applicable comments have been addressed in the Final PEIR, including adding the email address of the Lead Agency contact. Chapter 3 reflects these changes. Comments pertaining to the research of hazardous materials databases and hazardous materials state law are included in the Draft PEIR; however, the remaining comments deal with project-specific EIRs. The Draft PEIR was prepared at the program-level and no components of the proposed action involve any demolition, construction, or earthmoving activities, and, as such, project-level comments do not apply to the project. 
Comment 4-2 Response This comment does not raise any specific concerns related to the GP Update or the Draft PEIR and, therefore, no response is necessary. This comment will be forwarded to the city’s decisionmaking bodies for review prior to consideration of the GP Update. 
Comment 4-3 Response Comment noted. The email address for John Hamilton has been added on the inside cover sheet of the Final PEIR. Please send any future correspondence regarding City of Vista CEQA review to John Hamilton, Environmental Planner, at jhamilton@cityofvista.com. 
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2.3.5 Comment Letter 5 – Preserve Calavera 
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Response to Letter 5 – Preserve Calavera 

Comment 5-1 Response The City of Vista held a Planning Commission Workshop on July 19, 2011, to discuss the issue of the Mar Vista Drive/Cannon Road extension, among other land use and circulation issues. The Planning Commission recommended the removal of the Cannon Road/Mar Vista extension from the Circulation Element in the GP Update at this meeting. Staff has revised the Circulation Element and Final PEIR to reflect the removal of this link; therefore, there is no need to evaluate the impact of its development at this time. The projected traffic volumes in the Final PEIR have been revised to reflect the anticipated redistribution of traffic and associated impacts resulting from this change. 
Comment 5-2 Response Several new policies and revisions to existing policies are proposed under Goal 4 of the RCS Element to reflect the importance of the city’s entire creek network, including buffers and major tributaries thereto. With respect to the application of a uniform buffer for all creek corridors throughout the city, please refer to Comment 2-9 Response, above. 
Comment 5-3 Response As referenced in Comment 2-1 Response, a BPO has been incorporated into the LUCI and RCS elements to define lands for future biological preservation in accordance with the MHCP, with accompanying goals and policies addressing its implementation. While the BPO is not identical to the Biological Core and Linkage Area (BCLA) included in the MHCP, it reflects conservation of the majority of these areas, and reflects the lands that the city either has current land use control over, or lands that are targeted for conservation through future acquisition or discretionary review. The city cannot commit to including all of the privately held lands shown on the BCLA map (MHCP Figure 2-4) without a guaranteed source of funding to acquire and manage those properties for future conservation. Should a regional funding source become available, the city may expand the BPO consistent with the BCLA to reflect additional acquisition priorities. 
Comment 5-4 Response A section discussing the Agua Hedionda Watershed Management Plan has been added to the introduction chapter of the GP Update, under the “Consideration of Associated Planning Efforts” sub-heading. No changes to the Final PEIR were required. 
Comment 5-5 Response The following revisions have been made to Issue No. 11 in the GP Update (note - changes are provided in tracking mode, underline for new text and strike out for deleted text): Issue No. 11: Environmental Constraints Conditions There are several environmental conditions in Vista that contribute to constraints on limit or constrain development, including slopes, soils, and hydrology. In addition For example, steep terrain contributes to the rapid spread of wildfires; as a rule, the rate that a fire spreads is directly proportional to the steepness of a slope. Finally, Buena Vista Creek and Agua Hedionda Creek pose different environmental challenges as they constraints and potential hazards because the creeks are subject to occasional flooding, while surrounding land, which includes 
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residential, commercial, and parks and open space uses, encroaches on their floodplains. No changes to the FEIR were required. 
Comment 5-6 Response The following revisions (in tracking mode) have been made to the second paragraph in Opportunity No. 11 in the GP Update: A key principal of smart growth is providing alternative means of transportation to the personal automobile. The SPRINTER rail line provides new public transportation opportunities for residents, commuters, and visitors. In addition, there are several high frequency bus routes that traverse major arterials and collectors within the City. The SPRINTER stations and high frequency bus routes locations provide the opportunity opportunities for mixed-use development and concentrated residential development to capitalize on the combination of rail access and associated bus routes to help reduce dependence on the automobile and the associated vehicular trips. No changes to the Final PEIR were required. 
Comment 5-7 Response The following sentence has been added at the end of LUCI Policy 1.5 in the GP Update: Preference shall be given to native or drought tolerant landscape species. 
Comment 5-8 Response Changes were made to LUCI Policy 1.8, per the comment to mention major tributaries. This change was made throughout the PEIR where the duplication of LUCI Policy 1.8 is provided. Chapter 3 reflects these text changes.  
Comment 5-9 Response The following policy has been added to LUCI Goal 11 in the GP Update:  LUCI Policy 11.2  Foster coordinated planning and cooperation with non-governmental organizations, particularly those involved in resource protection, in implementation of the City’s land use planning policies. This change was made throughout the PEIR where the duplication of Goal 11 is provided. Chapter 3 reflects these changes. 
Comment 5-10 Response A description of the areas included within Vista’s SOI, including the Sunset Island areas, has been added to the GP Update’s Introduction Chapter under the “Local Agency Formation Commission” subheading. In addition, the LUCI Element has been revised to incorporate a discussion of city’s SOI, inclusive of the Sunset Island land use designations, under the subheading “Other Key Topics Addressed in the Land Use Plan.” 
Comment 5-11 Response A new goal has been added to the LUCI Element, and numerous policy revisions have been made in both the LUCI and Circulation elements addressing Complete Streets concepts, including integrating 
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the city’s transportation network with transit, pedestrian, and bicycle improvements. See Chapter 3 for text changes. 
Comment 5-12 Response The following revisions (in tracking mode) to the first sentence in the Open Space (OS) land use designation under the Civic Activity, Open Space, and Parks and Recreation within the LUCI Element has been made in the GP Update: The Open Space land use designation was established to preserve, in its natural state, land in the vicinity of the unchanneled portion of Buena Vista Creek, Agua Hedionda Creek, Buena Creek, other bodies of water, undeveloped flood plains, areas of seismic activity,… In addition, the LUCI Map has been revised to reflect an OS designation in portions of Green Oak Ranch and Buena Vista Park, consistent with the revisions to this policy.  
Comment 5-13 Response The following revision (in tracking mode) to the third sentence in the Open Space (OS) land use designation under Civic Activity, Open Space, and Parks and Recreation within the LUCI Element has been made in the GP Update: The OS designation allows may allow ancillary uses, such as low-intensity public recreation uses (including pedestrian, biking,… 
Comment 5-14 Response Revisions have been made to the description of Buena Vista Creek and Policy OA-1.3 to better define what is considered the creek corridor and articulate the city’s plan for removing channelized sections of the creek where feasible. 
Comment 5-15 Response There does not appear to be an inconsistency of the trail description with Figure LUCI-7. The description states that the focus of OA-1 is the portion extending from Brengle Terrace Park to the western city boundary. There is no description that the trail would only travel from Brengle Terrace Park to downtown. LUCI Policy OA-1.6 does create “a linear park along Buena Vista Creek from Brengle Terrace Park to Downtown Vista”; however, this does not create an inconsistency with the figure. As shown in figures LUCI-7 and RCS-4, there is a planned trail connection along Buena Vista Creek from Brengle Terrace Park to the city boundary with Oceanside.  
Comment 5-16 Response The following revision (in tracking mode) to the Description section of OA-1 in the LUCI Element has been made in the GP Update: Buena Vista Creek includes the creek channel and the adjacent natural tree canopy that lines the creek corridor throughout the city. Further references to the “creek” have been changed to “creek corridor” where appropriate. 
Comment 5-17 Response The SANDAG Series 11 traffic model was used to forecast year 2030 traffic volumes. Mode split varies based on the land use per traffic analysis zone and is included in the assignment of trips on 
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the roadway network. No additional reductions for transit or other modes were incorporated into the analysis in order to maintain a conservative estimate of traffic impacts. 
Comment 5-18 Response The City of Vista is not planning to increase development impact fees for the purpose of funding public transit. Transnet, which is administered by SANDAG, is the primary program for funding the region’s transportation system, including public transit. The North County Transit District (NCTD), as a partner with SANDAG, has been and continues to be a recipient of funds for the SPRINTER light rail system and the BREEZE bus system that operates in the city. Both organizations have websites that clearly articulate their respective visions and plans related to public transit. In addition, future public transit projects are incorporated into SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plans (RTP), such as the adopted 2030 RTP and the proposed 2050 RTP, and into NCTD’s Mobility Plans.  The city’s current transportation development impact fees fund implementation of the Circulation Element network, including regional and local roadway improvements. SANDAG’s RTP identifies funding for operation and eventual expansion of the SPRINTER and BREEZE services. The combination of these plans and funding sources are intended to implement a multi-modal transportation network consistent with Smart Growth policies.  
Comment 5-19 Response The following revisions (in tracking mode) to the “Performance Criteria” section of the Circulation Element have been made in the GP Update: 

Performance Criteria Each roadway classification serves an operational purpose is part of a citywide street network that provides mobility choices to Vistans. Evaluating whether the roadways are meeting demand, and promoting a balanced transportation system to what extent, requires establishing suitable performance criteria for vehicles. Performance criteria provide a means to quantify how the circulation system accommodates existing and future traffic volumes, and meets the safety needs of non-motorized users such as pedestrians, transit users, and bicyclists. Each roadway classification has a design capacity measured in average daily trips (ADT). ADT represents the level of daily traffic that each roadway type can carry. Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure that determines how a roadway or intersection operates. LOS is based on operational characteristics such as traffic volume, capacity, delay, type of traffic control, and other factors. LOS is expressed through a range from A to F, with LOS A representing free-flowing traffic, and LOS F representing heavy congestion and delay. In addition to vehicular LOS, the City shall support the use of emerging technologies, such as multi-modal level of service analyses, to measure the performance of bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit users in addition to motorists. Level of Service criteria and target performance measures can be qualitative and quantitative, including measures of accessibility, connectivity, safety, and security. Development of these methods allow for a systematic identification of impacts or benefits to alternative modes of transportation, recognizing that adding alternatives to single-occupant vehicle modes is the way to reduce highway travel demand and preserve roadway capacity.  The City has established LOS D as the threshold for acceptable operating conditions in designated areas. Intersections and roadway segments operating at LOS D or better (LOS A, B, or C) are considered to operate at acceptable levels of service. Intersections and roadway segments operating at LOS E or F are considered deficient. Table CE-1 lists the level of service thresholds for each roadway classification. In support of the City’s goal of providing multiple transportation options, when a traffic analysis indicates that the LOS for a street or intersection reaches “D” or 
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below, the City will determine what improvements or operational changes are needed to maintain or improve LOS while balancing alternative transportation needs. The City will either require such improvements by the project applicant, or identify potential funding and prioritization for any necessary improvements through the Capital Improvement Program. 
Comment 5-20 Response The freeway mainline analysis of State Route (SR) 78 is addressed in the Traffic Impact Analysis report prepared by RBF, which is included in Volume 2 of the PEIR. In addition, analysis of traffic impacts of SR-78 on-bound and off-bound ramps on roadway segments and intersections in Vista can be found in section 4.11.4, Project Impacts, of Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation, in the PEIR. 
Comment 5-21 Response Please see Comment 5-1 Response, above. 
Comment 5-22 Response Please see Comment 5-1 Response, above. Note that additional policies have been added to the LUCI and Circulation elements to provide flexibility in the design of Circulation Element roadways to accommodate multiple modes of transportation, including pedestrians and bicycles. 
Comment 5-23 Response The following policy (CE Policy 6.17) has been added to CE Goal 6 in the GP Update.  Provide flexibility in the design of trail improvements to accommodate a wide range of users while considering the existing environmental conditions and community character within the trail corridor. 
Comment 5-24 Response High frequency bus routes consistent with the SANDAG Smart Growth criteria are identified in Figure CE-7 in the GP Update.  
Comment 5-25 Response NCTD manages and operates bus and transit services within the City of Vista. This comment will be forwarded to NCTD for their consideration in planning future bus connections to the SPRINTER station at Civic Center Drive. 
Comment 5-26 Response RCS Policy 14.7 addresses LEED certification for municipal buildings.  
Comment 5-27 Response The following revision (in tracking mode) to RCS Policy 4.6(c.) has been made in the GP Update: Utilize rain barrels and cisterns to manage rooftop runoff and/or utilize rooftop runoff to provide water for irrigating lawns and gardens. 
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Comment 5-28 Response Buffers are addressed in revisions to RCS Policy 4.5 and RCS Policy 5.2.a., and indirectly as part of a creek corridor in RCS Policy 5.3. Further, the following revisions (in tracking mode) to Section OA-1 have been made in the GP Update: 
Description Buena Vista Creek includes the creek channel and the adjacent natural tree canopy that lines the creek corridor throughout the city. It traverses numerous land use designations… Recent improvements to the creek corridor include a flood control detention basin adjacent to Brengle Terrace Park, Creekwalk Park in the Vista Village shopping center, and trails projects extending that have been developed between Wildwood Park and Brengle Terrace Park. 
[New] OA-1 Policy Consider buffers along Buena Vista Creek in the approval of new or redevelopment projects fronting the creek corridor in order to protect its valuable natural resources. Buffers from the edge of the existing natural tree canopy should be established based on scientific analysis of the existing site conditions and the development proposal by a qualified biologist. New buildings or parking areas should not be permitted within the buffer area. 

Comment 5-29 Response See Comment 5-14 Response, above. In addition, the following revisions (in tracking mode) have been made to RCS Policy 4.8 in the GP Update:  Retain Vista’s Restrict the installation of new concrete lining or channelization projects within open creeks and waterways and restore the creek system to its natural state where feasible except where the protection…water flow in an effort to balance flood protection, water quality benefits, and habitat preservation. The daylighting and restoration of covered creek channels is encouraged. 
Comment 5-30 Response See Comment 2-1 Response and Comment 5-3 Response, above. 
Comment 5-31 Response The LUCI Element contains a discussion of encouraging agricultural uses under the Rural Residential land use category. Policies that support the preservation, protection, and improvement of water quality and natural biological communities, whether resulting from agricultural uses or other land uses, are contained in RCS Policies 4.1, 4.2, 4.4, 4.5, 5.2(a.), 5.2(c.), and 5.2(g) within the RCS Element.  
Comment 5-32 Response See Comment 2-1 Response and Comment 5-3 Response, above. 
Comment 5-33 Response The following has been added to RCS Policy 7.1(d) in the GP Update: Acquire easement rights or establish agreements with public utilities to ensure the protection of natural habitats or sensitive resources within existing or planned utility easements. 
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Comment 5-34 Response The city is not significantly changing the areas protected as open space from the existing General Plan. The update process has involved modifications to some land use designations to further define their use characteristics, including Open Space. The current Vista General Plan has no true “Open Space” designation that restricts new development, or is intended for conservation purposes. The current plan includes only an “Open Space Residential” designation that allows both open space and residential uses, clarified only at the zoning level. In updating the General Plan, the city has created a distinction between Open Space, for conservation purposes, and Parks and Recreation, for active recreation, parks, and other public facilities. The preservation of open space through application of the Open Space land use designation and the BPO actually enhances the city’s land use control over the remaining natural open space within the city, and provides policies to further support future preservation and conservation efforts. Therefore, the city views the tradeoff for increasing density in the city’s core, along major transit lines, and within specified Opportunity Areas, is the establishment of land use designations, goals, and policies focused on implementation of the MHCP.  To address the comment regarding the difference in acreage between Table 4.3-1 in the Biological Resources section of the Draft PEIR and Table LUCI-1, this is comparing the acreage of existing vegetation communities to the acreage of land designated as open space. First, the acreage designated as open space has been increased with implementation of the BPO. Second, Table 4.3-1 in the Draft PEIR is titled “Existing Vegetation Communities”; the total acreage (890.8 acres) is referenced in the comment as “natural open space”; however, this number includes vegetation communities such as “Extensive Agriculture,” “Field/Pasture (ruderal),” “Non-native Vegetation,” and “Orchards/Vineyards,” which should be distinguished differently. Finally, the city has designated the lands that staff believes have the highest conservation value as Open Space on the Land Use Map. The total acreage of “Existing Vegetation Communities” is more than the lands designated Open Space because of the distinction of categories identified above, and the fact that the city cannot designate every acre of land mapped as an existing vegetation community as Open Space. This would result in severe land use restrictions on private lands that could not be compensated for, leaving the city liable to future legal challenges and associated costs. The city has committed to conserving the extent of open space lands under local control and cannot commit to more without an identified source of funding. 
Comment 5-35 Response As stated in RCS Policy 9.2 of the GP Update, “provide three acres of community parks per 1,000 residents; two acres of neighborhood parks per 1,000 residents, and an overall average park standard of 4.49 acres per 1,000 residents.” This policy is in support of the goal to “provide parkland to effectively serve the recreational needs of the community.” The city is committed to maintaining the current inventory of parkland, as supported by the Parks and Recreation designation on the Land Use Map and the goals and policies in the RCS Element.  While the distribution of community and neighborhood parks within the city is not ideal for the current population distribution, the goals and policies in the GP Update provide the flexibility in the future to acquire lands, convert existing facilities, and improve property to meet the recreational needs of the population. Due to the extent of development that has occurred within the city and the limited resources available to the city at this time, the city cannot commit to designating new park facilities on privately owned land, but prefers to rely on the flexibility afforded by policies supporting acquisition, conversion, multi-use, and other strategies to provide additional parkland in the future. 



City of Vista Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 2-72 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 

Comment 5-36 Response The GP Update Land Use Map has been updated to reflect an Open Space designation on the majority of Buena Vista Park based on implementation of the BPO and the distinction between Open Space and Parks and Recreation. However, based on the nature of improvements at S. Buena Vista Park and Brengle Terrace Park, the city does not agree that an Open Space designation is appropriate for these areas. Goals and policies are included in the GP Update to implement the MHCP, protect sensitive biological resources, and preserve the creek corridors extending through these parks.  
Comment 5-37 Response The key in Figure RCS-3 has been changed (in tracking mode) as follows:  Proposed Buena Vista Creek Park, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan. In addition, the Water Resources policies in the RCS Element have been revised to better reflect the city’s intent to protect the natural resources within the creek as a top priority, including a policy to prepare a Watershed Management Plan for Buena Vista Creek. 
Comment 5-38 Response The city intends to come back to the City Council with an implementation program for the GP Update within 12 to 24 months of its adoption that will outline responsible parties, critical milestones, and timeframes for the goals and policies in the plan, including the Alternative Energy Study.  
Comment 5-39 Response Policies regarding recycled water can be found in RCS Policy 3.1 and 3.2, and PSFS Policy 11.3 in the GP Update. Recycled water is also discussed in the Water Resources section of the RCS Element. 
Comment 5-40 Response This comment is noted. In addition, the following revision (in tracking mode) to HV Policy 2.1 has been made in the GP Update: HV Policy 2.1: Encourage the creation and operation of community gardens, and urban farms, and other small scale agricultural operations especially in neighborhoods that do not have convenient access to grocery stores. 
Comment 5-41 Response The following policy (HV Policy 2.5) has been added to HV Goal 2 in the GP Update: Promote access to large scale food distribution sites by allowing temporary or interim uses on commercially or industrially designated properties for the purpose of food distribution, as needed. 
Comment 5-42 Response This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the City’s decisionmaking bodies for review prior to consideration of the GP Update. 
Comment 5-43 Response The following revision (in tracking mode) to PSFS Policy 5.3 has been made in the GP Update: 
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PSFS Policy 5.3: Conduct Community-wide awareness and education efforts concerning defensible space planning, maintenance, ignition-resistant construction, and landscaping techniques, with a focus on the areas within the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. 
Comment 5-44 Response The following revision (in tracking mode) to PSFS Policy 5.7 has been made in the GP Update: PSFS Policy 5.7: Maintain the City’s Vegetation Management Program to reduce wildfire hazards in urban and semi-urban areas within Vista. Thinning, pruning, or removal of native vegetation under this program shall require approval of the Fire Marshal and the appropriate resource agencies if not permitted under existing agreements.  
Comment 5-45 Response Table 3-10, Anticipated Build-Out of General Plan Update, in the section entitled Growth Assumptions, of the Draft PEIR illustrates the net changes in population, residential units, and commercial/office/retail and industrial development to provide some context of how land use changes allowed under the proposed GP Update would affect population and development, as it currently exists. Potential land use changes associated with the Circulation Element (CE) were not included in the table because of the lack of specific project details as it relates to implementation of these projects. The PEIR was prepared at the programmatic level because specific information about the extent and design of future CE projects is not available and, therefore, would be speculative. Potential impacts on land uses from proposed changes under the CE would be more appropriately analyzed at the project level. Please note that potential impacts from an increase in impervious areas, including road widening, bikeways and sidewalks, was adequately analyzed in Section 4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the Draft PEIR on pages 4.7-20 to 24, 26, 32 and 33. Sections 4.10, “Public Services and Recreation” (page 4.10-16) and 4.12, “Utilities” (page 4.12-26) also include analysis of potential impacts from an increase in impervious areas. RCS Policy 9.9(e) and PSFS Policy 4.8 in the GP Update also specifically address impervious surfaces. Finally, a number of Complete Streets policies have been incorporated into the CE, which provide flexibility in the design of new multi-modal improvements, and which would help minimize the anticipated increase in impervious surfaces. 
Comment 5-46 Response Average daily construction levels were estimated by dividing net new construction square-footage for each major land use type (residential, industrial, mixed use commercial/industrial, and other office/commercial) by 20 (years) to get an annual average rate of construction. Average daily emissions were then estimated using these average daily construction levels and the URBEMIS model. Emission estimates are only an approximation, as it is impossible and speculative to estimate what specific projects and associated activities would occur on specific days. Further, there is no real way to determine or predict specific days when air alert events would occur relative to construction activities. Air quality mitigation measures would reduce construction-related emissions. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1a would reduce dust-related particulates by requiring dust control measures and would require additional watering on windy days. Further, Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1b and M-AQ-1c would reduce construction-related ground-level ozone precursors (nitrogen oxides [NOX] and reactive organic gases [ROG]), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SOX), and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). 
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Comment 5-47 Response It is unclear from the comment what related “pollutants of concern” are identified in the demolition and architectural coatings phases of the analysis of construction emissions. Table 4.2-7, Criteria Pollutant Emissions Associated with Average Construction Activities (page 4.2-22), indicates that during the demolition phase, the maximum daily emissions for PM10 and PM2.5 (248 and 58, respectively) would both exceed their respective San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) thresholds (100 and 55, respectively). The maximum daily emissions for these same criteria pollutants during the architectural coatings phase would be substantially under the threshold (both less than 1). During the architectural coatings phase, the ROG maximum daily emissions (620) would substantially exceed the respective SDAPCD threshold for ROG (75). However, under the demolition phase the maximum daily emissions for ROG (19) would be well under the SDAPCD threshold.  As further addressed in the analysis on pages 4.2-22 to 4.2-23 and 4.2-27 to 4.2-28, all reasonable efforts to reduce emissions from construction activities through implementation of RCS Policies 1.3, 1.4, 14.4, and 14.6 and Mitigation Measures M-AQ-1b and M-AQ-1c were identified and discussed. As stated in the section on “Significance Determination” under Impact AQ-1: Construction Emissions, “Construction of the proposed land uses associated with the GP Update would temporarily generate emissions that are estimated to exceed SDAPCD’s SLTs for ROG, PM10, and PM2.5. The timing and duration of construction activities associated with the build-out projections over the 20-year life of the GP Update cannot be determined. However, emissions associated with the project average would contribute to an existing air quality violation because there would be a net increase in emissions for which the SDAB is currently in nonattainment status. Each future development would undergo development review, including CEQA review, to evaluate project-specific impacts. Even with the incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures (M-AQ-1a through M-AQ-1c), construction-related emissions would potentially remain in exceedance of SDAPCD’s SLTs. Therefore, impacts related to construction emissions would be significant and unavoidable from the point of view of the GP Update.” 
Comment 5-48 Response There does not appear to be an inconsistency in the GP Update between the goals and policies dealing with air pollution and the goals and policies of a healthy community. The PEIR includes numerous references to policies that help reduce (or mitigate) the potential impacts of air pollution. Several policies have been incorporated into the CE to promote Complete Streets practices, which would improve future efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Examples of CE policies that would reduce VMT within the city are identified and analyzed on pages 4.2-18 to 4.2-19 of the Draft PEIR. Examples of LUCI policies that promote smart growth land use patterns that could result in further reductions to operational emissions can be found on page 4.2-20. Examples of RCS policies directed at improving air quality and protecting persons and the environment from the effects of air pollution are identified on page 4.2-20. RCS goals and policies directed at reducing GHG emissions from motor vehicle trips can be found in Section 4.5, “Climate Change.” Further, a discussion on the air quality models used in the analysis of potential impacts is discussed in subsection 4.2.4.1, Methodology. A discussion of the anticipated reduction in vehicular emissions from improved engine technology and the assumptions of the air quality models can be found on pages 4.2-24 to 4.2-25.  
Comment 5-49 Response See Comment 2-1 Response and Comment 5-3 Response. The Final PEIR has been updated to include a discussion of Threshold 6 within Section 4.3, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft PEIR, which includes an analysis of the project’s consistency with the MHCP. 
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Comment 5-50 Response See Comment 5-34 Response, above. 
Comment 5-51 Response See Comment 5-49 Response, above. 
Comment 5-52 Response Both mitigation measures state that if the respective habitat assessments identify potential impacts on sensitive species or communities, project-specific measures would be developed in consultation with the wildlife agencies, which would include but not be limited to the measures listed in the PEIR. 
Comment 5-53 Response Avoidance and minimization measures regarding wetland impacts would be discussed in the required project-specific habitat assessments, as noted in Mitigation Measures M-BI-1 and M-BI-3. Mitigation ratios consistent with the MHCP have been incorporated into the GP Update by reference, as identified in Comment 2-1 Response, above. 
Comment 5-54 Response The PEIR is not a project-specific EIR; therefore, further analysis of potential acreage impacts on habitat types is beyond the scope and intent of this document. For reference, additional policies have been added to the GP Update to address consistency with the MHCP, as identified in Comment 2-1 Response, above, and site-specific habitat assessments are required as mitigation in the PEIR, as identified in Comment 5-52 Response, above. With implementation of the policies and mitigation requirements outlined in the GP Update and the PEIR, adequate protection of narrow endemic species would be provided in project-specific reviews. 
Comment 5-55 Response Details such as the quality of habitat providing forage, etc. would be addressed in the required project-specific habitat assessments, as noted in Mitigation Measures M-BI-1 and M-BI-3.  
Comment 5-56 Response For Mitigation Measure M-BI-5, a reference to the San Diego Natural History Museum List of San Diego County Invasive Species has been included. 
Comment 5-57 Response The PEIR is not a project-specific EIR. Details such as culvert design would be addressed in the required project-specific habitat assessments, as noted in Mitigation Measures M-BI-1, M-BI-3, and M-BI-5.  
Comment 5-58 Response A Climate Action Plan (CAP), which is required to be implemented within 24 months of the adoption of the GP Update, will address the impacts of climate change on the city, including 2005 baseline and 2020 forecast greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, target emission reductions and implementation measures, and an evaluation and monitoring plan. The city anticipates that implementation of a CAP 
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will result in beneficial environmental effects over the long term; therefore, adaptive management strategies can be considered in the future if conditions warrant. 
Comment 5-59 Response See Comment 5-58 Response, above. It is unclear how the suggested methodology of linking implementation of CAP measures with increased density can be effectively measured.  
Comment 5-60 Response High frequency bus routes consistent with the SANDAG Smart Growth criteria have been identified in Figure CE-7 in the GP Update.  
Comment 5-61 Response The Series 11 traffic model was calibrated by SANDAG based on existing conditions data at the time the model was developed. Further calibration does not occur for future years; however, SANDAG updates and recalibrates the model on a regular basis and uses the calibrated model to update future forecast year conditions.  
Comment 5-62 Response The PEIR identifies impacts on 12 intersections in the year 2030, based on SANDAG’s Series 11 data and the 2030 Regional Growth Forecast. While comparing 2030 conditions to Series 12 data would result in less traffic due to the slowed growth rate from the recession, Series 12 data is used by SANDAG in their 2050 Regional Growth Forecast, which is used to update SANDAG’s 2050 RTP. The 2050 RTP was still in draft form at the time the PEIR was prepared, and, as such, the 2030 RTP was used to determine traffic conditions at project buildout with the proposed project. Furthermore, 11 roadway segments are currently failing in the existing condition, and, although comparing future traffic conditions using Series 12 data would generally reduce the severity of impacts, roadway conditions in Vista would remain failing; and it is not expected that any peak roadway conditions would be overstated. 
Comment 5-63 Response See Comment 5-1 Response, above. 
Comment 5-64 Response See Comment 5-19 Response, above. Implementation of the policy revisions in the CE will allow for evaluation of alternative methods of transportation at this intersection, which can identify alternative mitigation strategies addressing non-motorized transportation, transportation demand management (TDM), or other feasible traffic reduction strategies. Based on the developed nature of the intersection, the lack of additional right-of-way at critical movement locations, and the investment in the surrounding land uses, physical improvements to the intersection to improve future operations are not feasible. Based on these same factors, the city does not agree that land use changes are a feasible solution either. 
Comment 5-65 Response This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the city’s decisionmaking bodies for review prior to consideration of the GP Update. It should be noted that CE Policy 3.5 requires that the city “work with adjacent cities to ensure that the traffic impacts of development projects in these cities do not 
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adversely impact the city and traffic impacts from Vista projects do not adversely impact neighboring cities.” 
Comment 5-66 Response See Comment 5-64 Response, above. 
Comment 5-67 Response This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the city’s decisionmaking bodies for review prior to consideration of the GP Update. 
Comment 5-68 Response Table 16 of the Traffic Impact Analysis has been revised to include “x” instead of “yes/no.” 
Comment 5-69 Response See Comment 5-1 Response, above. 
Comment 5-70 Response In a scenario where both the Branding Iron Drive and Cannon Road extensions are removed, only the volumes on Sunset Drive between Melrose and Crestview would change, resulting in a 15,900 shift in daily trips from Branding Iron to Sunset. Table 2-3 provides the revised ADTs for all study area segments included in the Circulation Element and in Section 4.11, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the PEIR. As shown, no impacts would be reduced under this scenario because there is no way to avoid impacts on Sunset without the Branding Iron extension. 

Table 2-3. 2030 ADT with General Plan without Cannon/Mar Vista Extension and without Branding Iron 
Extension 

Segment Location With Branding Iron Extension, Without Cannon/ Mar Vista Extension 
Without Branding Iron Extension, Without Cannon/Mar Vista Extension Change in ADT ADT V/C LOS ADT V/C LOS 

South Melrose Drive 
Park Center Dr to Sycamore Ave 45,800  0.763 C 45,800  0.763 C 0 Sycamore Ave to Shadowridge Dr 25,300  0.422 C 25,300  0.422 C 0 Shadowridge Dr to Sunset Dr 38,600 0.643 C 38,600 0.643 C 0 Sunset Dr to SR 78 EB Off-Ramp 39,200  0.784  C  39,200  0.784  C  0 North Melrose Drive SR 78 EB Off-Ramp to Olive Ave 37,700  0.754 C 37,700  0.754 C 0 Olive Ave to W. Bobier Dr 38,400  0.768  C 38,400  0.768  C 0 

Sycamore Avenue 
S. Melrose Dr to Business Park Dr 46,600  0.777 C 46,600  0.777 C 0 Business Park Dr to La Mirada Dr 39,400  0.657 B 39,400  0.657 B 0 La Mirada Dr to Shadowridge Dr 40,100  0.668 B 40,100  0.668 B 0 Shadowridge Dr to EB 78 Ramps 50,100  0.835  D 50,100  0.835  D 0 Vista Village Drive Vista Way to N. Santa Fe 39,200 0.784 C 39,200 0.784 C 0 N. Santa Fe to Civic Center Dr 24,100 0.482 C 24,100 0.482 C 0 

East Vista Way Civic Center Dr to Vale Terrace Dr 44,300 0.886 D 44,300 0.886 D 0 Vale Terrace Dr to Bobier Dr 28,000 0.560 A 28,000 0.560 A 0 North of Bobier Dr. 31,200 0.780 C 31,200 0.780 C 0 
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Segment Location With Branding Iron Extension, Without Cannon/ Mar Vista Extension 
Without Branding Iron Extension, Without Cannon/Mar Vista Extension Change in ADT ADT V/C LOS ADT V/C LOS West Vista Way Emerald Dr to N. Melrose Dr 16,100 0.644 B 16,100 0.644 B 0 N. Melrose Dr to Vista Village Dr 17,000 0.283 A 17,000 0.283 A 0          Bobier Drive N. Melrose Dr to N. Santa Fe 28,400 0.710 C 28,400 0.710 C 0 N. Santa Fe to E. Vista Way 21,600 0.540 A 21,600 0.540 A 0 North Santa Fe Drive Bobier Dr to Vista Village Dr 25,600 0.640 B 25,600 0.640 B 0 South Santa Fe Drive Vista Village Dr to Civic Center Dr 32,900 0.823 D 32,900 0.823 D 0 Branding Iron Drive Melrose Dr to Sunset Dr 15,900 0.398 D -- -- -- -15,900 Civic Center Drive S. Sunset Ave to WB 78 Ramps 32,000 0.800 C 32,000 0.800 C 0 

WB 78 Ramps to S. Santa Fe 47,600 0.952 E 47,600 0.952 E 0 
S. Santa Fe to Vista Way 36,100 0.903 E 36,100 0.903 E 0 Hacienda Drive Emerald Dr to S. Melrose Dr 9,900 0.396 A 9,900 0.396 A 0 S. Melrose Dr to Vista Village Dr 19,200 0.768 C 19,200 0.768 C 0 Emerald Drive Olive Ave to West Dr 24,500 0.980 E 24,500 0.980 E 0 West Dr to Hacienda Dr 30,600 0.765 C 30,600 0.765 C 0 

Business Park Drive Sycamore Ave to Park Center Dr 20,500 0.820 D 20,500 0.820 D 0 Park Center Dr to Poinsettia Ave 18,000 0.720 C 18,000 0.720 C 0 Poinsettia Ave to  Palomar Airport Rd 21,900 0.876 D 21,900 0.876 D 0 La Mirada Drive Sycamore Ave to Poinsettia Ave 12,700 0.847 D 12,700 0.847 D 0 Shadowridge Drive S. Melrose Dr to Sycamore Ave 12,800 0.512 A 12,800 0.512 A 0 
Sunset Drive S. Melrose Dr to Buena Vista Dr 1,900 0.268 A 1,900 0.268 A 15,900 Buena Vista Dr to Escondido Ave 600 0.085 A 600 0.085 A 15,900 Thibodo Drive Mar Vista Dr to Chaparral Dr 7,400 0.493 A 7,400 0.493 A 0 Chaparral Dr to Sycamore Ave 9,000 0.600 A 9,000 0.600 A 0 
Olive Drive Emerald Dr to N. Melrose Dr 13,900 0.556 A 13,900 0.556 A 0 N. Melrose Dr to Plymouth Dr 18,700 0.748 D 18,700 0.748 D 0 Plymouth Dr to Vista Village Dr 10,900 0.727 D 10,900 0.727 D 0 Monte Vista Drive N. Santa Fe to Cypress Rd 13,500 0.900 D 13,500 0.900 D 0 Cypress Rd to York Dr 6,300 0.420 A 6,300 0.420 A 0 
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Comment 5-71 Response At the July 19, 2011, Planning Commission Workshop, the Planning Commission recommended maintaining the Branding Iron Drive extension on the Circulation Element network, which reduces traffic on Sunset Drive and eliminates the LOS F condition. Therefore, with implementation of the preferred CE network, no significant traffic impacts would occur on Sunset Drive between SR-78 and S. Melrose Drive. 
Comment 5-72 Response See Comment 5-1 Response, above. 
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2.3.6 Comment Letter 6 – California Department of 
Transportation 
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Response to Letter 6 – California Department of Transportation 

Comment 6-1 Response Section 4.8, “Land Use, Population, and Housing,” of the Draft PEIR provides a consistency analysis of the GP Update with regional plans that apply to the City of Vista, including the Carlsbad and San Luis Rey River Watershed Urban Water Management Plans (WURMPs), the Congestion Management Plan (CMP), Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP), RTP, Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS), and San Diego Basin Plan. The consistency analysis evaluates the GP Update’s proposed goals and policies and determined that no inconsistencies with any of the goals or policies of the Carlsbad and San Luis Rey River WURMPs, the CMP, RCP, RTP, RAQS, or San Diego Basin Plan would occur. 
Comment 6-2 Response The formulation of the Circulation and Land Use Elements of the GP Update includes a discussion of the RTP; future roadway conditions for the year 2030 were based on SANDAG’s Series 11 North County San Diego subarea traffic model. As shown in Comment 6-1 Response, above, Section 4.8, “Land Use, Population, and Housing,” of the Draft PEIR includes a consistency analysis with the RTP. Furthermore, a discussion of the Regional Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP) is provided in Section 4.11, “Transportation and Circulation.” Lastly, the Mar Vista – Cannon roadway extension has been removed from the GP Update and the city will initiate a formal process to remove this connection from the RTP with SANDAG, following adoption of the GP Update. 
Comment 6-3 Response Comment noted. The city will cooperate with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to implement necessary improvements at intersections and interchanges where there is a joint jurisdiction and to ensure the capacity of the on/off ramps is adequate. 
Comment 6-4 Response Comment noted. The GP Update’s Land Use and Community Identity and Circulation elements were developed to work together, along with the Healthy Vista Element, in order to work towards safe, functional, interconnected, and multi-modal systems integrated with land use planning that support pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-friendly activities to enable residents to choose between alternative modes of transportation.  
Comment 6-5 Response Appendix F of the Traffic Input Analysis Report, which includes the HCS worksheets used to calculate freeway segments, is available for review. Please contact John Hamilton, AICP, at City of Vista’s Community Development Department, at 760-726-1340, ext. 1215 or by e-mail at jhamilton@cityofvista.com. 
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2.3.7 Comment Letter 7 – San Diego Gas and Electric 
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Response to Letter 7 – San Diego Gas and Electric 

Comment 7-1 Response The following additional policies have been added to Goal 14 of the RCS Element in the GP Update: 1. Policy 14.3: Support SDG&E in the location of new or expanded service facilities where appropriate, and support maintenance and operational activities through coordinated efforts with SDG&E staff and contractors. 2. Policy 14.1: Consider the goals and policies in SANDAG’s Regional Energy Strategy in drafting new legislation, policies, or procedures. 
Comment 7-2 Response The city understands SDG&E’s need to upgrade existing transmission facilities, and the ability to do so (via existing agreements with the city) would not be compromised by this policy. The policy is intended to address the undergrounding of utilities in new projects where feasible, and facilitate the undergrounding of larger transmission facilities in coordination with SDG&E where feasible. In an effort to address the concerns provided in the comment, the following revision (in tracking mode) to LUCI Policy 1.6 has been made in the GP Update: LUCI Policy 1.6: Encourage undergrounding of utilities, and disallow discourage new electric and communication lines to be added to existing aboveground utility systems. 
Comment 7-3 Response This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the city’s decisionmaking bodies for review prior to consideration of the GP Update. City staff will contact SDG&E to coordinate preparation of an Alternative Energy Promotion Study. 
Comment 7-4 Response Changes have been made on page 4.12-32 of the Draft PEIR to include both transmission and distribution infrastructure for gas and electric facilities. 
Comment 7-5 Response This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the city’s decisionmaking bodies for review prior to consideration of the GP Update. 
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2.3.8 Comment Letter 8 – San Diego Association of 
Governments 
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Response to Letter 8 – San Diego Association of Governments 

Comment 8-1 Response The 2050 RTP Vista Way Connector project calls for a Class II Bike Lane along 4.6 miles of E. Vista Way to connect the Inland Rail Trail and the San Luis Rey River Trail, 2.5 miles of which is undeveloped and requires funding. Figure CE-4 in the Circulation Element identifies existing and proposed Class II facilities along this entire corridor; therefore, the GP Update is consistent with this proposed project. 
Comment 8-2 Response All SANDAG Smart Growth Areas are listed as “proposed” on the graphics mentioned. The terms “proposed” and “potential” are interchangeable for the purposes of designating Smart Growth Areas within the GP Update and PEIR and no changes were made.  
Comment 8-3 Response Figure CE-5 in the Circulation Element, Pedestrian Plan, has been revised to reflect proposed 8–10 foot sidewalks within 0.25 mile of all SPRINTER stations by including a dashed circle showing the area within 0.25 mile of the SPRINTER stations. 
Comment 8-4 Response The RTP is currently being updated. The Draft RTP Update was released in Spring 2011 and is scheduled to be finalized in late 2011. 
Comment 8-5 Response Additional policies have been incorporated into the LUCI Element and CE addressing Complete Streets practices, which include evaluation of transit facilities in future development and redevelopment projects (see Chapter 3 for text changes). The city will obtain ridership analysis of routes affected by site-specific development to determine impacts on transit services from new growth allowed under the General Plan. The changes in land use proposed under the GP Update are all served by bus and SPRINTER lines, which are programmed in accordance with NCTD’s Mobility Plan. All changes in land use will be provided to NCTD at the completion of the GP Update for use in their next Mobility Plan update. 
Comment 8-6 Response The following policy (CE Policy 3.6) has been added to Goal 3 of the Circulation Element in the GP Update: Promote alternatives to driving alone during peak periods, such as carpooling, vanpooling, bicycling, telecommuting, flexible work hours for employees, and transportation demand management (TDM) programs.  The comment references a section in the Draft PEIR discussing the Regulatory Setting for transportation, which is not the appropriate place to discuss TDM programs, because TDM is not mandated within the city. However, the city supports the use of TDM programs to mitigate traffic or parking impacts in high employment areas, such as the Vista Business Park. The Vista Business Park Specific Plan includes the allowance for TDM as a parking management tool, and supports multiple smaller programs for carpooling, vanpooling, bicycling, telecommuting, and flexible work schedules.  
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Comment 8-7 Response Reference to the 2010 RTIP has been included in the Final PEIR. See Chapter 3 of the Final PEIR. 
Comment 8-8 Response Reference that the SPRINTER Express service is included in the Draft 2050 RTP has been added to the Final PEIR. 
Comment 8-9 Response See Comment 8-5 Response. 
Comment 8-10 Response See Comment 8-5 Response. 
Comment 8-11 Response See Comment 8-6 Response. 
Comment 8-12 Response The following revision (in tracking mode) has been made to CE Policy 5.7 in the Circulation Element of the GP Update: CE Policy 5.7: Ensure all roadway improvements are consistent with existing and planned Caltrans and NCTD facilities. 
Comment 8-13 Response Horizon Year 2030 traffic conditions were evaluated based on forecast volumes calculated by the SANDAG Series 11 North San Diego County subarea traffic model. The model was refined to reflect the updated General Plan land uses through the Year 2030. 
Comment 8-14 Response The following policy (RCS Policy 8.5) has been added to Goal 8 of the RCS Element in the GP Update: Preserve and maintain natural areas in urban neighborhoods, such as canyons and creeks, and provide access for the enjoyment of the surrounding community. 
Comment 8-15 Response Multiple goals and policies are included in the GP Update that promote the reduction of energy demand and water consumption, consistent with SANDAG’s Regional Energy Strategy. These include all of the policies under goals 2, 3, and 14 in the RCS Element. 
Comment 8-16 Response The following policy (LUCI Policy 4.8) has been added to Goal 4 of the LUCI Element in the GP Update: Mixed use development projects shall be evaluated based on consistency with the City’s zoning regulations and adopted Design Guidelines, as well as SANDAG Smart Growth publications 
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including: (1) Designing for Smart Growth, Creating Great Places in the San Diego Region; (2) Planning and Designing for Pedestrians, Model Guidelines for the San Diego Region; (3) Trip Generation for Smart Growth; and (4) Parking Strategies for Smart Growth. 



City of Vista Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 2-98 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 

2.3.9 Comment Letter 9 – Walk San Diego 
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Response to Letter 9 – Walk San Diego 

Comment 9-1 Response The GP Update has been revised to reflect consistency with AB 1358, the Complete Streets Act of 2008. References to the State legislation have been incorporated into the existing setting, and multiple goal and policy revisions have been incorporated into the LUCI Element and Circulation Element to reflect Walk San Diego’s comments, as discussed in the responses below and as identified in Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Goal and Policy Changes (note - changes are provided in tracking mode, underline for new text and strike out for deleted text).  
Comment 9-2 Response The Performance Criteria section of the CE has been revised to allow for the use of Multi-Modal LOS analysis in appropriate circumstances. See Comment 9-24 Response, below. 
Comment 9-3 Response Multiple policy revisions have been incorporated into the CE to allow for flexibility in the design of new improvements to the CE street network, based on the context of the roadway. See Comment 9-4 Response through Comment 9-26 Response, below. 
Comment 9-4 Response Revised cross sections have not been incorporated into the CE to reflect reduced lane widths of 11 feet. However, policy revisions have been incorporated into the CE to allow for flexibility in the design of new improvements to the CE street network, based on the context of the roadway; this can include reducing lane widths or enhancing non-motorized facilities. 
Comment 9-5 Response References to AB 1358 have been incorporated into the “New Regulatory Framework” subsection of the Introduction chapter of the GP Update. 
Comment 9-6 Response The following new policy (LUCI Policy 1.10) has been added under Goal 1 of the LUCI Element in the GP Update: Design streets in a manner that is sensitive to the local context and recognizes that the needs vary in mixed use, urban, suburban, and rural settings. 
Comment 9-7 Response LUCI Policy 4.2 has been replaced with the following new policy:  Ensure that the existing and future transportation system is interconnected with the smart growth land use patterns to serve multiple modes of travel, such as walking, biking, transit, and driving. 
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Comment 9-8 Response The following new policy (LUCI Policy 4.5) has been added under Goal 4 of the LUCI Element in the GP Update: Designate areas for the development of mixed use projects where alternative modes of transportation, such as walking, biking, and transit, will be emphasized over vehicle use. 
Comment 9-9 Response The following new goal and policies have been added to the LUCI Element in response to this comment: LUCI Goal 5 - Support Complete Street design and construction projects that complement desired land uses, provide equitable transportation options for all residents, and ensure the safety and convenience of all roadway users. LUCI Policy 5.1 – Provide a dense, interconnected network of local and collector streets that supports walking, bicycling and transit use, while avoiding excessive traffic in residential neighborhoods. LUCI Policy 5.2 – Ensure that the entire right-of-way is designed to accommodate appropriate modes of transportation. LUCI Policy 5.3 – Study and remove barriers, where feasible, to allow people of all abilities to access the mobility infrastructure serving the community. LUCI Policy 5.4 – Promote the provision of multi-modal access to activity centers such as public facilities, commercial centers and corridors, employment centers, transit stops, schools, parks, recreation areas, and tourist attractions. LUCI Policy 5.5 – Monitor progress in implementing a multi-modal transportation network by establishing related performance measures. LUCI Policy 5.6 – Develop policies and tools to improve Complete Streets practices. These could include place-based street typologies, a Complete Streets checklist for all new development/redevelopment projects, multi-modal analysis software, and revisions to the City’s street design guidelines to ensure the inclusion of infrastructure that benefits all roadway users. 
Comment 9-10 Response The introductory section of the CE has been revised to incorporate references to a multi-modal transportation system. 
Comment 9-11 Response The following additional information has been added to the introductory section of the CE in the GP Update: Vista seeks to enhance the safety, access, convenience and comfort of all users of all ages and abilities, including pedestrians (including people requiring mobility aids), bicyclists, transit users, motorists and freight drivers, through the design, operation and maintenance of the transportation network so as to create a connected network of facilities accommodating each mode of travel that is consistent with an supportive of the local community, recognizing that all streets are different and that the needs of various users will need to be balanced in a flexible manner. 
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Further, the following additional information has been added to the purpose section of the CE in the GP Update: Vista will promote a balanced and multi-modal transportation system that serves the mobility needs of all segments of the population, accommodates all travel modes, and promotes community economic development needs. 
Comment 9-12 Response The following revision has been made to CE Policy 1.2 in the Circulation Element of the GP Update: CE Policy 1.2: Strive to maintain a vehicular Level of Service (LOS) D or better at all intersections and roadway segments during peak hoursthroughout the City except for within areas designated for mixed-use development, or areas designated to be more bicycle/pedestrian friendly. 
Comment 9-13 Response The following new policies have been added under Goal 1 of the Circulation Element in the GP Update: CE Policy 1.3: Develop multi-modal level of service analysis standards to integrate with traditional vehicular LOS modeling tools. CE Policy 1.5: When a traffic analysis indicates that the level of service reaches “D” or below, the City will determine what improvements or operational changes are needed to maintain or improve the LOS. Such improvements will either be the responsibility of the project applicant, or the City will identify potential funding and prioritization for the necessary improvements through the Capital Improvement Program. 
Comment 9-14 Response The following additional information has been added to CE Policy 1.6 in the CE in the GP Update: Or (4) if added benefits are gained for other modes such as biking and walking. 
Comment 9-15 Response The following new policy (CE Policy 1.8) has been added under Goal 1 of the Circulation Element in the GP Update: Develop tools such as place-based street typologies to integrate with standard functional street classifications to ensure that all street design decisions are sensitive to the local land use context. 
Comment 9-16 Response The following revision has been made to CE Policy 1.10 in the Circulation Element of the GP Update: Require necessary conditions of approval on development projects to achieve LOS standards prescribed in this element. Consider using language inclusive of other modes such as: develop a checklist for development and redevelopment projects to ensure the inclusion of infrastructure that provides for safe travel for all users and enhances project outcomes and community impact. 
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Comment 9-17 Response The following revision has been made to CE Policy 1.12 in the Circulation Element of the GP Update: Require all new development projects to either fund or install their fair share of all required feasible transportation improvements necessary to achieve a multi-modal the target LOS identified in this element as mitigation for the direct impacts on the circulation network from the proposed project. 
Comment 9-18 Response The following new policy (CE Policy 1.4) has been added under Goal 1 of the Circulation Element in the GP Update: Require a multi-modal traffic impact analysis for any project within the Mixed Use designation that generates 2,500 or more average daily vehicle trips. 
Comment 9-19 Response The city currently has a Traffic Impact Fee that is charged for new development, which funds both local and regional transportation projects through implementation of the city’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Current projects in the CIP include bike lanes, trails, sidewalk improvements, and safe routes to school projects, in addition to traditional street and signal projects. 
Comment 9-20 Response The following revision has been made to CE Policy 2.7 in the Circulation Element of the GP Update: CE Policy 2.6: Establish speed restrictions throughout the City that relate to the design and operating characteristics of the roadway, and its classification, and/or the surrounding land use context. 
Comment 9-21 Response The following new policy (CE Policy 2.3) has been added under Goal 2 of the Circulation Element in the GP Update: Incorporate multi modal improvements into pavement resurfacing, restriping, and signalization operations where the safety and convenience of users can be improved within the scope of work. 
Comment 9-22 Response The following revision has been made to CE Policy 6.2 in the Circulation Element of the GP Update: CE Policy 6.2: Require proposed development, where feasible, to provide bike facilities within the additional right-of-way for Class II bikeways in the project vicinity on all arterial roadways where deemed appropriate. Where Class II bikeways are not feasible, require Class III bike routes to be provided as a temporary measure. 
Comment 9-23 Response The phrase “whenever feasible” has been removed from CE Policy 6.6. 
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Comment 9-24 Response The “Performance Criteria” subsection in the CE has been revised as follows: Each roadway classification serves an operational purpose is part of a citywide street network that provides mobility choices to Vistans. Evaluating whether the roadways are meeting demand and promoting a balanced transportation system requires establishing suitable performance criteria. This criteria provides a means to quantify how the circulation system accommodates existing and future traffic volumes, and meets the safety needs of non-motorized users such as pedestrians, transit users, and bicyclists.  Each roadway classification has a design capacity measured in average daily trips (ADT). ADT represents the level of daily traffic that each roadway type can carry. Level of Service (LOS) is a qualitative measure that determines how a roadway or intersection operates for vehicles. LOS is based on operational characteristics such as traffic volume, capacity, delay, type of traffic control, and other factors. LOS is expressed through a range from A to F, with LOS A representing free-flowing traffic, and LOS F representing heavy congestion and delay. In addition to vehicular LOS, the City will support the use of emerging technologies, such as multi-modal level of service analyses, to measure the performance of bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit users in addition to motorists. Level of Service criteria and target performance measures can be qualitative and quantitative, including measures of accessibility, connectivity, safety, and security. Development of these methods allow for a systematic identification of impacts or benefits to alternative modes of transportation, recognizing that adding alternatives to single-occupant vehicle modes is the way to reduce highway travel demand and preserve roadway capacity.  The City has established LOS D as the threshold for acceptable operating conditions in designated areas. Intersections and roadway segments operating at LOS D or better (LOS A, B or C) are considered to operate at acceptable levels of service. Intersections and roadway segments operating at LOS E or F are considered deficient. In support of the City’s goal of providing multiple transportation options, when a traffic analysis indicates that the LOS for a street or intersection reaches “D” or below, the City will determine what improvements or operational changes are needed to maintain or improve LOS while balancing alternative transportation needs. The City will either require such improvements by the project applicant, or identify potential funding and prioritization for any necessary improvements through the Capital Improvement Program. 
Comment 9-25 Response The following new policy (CE Policy 6.23) has been added under Goal 6 of the Circulation Element in the GP Update: Establish performance standards with measurable outcomes to assess safety, functionality, and use of the circulation system by multiple roadway users. Standards should be developed to address the following: 

 Mode shift from single-occupant vehicles to walking or biking 
 Reduction in the number of injuries and fatalities to bicyclists and pedestrians 
 Reduction in the number of vehicle miles traveled per capita 
 Increase in the number of streets with sidewalks, low design speeds, tree canopy, and street furnishings 
 Increase in miles of bicycle lanes or other bikeway facilities 
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 Increase in miles of sidewalks or other pedestrian facilities 
Comment 9-26 Response The following information has been added to the end of the first paragraph in the discussion of Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation in the GP Update: The city’s major objectives in implementing the bicycle and pedestrian circulation plans are to create connections between neighborhoods and services, replace missing links within the transportation system, enhance safe routes to school, and support development of a well connected multi-modal transportation network. Future Capital Improvement Program projects will be prioritized based on these objectives. 
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2.3.10 Comment Letter 10 – San Luis Rey Band of Mission 
Indians 



City of Vista Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 2-112 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 



City of Vista Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 2-113 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 



City of Vista Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 2-114 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 



City of Vista Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 2-115 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 



City of Vista Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 2-116 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 



City of Vista Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 2-117 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 



City of Vista Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 2-118 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 

 



City of Vista Chapter 2. Responses to Comments
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 2-119 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 

Response to Letter 10 – San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians 

Comment 10-1 Response Policy revisions (in tracking mode) have been made to the GP Update in response to the comments provided by the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians. See Comment 10-2 Response through Comment 10-7 Response, below.  
Comment 10-2 Response The following new policy (RCS Policy 12.3) has been added under Goal 12 of the RCS Element in the GP Update: Ensure that the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians is notified of any proposed discretionary planning or grading applications affecting lands with potential archaeological resources. 
Comment 10-3 Response The city will not develop and maintain a database of culturally important information. RCS Policy 12.1 has been revised as follows: RCS Policy 12.1: Develop a database map identifying existing and potential archaeological sites archaeologically sensitive districts in Vista. 
Comment 10-4 Response See Comment 10-2 Response, above. 
Comment 10-5 Response Mitigation Measure M-CR-1a has been revised as follows in the Final GP Update. Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to a grading permit, for any future development project proposed under the GP Update on an undeveloped parcel, the NAHC and local tribes shall be contacted and consulted by a Professional Archaeologist approved by the City. If the NAHC and/or local tribes indicate in a written response that the site of the proposed project may potentially contain Native American resources, a pedestrian survey (i.e., physical walk over) shall be conducted by a Professional Archaeologist and a local Native American monitor. approved by the City. Should the pedestrian survey identify Native American cultural resources, the NAHC and local tribes shall be contacted and consulted and the Professional Archeologist shall, in consultation with the Native American monitor, make an immediate written evaluation of the significance and appropriate treatment of the resource, including any avoidance measures, additional testing and evaluation, or data recovery plan. In addition, the Professional Archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American monitor, shall also include in the written determination whether the potential presence of subsurface resources requires archaeological and/or Native American monitoring during site grading or other ground disturbing activities. If construction monitoring is required, Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b shall be implemented. 
Comment 10-6 Response See Comment 10-7 Response, below. 
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Comment 10-7 Response The following new policies (RCS Policy 12.4 and 12.5) have been added under Goal 12 of the RCS Element in the GP Update: If significant Native American artifacts are discovered during pre-construction or construction phases of a discretionary project or during the implementation a grading permit, the first priority shall be a) to avoid any further disturbance of those areas by re-designing the proposed development or project, and b) to have those areas placed into protected open space via an open space easement or similar protective measure. If avoidance is not feasible based on consultation with the Most Likely Descendant of such artifacts, appropriate mitigation shall be required. Any discovered Native American artifacts shall be returned to their Most Likely Descendant and repatriated at the earliest opportunity. If Native American human remains and/or associated grave goods are found during any of the activities identified in RCS Policy 12.4, the first priority shall be a) to avoid any further disturbance (i.e., grading, development) of those areas in which they are found, and b) to have the remains and/or associated grave goods preserved in place via an open space easement or similar protective land use measure. The second priority shall be that the Most Likely Descendant of the remains and/or associated grave goods, as determined by NAHC, must also have the opportunity to recommend other culturally appropriate treatment. 
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2.3.11 Comment Letter 11 – Vallecitos Water District 
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Response to Letter 11 – Vallecitos Water District The letter from the Vallecitos Water District provided details on their Master Plan Update process. No comments were received from the Vallecitos Water District that requested changes to the Vista General Plan or the related PEIR.   
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Chapter 3 
Modifications to the Draft Program  

Environmental Impact Report 

This chapter reflects the modifications to the Draft PEIR (including related revisions to the GP Update) that have resulted from comments received during the 45-day public review of the Draft PEIR or that were required for purposes of clarifications. These modifications do not alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis such that new significant environmental impacts have been identified, nor do they constitute significant new information. Revisions to the figures in the Draft PEIR are identified in the corresponding GP Update Element. General Plan goal and policy changes are also identified by their corresponding GP Update Element number. Modifications to the Draft PEIR are provided by chapter and indicated with the page number from the Draft PEIR they would replace. This chapter is intended to be used in conjunction with the Draft PEIR. 
3.1 Figure Changes As a result of public comments received during the 45-day public review draft of the Draft PEIR, some revisions were made to the GP Update’s figures. The updated figures have been inserted into the final GP Update document, and the reader should refer to the figures provided in the GP Update for the following Draft PEIR figures: 

 PEIR Figure 3-3, see Figure LUCI-1, Land Use Map 
 PEIR Figure 3-4, see Figure LUCI-6, Opportunity Areas 
 PEIR Figure 3-5, see Figure LUCI-7, OA-1 Buena Vista Creek 
 PEIR Figure 3-6, see Figure LUCI-8, OA-2 Downtown Vista 
 PEIR Figure 3-7, see Figure LUCI-9, OA-3 North Santa Fe Avenue/West Bobier Drive 
 PEIR Figure 3-8, see Figure LUCI-10, OA-4 Southern South Santa Fe Avenue 
 PEIR Figure 3-9, see Figure LUCI-11, OA-5 West Vista Way 
 PEIR Figure 3-10, see Figure LUCI-12, OA-6 East Vista Way 
 PEIR Figure 3-11, see Figure LUCI-13, OA-7 Civic Center Link 
 PEIR Figure 3-12, see Figure LUCI-14, OA-8 East Vista Way/Foothill Drive 
 PEIR Figure 3-13, see Figure LUCI-15, OA-9 Buena Creek Station 
 PEIR Figure 3-14, see Figure LUCI-16, OA-10 North County Regional Center/Breeze Hill Road 
 PEIR Figure 3-15. see Figure CE-2, Circulation Plan 
 PEIR Figure 3-16, see Figure CE-5, Pedestrian Plan 
 PEIR Figure 3-17, see Figure CE-4, Bikeway Plan 
 PEIR Figure 3-18, see Figure RCSE-3, Open Space Plan 
 PEIR Figure 3-19, see Figure RCSE-4, Parks and Recreation Plan 
 PEIR Figure 3-20, see Figure CE-6, Trails Plan 
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 PEIR Figure 4.3-2, see Figure RCSE-3, Open Space Plan 
3.2 Goal/Policy Changes As a result of public comments received during the 45-day public review draft of the Draft PEIR, some revisions were made to the GP Update’s goals and policies, including numbering. The updated goals and policies have been inserted into the final GP Update document and are shown below: LUCI Policy 1.5: Require public and/or private landscaping along all arterial roadways to: minimize the visual dominance of paved surfaces; create more appropriately defined and human-scaled public places; help distinguish spaces designated for pedestrian and non-motorized use from those designated for vehicular travel and parking; and provide environmental benefits, such as absorbing carbon dioxide, helping manage stormwater, and shading to reduce heat island effects. Preference shall be given to native or drought tolerant landscape species. LUCI Policy 1.6: Encourage undergrounding of utilities, and disallowdiscourage new electric and communications lines to be added to existing aboveground utility systems. LUCI Policy 1.8: Preserve Vista’s major creek corridors, such as Buena Vista Creek and Agua Hedionda Creek and their major tributaries, as defining elements in the character of the community and pursue opportunities to enhance these waterways through public works projects, private development, redevelopment, environmental mitigation, and other means. LUCI Policy 1.10: Design streets in a manner that is sensitive to the local context and recognizes that the needs vary in mixed-use, urban, suburban, and rural settings. LUCI Policy 2.3: Specific plans shall not be used as a tool to modify or avoid zoning regulations that are consistent with surrounding development patterns, or standards that would otherwise apply. Minimum acreage for a new Specific Plan should be 20 acres or greater. LUCI Policy 4.1: Encourage mixed-use projects (including residential/commercial/office and live/work developments) in designated areas, such as close to SPRINTER stations; along high frequency public transportation corridors; in the Downtown Specific Plan; in certain Opportunity Areas; and near jobs, schools, parks, and recreational facilities. LUCI Policy 4.2: Locate neighborhood-serving uses where residents can conveniently walk, ride bicycles, or take transit. Ensure that the existing and future transportation system is interconnected with the smart growth land use patterns to serve multiple modes of travel, such as walking, biking, transit, and driving.  LUCI Policy 4.5: Designate areas for the development of mixed use projects where alternative modes of transportation, such as walking, biking, and transit, will be emphasized over vehicle use. LUCI Policy 4.7:8: Mixed use development projects shall be evaluated based on consistency with the City’s zoning regulations and adopted Design Guidelines, as well as SANDAG Smart Growth publications including: (1) Designing for Smart Growth, Creating Great Places in the San Diego Region; (2) Planning and Designing for Pedestrians, Model Guidelines for the San Diego Region; (3) Trip Generation for Smart Growth; and (4) Parking Strategies for Smart Growth. LUCI Goal 5: Support Complete Street design and construction projects that complement desired land uses, provide equitable transportation options for all residents, and ensure the safety and convenience of all roadway users. 
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LUCI Policy 5.1: Provide a dense, interconnected network of local and collector streets that supports walking, bicycling and transit use, while avoiding excessive traffic in residential neighborhoods. LUCI Policy 5.2: Ensure that the entire right-of-way is designed to accommodate appropriate modes of transportation. LUCI Policy 5.3: Study and remove barriers, where feasible, to allow people of all abilities to access the mobility infrastructure serving the community. LUCI Policy 5.4: Promote the provision of multi-modal access to activity centers such as public facilities, commercial centers and corridors, employment centers, transit stops, schools, parks, recreation areas, and tourist attractions. LUCI Policy 5.5: Monitor progress in implementing a multi-modal transportation network by establishing related performance measures. LUCI Policy 5.6: Develop policies and tools to improve Complete Streets practices. These could include place-based street typologies, a Complete Streets checklist for all new development/redevelopment projects, multi-modal analysis software, and revisions to the City’s street design guidelines to ensure the inclusion of infrastructure that benefits all roadway users. LUCI Policy 6.2: Consider the creation of a central development zone to define the City’s core and supporting residential neighborhoods so that resources may be prioritized for these areas. LUCI Policy 10.2:LUCI Policy 11.2: Foster coordinated planning and cooperation with non-governmental organizations, particularly those involved in resource protection, in implementation of the City’s land use planning policies. LUCI Policy 11.3: Provide and support opportunities for diverse groups to participate in the planning process. LUCI Policy 12.5: Require that annexations in the Sunset Island Area are accompanied by design guidelines or specific/master plans to ensure preservation of the semi-rural character of the area and compatibility with the surrounding development pattern. LUCI Policy 13.5: All infrastructure, including sewer mains, local and collector street improvements, and utility connections needed to serve development tied to an annexation shall be the responsibility of the applicant. Improvements to offsite roads serving an annexation shall be required as necessary to meet City standards or provide the needed capacity for all travel modes to adequately serve the annexed area. LUCI Policy OA-1.2: Uncover the portions of Buena Vista Creek that are underground as new development or redevelopment opportunities arise, including the former Lincoln Middle School site. LUCI Policy OA-1.3: Modify the channelized portions of Buena Vista Creek to allow for pedestrian access, flood control, and environmental enhancements where feasible. Consider removal of channelized sections where feasible. LUCI Policy OA-1.5: Consider buffers along Buena Vista Creek in the approval of new or redevelopment projects fronting the creek corridor in order to protect its valuable natural resources. Buffers from the edge of the existing natural tree canopy should be established based on scientific analysis of the existing site conditions and the development proposal by a qualified biologist. New buildings or parking areas should not be permitted within any buffer area. 
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LUCI Policy OA-3.2: Intensify development at key nodes to promote compact, integrated, mixedusemixed-use development that is pedestrian- and transit- supportive. CE Policy 1.2: Strive to maintain a vehicular Level of Service (LOS) D or better at all intersections and roadway segments during peak hoursthroughout the City except for within areas designated for mixed-use development, or areas designated to be more bicycle/pedestrian friendly. CE Policy 1.3: Develop multi-modal level of service analysis standards to integrate with traditional vehicular LOS modeling tools. CE Policy 1.4: Require a multi-modal traffic impact analysis for any project within the Mixed Use land use designation that generates 2,500 or more average daily vehicle trips. CE Policy 1.5: When a traffic analysis indicates that the LOS reaches “D” or below, the City will determine what improvements or operational changes are needed to maintain or improve the LOS. Such improvements will either be the responsibility of the project applicant, or the City will identify potential funding and prioritization for the necessary improvements through the CIP process. CE Policy 1.6: Make all feasible transportation improvements in order to meet the threshold LOS identified in CE Policy 1.25 unless the City determines that the unacceptable LOS is a direct result of regional traffic or that the improvements necessary to achieve the threshold LOS: (1) exceed the available funding sources; (2) are not compatible with the surrounding land uses; or (3) are the result of a design that is contrary to other established City policies; or (4) if added benefits are gained for other modes such as biking and walking. CE Policy 1.8: Develop tools such as place-based street typologies to integrate with standard functional street classifications to ensure that all street design decisions are sensitive to the local land use context. CE Policy 1.6:10: Require necessary conditions of approval on development projects to achieve LOS standards prescribed in this element. Develop a checklist for development and redevelopment projects to ensure the inclusion of infrastructure that provides for safe travel for all users and enhances project outcomes and community impact. CE Policy 1.8:12: Require all new development projects to either fund or install their fair share of all required feasible transportation improvements necessary to achieve the targeta multi-modal LOS identified in this Element as mitigation for the direct impacts on the circulation network from the proposed project.  CE Policy 2.3: Incorporate multi modal improvements into pavement resurfacing, restriping, and signalization operations where the safety and convenience of users can be improved within the scope of work. CE Policy 2.6:7: Establish speed restrictions throughout the City that relate to the design and operating characteristics of the roadway and its classification and/or the surrounding land use context. CE Policy 2.8: Allow modifications to the Circulation Element Roadway Facility Designations in consideration of available right-of-way, the context of the roadway in comparison to its surrounding land uses, or the impacts or benefits of multiple modes of transportation. CE Policy 2.9: Adopt a traffic calming program identifying alternatives to slow traffic speeds, improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, and enhance use of the street by multiple users.  
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CE Policy 3-.6: Promote alternatives to driving alone during peak periods, such as carpooling, vanpooling, bicycling, telecommuting, flexible work hours for employees, and transportation demand management (TDM) programs. CE Policy 4.3: Provide loading areas and access routes designed to avoid conflicts with noncommercialnon-commercial traffic. CE Policy 5.7: Ensure all roadway improvements are consistent with existing and planned Caltrans and NCTD facilities. CE Policy 6.2: Require proposed developments, where feasible,development to provide additionalbike facilities within the right-of-way for Class II bikeways in the project vicinity on all arterial roadways where deemed appropriate. Where Class II bikeways are not feasible, require Class III bike routes to be provided as a temporary measure. CE Policy 6.6:7: Require developers, whenever feasible, to provide facilities for pedestrian travel such as sidewalks, design developments to provide pedestrian access to the development via sidewalks, and avoid requiring that pedestrians use driveways to access development.  CE Policy 6.15: Coordinate with surrounding jurisdictions to ensure that trails, sidewalks, bikeways, and other non-motorized facilities connect to like facilities within those jurisdictions. Adjustments to alignment, width, designation, or design may be made to create appropriate regional connections. CE Policy 6.17: Provide flexibility in the design of trail improvements to accommodate a wide range of users while considering the existing environmental conditions and community character within the trail corridor. CE Policy 6.15CE Policy 6.18: Complete breaks in sidewalks and non-motorized paths where they are missing, especially along commercial corridors and routes to schools. Prioritization shall be given to such connections in development of the Capital Improvement Program (CIP). CE Policy 6.23: Establish performance standards with measurable outcomes to assess safety, functionality, and use of the circulation system by multiple roadway users. Standards should be developed to address the following: 
 Mode shift from single-occupant vehicles to walking or biking 
 Reduction in the number of injuries and fatalities to bicyclists and pedestrians 
 Reduction in the number of vehicle miles traveled per capita 
 Increase in the number of streets with sidewalks, low design speeds, tree canopy, and street furnishings 
 Increase in miles of bicycle lanes or other bikeway facilities 
 Increase in miles of sidewalks or other pedestrian facilities CE Policy 7.1: Maintain the existing width of semiruralsemi-rural roadways where feasible, but provide improvements to the right-of-way that would allow for safe pedestrian and bicycle travel, using the semi-rural cross-sections as an example.. Pedestrian walkways should be constructed of materials appropriate to the surrounding area to help retain the existing character. RCS Goal 4: Preserve, protect, and improveenhance water quality in watersheds to which the City contributes stormwater and urban runoff. 
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RCS Policy 4.1: Preserve and , protect and enhance water quality within the San Luis Rey and Carlsbad regional watershedsHydrologic Units, of which the City is a part, from pollutants, excessive changes in through pollution prevention, encouraging preservation of natural drainage courses, prevention of wildfires, and prevention of other natural or human-madeanthropogenic detrimental effects onto the watershed systemwatersheds. RCS Policy 4.2: Continue to improve water quality in Buenathe San Luis Rey, Loma Alta, Buena Vista, and Agua Hedionda Creeks through the support of local, and regionalSan Marcos watersheds, through the implementation of water quality improvement programs with the goal of achieving sustainable resource management by balancing, social, economic, and environmental needs. RCS Policy 4.3: Implement the Agua Hedionda Watershed Management Plan and develop and implement a similar watershed management plan for Buena Vista Creek and its major tributaries, dependent upon available funding. RCS Policy 4.4: Promote practices and programs that integrate the various disciplines of water resources management, recognizing and fostering the interconnectedness of water quality (including surface, stormwater, and waste water management), water supply, and natural resources. RCS Policy 4.5: Protect and restore appropriate beneficial uses for prioritized water bodies impacted by stormwater and urban runoff. RCS Policy 4.6: Require the incorporation of Low Impact Development (LID) techniques in new commercial and industrial development, and residential development of five or more dwelling units, and for major renovations that exceed a certain dollar amount (such as the amount considered an unreasonable hardship for disabled access)accordance with current stormwater regulations to manage stormwater and urban runoff, reduce runoff and pollution, and assist in maintaining or restoring the natural hydrology of the site. Examples of LID techniques include, but are not limited to the following: a. Use permeable paving or pavers for sidewalks and parking areas instead of impermeableimpervious material, such as concrete and asphalt. b. Incorporate bioretention facilities, such as cells (small-scale shallow vegetated depressions), bioswales, (linear bioretention features that may mimic natural stream channels), tree box filters (stand-alone or connected mini-bioretention areas that are installed beneath trees), and other bioretention features in site design for development projects and subdivisions. c. Utilize rain barrels and cisterns to manage rooftop runoff and/or utilize rooftop runoff to provide water for irrigating lawns and gardens. d. Install street trees in stand-alone or connected tree box filters. RCS Policy 4.4:7: Encourage the use of LID techniques through public outreach and education by installing demonstration projects at City facilities and by incorporating LID and other green technologies into public infrastructure projects. RCS Policy 4.5:8: Continue to require native and non-invasive vegetative buffer stripsbuffers along the margins of water bodies to filter fertilizers, pesticides, other contaminants,provide water cleansing for runoff entering the water bodies. Buffers from the edge of the existing natural tree canopy should be established based on scientific analysis of the existing site conditions and sedimentsany development proposal by a qualified biologist. New buildings or parking areas should not be permitted within any buffer area. 
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RCS Policy 4.6:9: Continue to implement upgrades to the City’s stormmaintain, repair, and replace current drainage system, including stormwater collection, curbs, and gutters,infrastructure where necessary to maximize public safety and other appropriate measureswater quality benefits. RCS Policy 4.7:10: Require that any property to be annexed into the City be required to hook up to the City’s sewer system and bear the cost of improvements to the sewer system if needed to serve such areas. RCS Policy 4.8: Retain Vista’s11: Restrict the installation of new concrete lining or channelization projects within open creeks and waterways and restore the creek system to its natural state where feasible, except where the in an effort to balance flood protection of life, water quality benefits, and property require other methodshabitat preservation. The daylighting and restoration of managing water flowcovered creek channels is encouraged. RCS Policy 5.2: In areas that are adjacent to sensitive vegetation and/or wildlife communities, continue to require development, uses, and activities to be designed and managed to ensure minimal impacts to those resources. Examples include, but are not limited to the following: a. Provide buffers or barriers between the development and the biological resources. Buffers from the edge of the existing natural tree canopy should be established based on scientific analysis of the existing site conditions and the development proposal by a qualified biologist. New buildings or parking areas should not be permitted within any buffer area. b. Prohibit parking lots and other developed areas from draining into sensitive resources. c. Require land uses that use chemicals or fertilizers or generate by-products that are potentially toxic or harmful to wildlife, sensitive species, and habitats to incorporate measures to mitigate those impacts. d. Require development to incorporate measures that avoid degradation of habitats from erosion and sedimentation. e. Ensure that sensitive species are protected from night lighting from nearby development. f. Mitigate noise impacts from development, uses, or activities on nearby sensitive species through noise reduction measures and/or restriction of hours during the breeding season of sensitive species. g. Require development that is adjacent to sensitive resources to landscape their sites with native, non-invasive vegetation that is similar to or compatible with the adjacent resources; and prohibit horticultural regimes (irrigation, fertilization, pest control, and pruning) that could alter site conditions in natural areas. h. Enforce fire and brush management plans so that both biological and safety goals are met. RCS Goal 6: Implement the provisions of the regional Multiple Habitat Conservation Plan (MHCP) RCS Policy 5.9: Work toward adopting6.1: Establish and maintain a Biological Preserve Overlay (BPO) reflecting the Focused Planning Area in the MHCP to the maximum extent practicable. The BPO shall define lands worthy of protection based on the presence of sensitive vegetation and wildlife communities, or those lands that support viable wildlife corridors. RCS Policy 6.2: Limit land uses within the BPO to only those necessary for the protection of public health and safety, or recreational uses that are consistent with the conservation standards in the MHCP. Biological conservation shall be the primary objective within the BPO whenever potential conflicts with recreational uses arise. 
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RCS Policy 6.3: Establish maintenance and management standards for the BPO to ensure permanent conservation. The City’s standards shall be based on the applicable standards in Section 6.0 of the Final MHCP (i.e., Fire Management; Habitat Restoration; Erosion Control; Landscaping Restrictions; Recreation and Public Access; Fencing, Signs and Lighting; Predator and Exotic Species Control; Hydrology and Flood Control; and Species Reintroduction), subject to the availability of permanent funding. RCS Policy 6.4: Adopt a Habitat Conservation Plan (a Subarea Plan) for Vista to support the subregional (North County) Multiple Habitat Conservation Plan (MHCP), the other multiple habitat speciescovering, at minimum, the BPO and enter into an Implementing Agreement with the Wildlife Agencies, subject to the availability of permanent funding. RCS Policy 6.5: Use the mitigation ratios established in the MHCP for impacts to sensitive biological habitats. RCS Policy 6.6: Integrate the City’s conservation planning efforts underway in the San Diego region, and the conservation goals of California’s Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) Actwith watershed planning, GHG reductions, and other regional planning efforts involving natural resources when possible in order to maximize opportunities for grant funding for conservation purposes. RCS Policy 67.1: Acquire or otherwise protect, where possible, open space and other properties that contain or protect significant sensitive resources, such as special-status plant and wildlife species know to occur in or near the City, natural habitats, and habitat linkages. Primary consideration shall be given to those properties within the City’s Biological Preserve Overlay. Actions may include, but are not limited to: a. Acquire private land with significant natural habitat or sensitive resources, assuming the seller is willing and that funding is available. b. Encourage the county, state, and federal government, or other conservation agency dedicated to Vista’s conservation goals, to acquire private land with significant natural habitat or sensitive resources, assuming the seller is willing. c. Enforce state and federal conservation and avoidance regulations, through the development review process, for all new development projects on private property that may potentially impact affect natural vegetation communities or biological resources within Vista. d. Encourage alternative subdivision design, such as clustering, to preserve sensitive habitatAcquire easement rights or establish agreements with public utilities to ensure the protection of natural habitats or sensitive resources within existing or planned utility easements. e. Require privately owned open space designed as an integral part of a new development to be designated Open Space (OS) on the Land Use Map. RCS Policy 78.5: Develop Preserve and implement a master planmaintain natural areas in urban neighborhoods, such as canyons and creeks, and provide access for Buena Vista Creek to enhance the creek’s hydrology and protect open space and natural habitatsenjoyment of the surrounding community. RCS Policy 10.2: Maintain the diversity of recreational programs serving the community subject to the availability of adequate funding. Pursue funding opportunities to support program diversity when available. RCS Policy 11.4: Consider discretionary review of any demolition permits for properties identified on the City’s historic resources inventories, as applicable. 
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RCS Policy 1112.1: Develop a databasemap identifying existing and potential archaeological sitesarchaeologically sensitive districts in Vista. RCS Policy 1112.2: In collaboration with NAHC and the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians, adopt procedures for protecting significant archeological features, and apply to projects requiring discretionary City approval. RCS Policy 12.3: Ensure that the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians is notified of any proposed discretionary planning or grading applications affecting lands with potential archaeological resources. RCS Policy 12.4: If significant Native American artifacts are discovered during pre-construction or construction phases of a discretionary project or during the implementation a grading permit, the first priority shall be a) to avoid any further disturbance of those areas by re-designing the proposed development or project, and b) to have those areas placed into protected open space via an open space easement or similar protective measure. If avoidance is not feasible based on consultation with the Most Likely Descendant of such artifacts, appropriate mitigation shall be required. Any discovered Native American artifacts shall be returned to their Most Likely Descendant and repatriated at the earliest opportunity. RCS Policy 12.5: If Native American human remains and/or associated grave goods are found during any of the activities identified in RCS Policy 12.4, the first priority shall be a) to avoid any further disturbance (i.e., grading, development) of those areas in which they are found, and b) to have the remains and/or associated grave goods preserved in place via an open space easement or similar protective land use measure. The second priority shall be that the Most Likely Descendant of the remains and/or associated grave goods, as determined by NAHC, must also have the opportunity to recommend other culturally appropriate treatment. RCS Policy 14.1: Consider the goals and policies in SANDAG’s Regional Energy Strategy in drafting new legislation, policies, or procedures. RCS Policy 13.6:14.7: Encourage any newly constructed, purchased, or leased municipal space to meet minimum standards as appropriate, such as the following: a. requiring new commercial buildings to meet Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) criteria established by the U.S. Green Building Council; b. incorporating passive solar design features in new buildings, including daylighting and passive solar heating; c. retrofitting existing buildings to meet standards under Title 24 of the California Building Energy Code, or to achieve a higher performance standard as established by the City/County; and d. Energy Code, or to achieve a higher performance standard as established by the e. City/County; and f.d. retrofitting existing buildings to decrease heat gain from non-roof impervious surfaces with cool paving, landscaping, and other techniques. RCS Policy 14.13: Support SDG&E in the location of new or expanded service facilities where appropriate, and support maintenance and operational activities through coordinated efforts with SDG&E staff and contractors. HV Policy 1.1: Continue and enhance the collaboration among the City and community partners (such as health care providers, mental health providers, public health advocates, the Vista Community Clinic, the Vista Unified School District [VUSD], businesses, other governments and 
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agencies, the Boys and Girls Club, the YMCA, neighborhood organizations, faith-based organizations, and other community partners) in identifying public health issues and developing and implementing a community-based approach to health and wellness in Vista. HV Policy 1.6: Pursue the establishment of public events in Vista that promote community health and wellness. HV Policy 1.7:8: Encourage the establishment of tobacco free outdoor spaces, such as outdoor dining areas, employee break areas, private open space areas, and other privately operated outdoor facilities. HV Policy 1.9: Pursue opportunities for new funding sources to enhance funding of alcohol related enforcement, prevention, and training efforts. HV Policy 1.10: Develop a policy outlining standard restrictions, limitations, or conditions for new alcohol licenses or renewals considering, but not limited to, overconcentration of similar facilities and crime statistics in the surrounding area. The policy should address both onsite and offsite alcohol sales. HV Policy 1.11: Strive to reduce problems associated with alcohol and drug abuse when developing or altering programs, policies, and practices. HV Policy 2.1: Encourage the creation and operation of community gardens and , urban farms, and other small scale agricultural operations, especially in neighborhoods that do not have convenient access to grocery stores. HV Policy 2.5: Promote access to large scale food distribution sites by allowing temporary or interim uses on commercially or industrially designated properties for the purpose of food distribution, as needed. HV Policy 3.2: Support State licensed residential care programs and facilities that provide people in recovery and their families with a variety of support options, if not overly concentrated. HV Policy 5.4: Develop an outreach program in coordination with any other interested public agencies or non-governmental organizations to facilitate public participation in the municipal planning and decision making process. PSFS Policy 1.6: Develop a formal policy addressing the City’s review of licenses for the sale of alcohol. PSFS Policy 5.3: Conduct community-wide awareness and education efforts concerning defensible space planning, maintenance, ignition-resistant construction, and landscaping techniques, with a focus on the areas within the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. PSFS Policy 5.7: Maintain the City’s Vegetation Management Program to reduce wildfire hazards in urban and semi-urban areas within Vista. Thinning, pruning or removal of native vegetation under this program shall require approval of the Fire Marshal and the appropriate resource agencies if not permitted under existing agreements. PFSF Goal 13: Through coordination with State, County, and local Emergency Medical Services Association, provide local control and oversight of pre-hospital emergency medical care through Advanced Life Support Services. PSFS Policy 13.1: Maintain service levels in compliance with State and County protocols. PSFS Policy 13.2: Conduct community-wide awareness and education efforts for healthy living, disaster planning, public health issues, and injury prevention. 
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PSFS Policy 13.3: Implement injury reduction programs as feasible. Provide information on the 911 system and where/how to obtain CPR training. PFSF Policy 13.4: Permit private ambulance providers to ensure safe practice, minimize Code Three travel in the City and District, and identify available ambulance resources. PFSF Policy 13.5: Encourage and support AED (Automated External Defibrillation) programs. PFSF Policy 13.6: Present and support CPR training throughout the City workforce and community. PFSF Policy 13.7: Ensure EMS personnel are well trained to provide emergency medical care, thorough education, continuous quality improvement, testing and National certifications. PFSF Policy 13.8: Provide and/or oversee emergency medical ground transport. PFSF Policy 13.9: Provide and maintain Paramedic Assessment engines seven days a week. PFSF Policy 13.10: Assure compliance with policies, procedures and protocols for medical control as established by San Diego County EMS. PFSF Policy 13.11: Ensure secure patient record keeping that complies with the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) and confidentially regulations. Additionally, the following policies were renumbered but had no changes to text. The numbering from the Draft PEIR and GP Update is shown in the table below in the left column, along with its corresponding new numbering in the right column. 
 Previous Goal/Policy Number Revised Goal/Policy Number LUCI Policy 2.4 LUCI Policy 2.5 LUCI Policy 2.5 LUCI Policy 2.6 LUCI Policy 2.6 LUCI Policy 2.7 LUCI Policy 2.7 LUCI Policy 2.8 LUCI Policy 2.8 LUCI Policy 2.9 LUCI Policy 2.9 LUCI Policy 2.10 LUCI Policy 2.10 LUCI Policy 2.11 LUCI Policy 2.11 LUCI Policy 2.12 LUCI Policy 2.12 LUCI Policy 2.13 LUCI Policy 4.5 LUCI Policy 4.6 LUCI Policy 4.6 LUCI Policy 4.7 LUCI Policy 4.7 LUCI Policy 4.9 LUCI Policy 4.8 LUCI Policy 4.10 LUCI Goal 5 LUCI Goal 6 LUCI Policy 5.1 LUCI Policy 6.1 LUCI Policy 5.2 LUCI Policy 6.3 LUCI Policy 5.3 LUCI Policy 6.4 LUCI Policy 5.4 LUCI Policy 6.5 LUCI Policy 5.5 LUCI Policy 6.6 LUCI Policy 5.6 LUCI Policy 6.7 LUCI Policy 5.7 LUCI Policy 6.8 LUCI Goal 6 LUCI Goal 7 
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Previous Goal/Policy Number Revised Goal/Policy Number LUCI Policy 6.1 LUCI Policy 7.1 LUCI Policy 6.2 LUCI Policy 7.2 LUCI Policy 6.3 LUCI Policy 7.3 LUCI Policy 6.4 LUCI Policy 7.4 LUCI Policy 6.5 LUCI Policy 7.5 LUCI Policy 6.6 LUCI Policy 7.6 LUCI Goal 7 LUCI Goal 8 LUCI Policy 7.1 LUCI Policy 8.1 LUCI Policy 7.2 LUCI Policy 8.2 LUCI Policy 7.3 LUCI Policy 8.3 LUCI Policy 7.4 LUCI Policy 8.4 LUCI Policy 7.5 LUCI Policy 8.5 LUCI Goal 8 LUCI Goal 9 LUCI Policy 8.1 LUCI Policy 9.1 LUCI Policy 8.2 LUCI Policy 9.2 LUCI Policy 8.3 LUCI Policy 9.3 LUCI Policy 8.4 LUCI Policy 9.4 LUCI Goal 9 LUCI Goal 10 LUCI Policy 9.1 LUCI Policy 10.1 LUCI Policy 9.2 LUCI Policy 10.2 LUCI Policy 9.3 LUCI Policy 10.3 LUCI Policy 9.4 LUCI Policy 10.4 LUCI Policy 9.5 LUCI Policy 10.5 LUCI Policy 9.6 LUCI Policy 10.6 LUCI Goal 10 LUCI Goal 11 LUCI Policy 10.1 LUCI Policy 11.1 LUCI Goal 11 LUCI Goal 12 LUCI Policy 11.1 LUCI Policy 12.1 LUCI Policy 11.2 LUCI Policy 12.2 LUCI Policy 11.3 LUCI Policy 12.3 LUCI Policy 11.4 LUCI Policy 12.4 LUCI Goal 12 LUCI Goal 13 LUCI Policy 12.1 LUCI Policy 13.1 LUCI Policy 12.2 LUCI Policy 13.2 LUCI Policy 12.3 LUCI Policy 13.3 LUCI Policy 12.4 LUCI Policy 13.4 LUCI Goal 13 LUCI Goal 14 LUCI Policy 13.1 LUCI Policy 14.1 LUCI Policy 13.2 LUCI Policy 14.2 LUCI Policy 13.3 LUCI Policy 14.3 LUCI Policy 13.4 LUCI Policy 14.4 LUCI Policy OA-1.5 LUCI Policy OA-1.6 
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Previous Goal/Policy Number Revised Goal/Policy Number LUCI Policy OA-1.6 LUCI Policy OA-1.7 LUCI Policy OA-1.7 LUCI Policy OA-1.8 CE Policy 1.4 CE Policy 1.7 CE Policy 1.5 CE Policy 1.9 CE Policy 1.7 CE Policy 1.11 CE Policy 1.9 CE Policy 1.13 CE Policy 1.10 CE Policy 1.14 CE Policy 1.11 CE Policy 1.15 CE Policy 2.3 CE Policy 2.4 CE Policy 2.4 CE Policy 2.5 CE Policy 2.5 CE Policy 2.6 CE Policy 2.7 CE Policy 2.10 CE Policy 2.8 CE Policy 2.11 CE Policy 3.6 CE Policy 3.7 CE Policy 3.7 CE Policy 3.8 CE Policy 3.8 CE Policy 3.9 CE Policy 6.5 CE Policy 6.6 CE Policy 6.7 CE Policy 6.8 CE Policy 6.8 CE Policy 6.9 CE Policy 6.9 CE Policy 6.10 CE Policy 6.10 CE Policy 6.11 CE Policy 6.11 CE Policy 6.12 CE Policy 6.12 CE Policy 6.13 CE Policy 6.13 CE Policy 6.14 CE Policy 6.14 CE Policy 6.15 CE Policy 6.16 CE Policy 6.19 CE Policy 6.17 CE Policy 6.20 CE Policy 6.18 CE Policy 6.21 CE Policy 6.19 CE Policy 6.22 RCS Policy 4.9 RCS Policy 4.12 RCS Goal 6 RCS Goal 7 RCS Policy 6.2 RCS Policy 7.2 RCS Goal 7 RCS Goal 8 RCS Policy 7.1 RCS Policy 8.1 RCS Policy 7.2 RCS Policy 8.2 RCS Policy 7.3 RCS Policy 8.3 RCS Policy 7.4 RCS Policy 8.4 RCS Goal 8 RCS Goal 9 RCS Policy 8.1 RCS Policy 9.1 RCS Policy 8.2 RCS Policy 9.2 RCS Policy 8.3 RCS Policy 9.3 RCS Policy 8.4 RCS Policy 9.4 
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Previous Goal/Policy Number Revised Goal/Policy Number RCS Policy 8.5 RCS Policy 9.5 RCS Policy 8.6 RCS Policy 9.6 RCS Policy 8.7 RCS Policy 9.7 RCS Policy 8.8 RCS Policy 9.8 RCS Policy 8.9 RCS Policy 9.9 RCS Policy 8.10 RCS Policy 9.10 RCS Goal 9 RCS Goal 10 RCS Policy 9.1 RCS Policy 10.1 RCS Policy 9.2 RCS Policy 10.3 RCS Policy 9.3 RCS Policy 10.4 RCS Policy 9.4 RCS Policy 10.5 RCS Policy 9.5 RCS Policy 10.6 RCS Policy 9.6 RCS Policy 10.7 RCS Policy 9.7 RCS Policy 10.8 RCS Policy 9.8 RCS Policy 10.9 RCS Policy 9.9 RCS Policy 10.10 RCS Policy 9.10 RCS Policy 10.11 RCS Policy 9.11 RCS Policy 10.12 RCS Goal 10 RCS Goal 11 RCS Policy 10.1 RCS Policy 11.1 RCS Policy 10.2 RCS Policy 11.2 RCS Policy 10.3 RCS Policy 11.3 RCS Policy 10.4 RCS Policy 11.5 RCS Policy 10.5 RCS Policy 11.6 RCS Policy 11.6 RCS Policy 11.7 RCS Goal 11 RCS Goal 12 RCS Goal 12 RCS Goal 13 RCS Policy 12.1 RCS Policy 13.1 RCS Policy 12.2 RCS Policy 13.2 RCS Goal 13 RCS Goal 14 RCS Policy 13.1 RCS Policy 14.2 RCS Policy 13.2 RCS Policy 14.3 RCS Policy 13.3 RCS Policy 14.4 RCS Policy 13.4 RCS Policy 14.5 RCS Policy 13.5 RCS Policy 14.6 RCS Policy 13.7 RCS Policy 14.8 RCS Policy 13.8 RCS Policy 14.9 RCS Policy 13.9 RCS Policy 14.10 RCS Policy 13.10 RCS Policy 14.11 RCS Policy 13.11 RCS Policy 14.12 RCS Goal 14 RCS Goal 15 RCS Policy 14.1 RCS Policy 15.1 



City of Vista Chapter 3. Modifications
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report 3-15 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 

Previous Goal/Policy Number Revised Goal/Policy Number RCS Policy 14.2 RCS Policy 15.2 RCS Policy 14.3 RCS Policy 15.3 RCS Policy 14.4 RCS Policy 15.4 RCS Policy 14.5 RCS Policy 15.5 RCS Policy 14.6 RCS Policy 15.6 RCS Policy 14.7 RCS Policy 15.7 HV Policy 1.6 HV Policy 1.7 HV Policy 1.7 HV Policy 1.12 HV Policy 2.5 HV Policy 2.6 HV Policy 2.6 HV Policy 2.7 HV Policy 2.7 HV Policy 2.8 HV Policy 2.8 HV Policy 2.9 HV Policy 2.9 HV Policy 2.10 HV Policy 2.10 HV Policy 2.11 HV Policy 2.11 HV Policy 2.12 HV Policy 3.2 HV Policy 3.3 HV Policy 3.3 HV Policy 3.4 HV Policy 3.4 HV Policy 3.5 PSFS Policy 1.6 PSFS Policy 1.7 PSFS Goal 13 PSFS Goal 14 PSFS Policy 13.1 PSFS Policy 14.1 PSFS Policy 13.2 PSFS Policy 14.2 PSFS Policy 13.3 PSFS Policy 14.3 PSFS Policy 13.4 PSFS Policy 14.4 PSFS Goal 14 PSFS Goal 15 PSFS Policy 14.1 PSFS Policy 15.1 PSFS Policy 14.2 PSFS Policy 15.2 PSFS Policy 14.3 PSFS Policy 15.3 PSFS Policy 14.4 PSFS Policy 15.4 
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3.3 PEIR Chapter/Section Changes 
Executive Summary 

Page ES-13 
 

4.4 Climate Change Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact CC-1/C-CC-1: Cumulative 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. GHG emissions in the City of Vista under BAU conditions would result in 2020 emissions that are approximately 20 percent higher than current 2005 GHG emissions. Emissions that are inconsistent with reduction goals established by AB 32 (that is, emissions in 2020 greater than 85 percent of current levels) would be significant. Full implementation of a CAP that quantitatively demonstrates reduction of GHG emissions in 2020 to a level below 85 percent of the current level would reduce this impact to below a level of significance. Various policies listed within the GP Update are consistent with established guidance from CAPCOA and the Attorney General’s Office on GHG reduction strategies, and these policies could form the basis of the CAP. However, it is unknown whether or not the policies within the GP Update provide 

PS M-CC-1: CAP Implementation. In compliance with RSC Policy 2.1, the city shall implement a quantified CAP within two years24 months of adoption of the General Plan. The CAP shall apply the discussions in the EIR under “Considerations for Implementing the Climate Action Plan” discussed under Section 4.4.4.4.1. At a minimum, the CAP shall:  
 Identify a quantifiable GHG emissions reduction target on projected 2020 BAU emissions in the city using currently accepted methods. 
 Identify and prioritize potential reduction measures and policies to achieve the city’s GHG emissions target, and quantitatively and qualitatively analyze the reduction potential and implementation costs of selected measures to a level that is 15 percent below recent (2005) levels by 2020. 
 Identify proactive strategies that can be implemented to prepare for potential impacts of climate change on Vista’s economy, natural ecosystems, and community health. 
 Identify an achievable implementation schedule, establish a monitoring system, and 

SU 
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a sufficiently comprehensive framework for reducing GHG emissions in the city in line with the requirements of AB 32. Beyond implementing policies of the GP Update, including policies to adopt and support a CAP (RCS Policies 2.1 and 2.2) and mitigation that would ensure implementation of RCS Policy 2.1, no additional mitigation is feasible at the program level to reduce GHG emissions. Therefore, impacts related to GHG emissions would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable. 

identify funding sources for implementation of the CAP through 2020.  
 Quantify the 2020 reductions in GHG emissions using currently accepted methods. 
 Quantify the impact of state and federal GHG reduction measures on projected 2020 BAU emissions in the city. 
 Identify methods to reduce GHG emissions to a level that is 15% below recent (2006) levels by 2020. 
 Identify additional measures or modified General Plan Update policies as needed for incorporation into the CAP. 
 Require monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions.
 Establish a schedule of actions for implementation through 2020.  
 Identify funding sources for implementation through 2020. 
 Identify a process to set a reduction goal for 2030 by 2020. 
 Adopt feasible, enforceable GHG reduction measures to be required of private activities by the City.  
 Update the CAP by 2020 to include reduction measures to achieve the adopted 2030 reduction goal. Physical Effects of Climate Change Impact CC-2/C-CC-2: Physical Effects 

from Climate Change. Environmental change is inevitable due to current and unavoidable future increases in GHG emissions worldwide. Over time, new development would be resilient to the inevitable changes of climate change and would help avoid additional physical harm to persons and property resulting from climate change effects. However, currently it is unknown whether the city will be able to protect property and persons from the 

PS Implement Mitigation Measure M-CC-1. SU 
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adverse effects of global climate change. No mitigation is proposed to reduce the adverse effects of global climate change. Therefore, impacts resulting from climate change would be significant and unavoidable. 
Cumulative Climate Change Impacts Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact C-CC-1: Cumulative 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. GHG emissions in the City of Vista under BAU conditions would result in 2020 emissions that are approximately 20 percent higher than current 2005 GHG emissions. Emissions that are inconsistent with reduction goals established by AB 32 (that is, emissions in 2020 greater than 85 percent of current levels) would be significant. Full implementation of a CAP that quantitatively demonstrates reduction of GHG emissions in 2020 to a level below 85 percent of the current level would reduce this impact to below a level of significance. Various policies listed within the GP Update are consistent with established guidance from CAPCOA and the Attorney General’s Office on GHG reduction strategies, and these policies could form the basis of the CAP. However, it is unknown whether or not the policies within the GP Update provide a sufficiently comprehensive framework for reducing GHG emissions in the city in line with the requirements of AB 32. Beyond implementing policies of the GP Update, including policies to adopt and 

PS Implement Mitigation Measure M-CC-1. SU 
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support a CAP (RCS Policies 2.1 and 2.2) and mitigation that would ensure implementation of RCS Policy 2.1, no additional mitigation is feasible at the program level to reduce GHG emissions. Therefore, impacts related to GHG emissions would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable. Physical Effects of Climate Change Impact C-CC-2: Physical Effects from 
Climate Change. Environmental change is inevitable due to current and unavoidable future increases in GHG emissions worldwide. Over time, new development would be resilient to the inevitable changes of climate change and would help avoid additional physical harm to persons and property resulting from climate change effects. However, currently it is unknown whether the city will be able to protect property and persons from the adverse effects of global climate change. No mitigation is proposed to reduce the adverse effects of global climate change. Therefore, impacts resulting from climate change would be significant and unavoidable. 

PS No feasible mitigation is proposed to reduce the adverse effects of global climate change. SU 
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Page ES-26 
 Public Schools Impact PS-2: Construction of New or Expanded School Facilities. The increase in population and housing associated with the GP Update could require the construction of new or expanded school facilities to meet the projected increase in school enrollment. VUSD is solely responsible for the planning, design, approval, and construction of school facilities. The city has limited authority over the construction or expansion of school facilities. Thus, the city would not be able to ensure that their construction and operation would have a less than significant impact on the environment. Beyond paying fees in association with SB 50, no mitigation is feasible at the program-level. Therefore, even with the implementation of the GP Update, impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 

PS 

 

Project Description 

Page 3-8 Adoption of the GP Update would result in the reduction of 3.2 acres ofincrease in residential uses, most of which would be replaced byinvolve increases in the Rural Residential (RR), Medium Density residential (MD) and Medium High Density residential (MHD) land use designationsMU land use designation or by higher residential land uses. No changes would occur to the RR or OSR land use designations. 
Rural Residential (RR). There are 126 acres currently designated as RR, which would not be changed increased by the GP Update to 258.3 acres. 
Low Density (LD). There are 1,843.7 acres currently designated for LD residential development. The GP Update would replace 11.812.4 acres of LD with MD, MHD, and HD land uses within OA-6, resulting in a total of 1,831.9 3 acres of LD land uses in the proposed GP Update. 

Page 3-9 
Low Density (LD). There are 1,843.7 acres currently designated for LD residential development. The GP Update would replace 11.812.4 acres of LD with MD, MHD, and HD land uses within OA-6, resulting in a total of 1,831.9 3 acres of LD land uses in the proposed GP Update. 
Medium Low Density (MLD). There are 2,203.4 acres currently designated for MLD residential development within the existing General Plan. The GP Update would reduce the amount of designated MLD residential land uses by 20.227.6 acres primarily within OA-2, OA-3, and OA-5 and would replace them with HD and MU land uses. In total there would be 2,183.22,175.8 acres of MLD land uses under the proposed GP Update. 
Medium Density (MD). There are 1,170.8 acres currently designated for MD residential development within the existing General Plan. The GP Update would increase the net amount of designated MD residential land uses by 17.818.7 acres, resulting in a total of 1,1898.56 acres of MD land use designations citywide. 
Medium High Density (MHD). There are 423.6 acres currently designated for MHD residential development within the existing General Plan. The GP Update would increase the amount of 
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designated MHD residential land uses by 24.714.6 acres, resulting in a total of 448.3438.2 acres of MHD land use designations citywide. 
High Density (HD). There are 531.9 acres currently designated for HD residential development within the existing General Plan. The GP Update would reduce the amount of designated HD residential land uses by 13.726.1 acres, resulting in 518.2505.8 acres of HD land uses under the proposed GP Update. 

Page 3-10 
Commercial Neighborhood Commercial (CN). There are 291.5 acres currently designated for CN development within the existing General Plan. The GP Update would reduce the amount of designated CN land uses by 119111.6 acres, resulting in 1791.9 acres of CN land uses under the proposed GP Update. 
Commercial Office (CO). There are 63.5 acres currently designated for CO development within the existing General Plan. The GP Update would reduce the amount of designated CO land uses by 7.2 6 acres, resulting in 56.355.9 acres of CO land uses under the proposed GP Update. 
General Commercial (GC). There are 691.9 acres currently designated for GC development within the existing General Plan. The GP Update would reduce the amount of designated GC land uses by 225.1 acres, resulting in 467.8466.8 acres of GC land uses under the proposed GP Update. 
Mixed Use (MU). MU would be a new land use designation applied to 39269.1 acres within Vista. 

Page 3-11 
Industrial General (IG). The 224.3 acres of IG land uses under the current General Plan would continue to be designated IG by the proposed GP Update. The IG land use would include 221 acres of general manufacturing with moderate nuisance characteristics (i.e., noise, smoke, dust, odor, or glare) and heavy manufacturing, which may create greater nuisance characteristics. 

Page 3-12 
Civic Activity (CA). There are 391.4 acres currently designated for CA development within the existing General Plan. The GP Update would reduce the amount of designated CA land uses by 1817.2 acres, resulting in 373374.2 acres of CA land uses under the GP Update. 
Open Space (OS). The OS land use designation would replace 481.9616.1 acres of the current planned OP land use designation to preserve, in its natural state, land in the vicinity of the unchanneled portion of Buena Vista Creek, other bodies of water, undeveloped flood plains, areas of seismic activity, areas of unstable soil, areas of unique geologic formation, areas of geologic hazard, and other areas of interest in order to protect the health, safety, and aesthetic sense of the public and to preserve these areas undisturbed for future generations. 
Parks and Recreation (PR). The PR land use designation would replace 764.4497.1 acres of the current planned OP land use designation to apply to public parks and recreation areas and facilities (such as city-owned and operated parks, Guajome Park, The Wave, etc.), private recreation areas and facilities (such as Shadowridge Golf Course and Country Club and Green Oak Ranch), and deed-restricted property or facilities in private development that are set aside for recreational purposes. 
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Biological Resources 

Page 4.3-15 The North County MHCP is a comprehensive, multiple jurisdiction planning program under the state NCCP Act designed to create, manage, and monitor an ecosystem preserve in northwestern San Diego County. The overall objective of the North County MHCP is to conserve viable populations of native plant and animal species and their habitats in perpetuity. The North County MHCP subregion encompasses seven incorporated cities: Carlsbad, Encinitas, Escondido, Oceanside, San Marcos, Solana Beach, and Vista. Each is responsible for the preparation and implementation of a subarea plan that describes the specific policies that each will institute for the North County MHCP. The City of Vista signed an NCCP enrollment/planning agreement in 1992. 
Page 4.3-17 Threshold 6 does not apply to the proposed GP Update. The city is one of seven incorporated cities located within the adopted North County MHCP, which is a comprehensive habitat conservation planning document that focuses on the needs of area wildlife needs and preserving native vegetation communities. The city is in the process of preparing their Subarea Plan, which will address how the city will conserve natural vegetation communities and plant and animal species pursuant to ESA, CESA, and the NCCP Act of 1991. However, to date, this plan has not been approved or adopted. Therefore, future development under the GP Update would not conflict with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Once the city’s Subarea Plan is approved and adopted, all development within the Subarea Plan area will be required to comply with the provisions of the Subarea Plan. Therefore, no further analysis of this threshold is warranted. 
Page 4.3-20 

 Avoidance of the breeding seasons for listed species such as: 
 Arroyo toad—March 15 to July September 301 
 Least Bell’s vireo—March 15 to September 1530 
 Willow flycatcher (all subspecies)—March 15 to September 1530 
 Coastal California gnatcatcher—February March 15 to August September 301 

Page 4.3-20 
M-BI-2: Bird Nest Avoidance. If construction activities occur between January 15 and August 31September 15, a preconstruction survey (within seven days prior to construction activities) shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if active nests are present within or adjacent to the area proposed for development in order to avoid the nesting activities of breeding birds/raptors. The results of the surveys shall be submitted to the City (and made available to the Wildlife Agencies, upon request) prior to initiation of any construction activities. If nesting activities within 200 feet of the proposed work area are not detected, construction activities may proceed. If nesting activities are confirmed, construction activities shall be delayed within an appropriate buffer (e.g., 300 feet) from the active nest until the young birds have fledged and left the nest or until the nest is no longer active as determined by a qualified biologist. The size of the appropriate buffer shall be determined by a qualified biologist based on field conditions. The results of all biological monitoring shall be submitted to the City (and made available to the Wildlife Agencies, upon request). The 
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Wildlife Agencies are available for consultation regarding nesting status and appropriate buffers. Also, at no time is take of California Full Protected species permitted (Fish and Game Code §3511). 
Page 4.3-22 

 Avoidance of the avian breeding seasons (e.g., January 15 to September 15) if riparian or other sensitive habitat supports breeding birds, or other special-status species. 
Page 4.3-25 

 Plant species acceptable for the project’s landscaping must not be considered an invasive species by the California Invasive Plant Council (http://www.cal-ipc.org/ip/inventory/ index.php) or the San Diego Natural History Museum’s San Diego County Invasive Species.  
4.3.4.4.5 Conflict with Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan 

Threshold 5: Would implementation of the GP Update conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan? (Less than Significant) 

Impact Analysis The City of Vista signed an NCCP enrollment/planning agreement in 1992, which indicated the City’s intention of adopting a subarea plan to achieve the biological conservation goals of the NCCP. Due to the absence of a permanent funding source, the City has not adopted a subarea plan; however, the City has included goals and policies to address the MHCP as the key tool to future conservation efforts within the City, including a Biological Preserve Overlay (BPO) to conserve the largely native areas of Agua Hedionda Creek. The BPO is included on the City’s Land Use Plan (see Figure 2-1), which identifies biologically sensitive areas within the city that are targeted for conservation. Furthermore, goals and policies to establish buffers adjacent to jurisdictional areas are included in the RCS Element. With the adoption of the BPO and the inclusion of new goals and policies to implement the provisions of the regional MHCP, the GP Update would not result in a conflict with the provisions of any local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans and impacts would be less than significant. 
Significance Determination Impacts would be less than significant. 
Mitigation Measures No mitigation is required. 

Cultural Resources 

Page 4.5-25 
M-CR-1a: Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to a grading permit, for any future development project proposed under the GP Update on an undeveloped parcel, the NAHC and local tribes shall be contacted and consulted by a Professional Archaeologist approved by the City. If the NAHC and/or local tribes indicate in a written response that the site of the proposed project many potentially contain Native American resources, a pedestrian survey (i.e., 
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physical walk over) shall be conducted by a Professional Archaeologist and a local Native American monitorpproved by the City. Should the pedestrian survey identify Native American cultural resources, the NAHC and local tribes shall be contacted and consulted and the Professional Archeologist shall, in consultation with the Native American monitor, make an immediate written evaluation of the significance and appropriate treatment of the resource, including any avoidance measures, additional testing and evaluation, or data recovery plan. In addition, the Professional Archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American monitor, shall also include in the written determination whether the potential presence of subsurface resources requires archaeological and/or Native American monitoring during site grading or other ground disturbing activities. If construction monitoring is required, Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b shall be implemented.  
Transportation and Circulation 

Page 4.11-12 

4.11.3.3.1 2006 2010 Regional Transportation Improvement Program  The Regional Transportation Improvement Program, adopted on August 4, 2006December 14, 2010, is a multi-year program of major highway, arterial, transit, and bikeway projects. The program is designed to implement the region’s overall strategy for providing mobility and improving the efficiency and safety of efforts to attain federal and state air quality standards for the region. It also incrementally implements the latest update to the RTP. The program covers fiscal years 2007 to 2011 to 2015 and includes an air quality emissions analysis for all regionally significant projects that increase the transportation system capacity, regardless of funding sources. 
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Pages 4.11-16, 17, and 18 

Table 4.11-7. 2030 Daily Roadway Segment Levels of Service with GP Update (2030) 

Segment Location Classification # Lanes LOS E Capacity ADT1,3 LOS3 Change in  V/C Impact? S. Melrose Drive Park Center Drive to Sycamore Avenue Primary Arterial 6 D 60,000 45,30045,800 C -
0.3430.351 N 

Sycamore Avenue to Shadowridge Drive Primary Arterial 6 D 60,000 24,40025,300 A -
0.0120.027 N 

Shadowridge Drive to Sunset Drive Primary Arterial   60,000 33,60038,600 A -
0.1040.187 N 

Sunset Drive to SR-78 EB Off-Ramp  Urban Major  6 D 50,000 34,50039,200 B 
0.0780.016 N N. Melrose Drive  SR-78 EB Off-Ramp to Olive Avenue  Urban Major  6 D 50,000 37,700 C -0.145 N Olive Avenue to W. Bobier Drive  Urban Major  6 D 50,000 38,400 C -0.047 N Sycamore Avenue  S. Melrose Drive to Business Park Drive  Primary Arterial 6 D 60,000 46,20046,600 C -
0.3720.379 N 

Business Park Drive to La Mirada Drive  Primary Arterial 6D 60,000 39,00039,400 B -
0.1520.159 N 

La Mirada Drive to Shadowridge Drive  Primary Arterial  6D 60,000 39,50040,100 B -
0.0960.106 N 

Shadowridge Drive to SR-78 EB Ramps Primary Arterial 6 D 60,000 47,60050,100 C -
0.0140.056 N 

Vista Village Drive  W. Vista Way to N. Santa Fe Avenue  Urban Major  6 D 50,000 39,200 C -0.157 N N. Santa Fe Avenue to Civic Center Drive  Urban Major 6 D 50,000 24,100 A -0.465 N E. Vista Way  Civic Center Drive to Vale Terrace Drive  Urban Major 6 D 50,000 44,300 D -0.872 N Vale Terrace Drive to E. Bobier Drive  Urban Major 6 D 50,000 28,000 A -0.782 N North of E. Bobier Drive  Major Arterial 4 D 40,000 31,200 C -0.409 N W. Vista Way Emerald Drive to N. Melrose Drive  Collector  4 25,000 16,100 B -1.020 N N. Melrose Drive to Vista Village Drive  Primary Arterial  6 D 60,000 17,000 A -0.049 N Bobier Drive  N. Melrose Drive to N. Santa Fe Avenue Major Arterial 4 D 40,000 28,400 C -0.107 N 
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Segment Location Classification # Lanes LOS E Capacity ADT1,3 LOS3 Change in  V/C Impact? N. Santa Fe Avenue to E. Vista Way Major Arterial  4 D  40,000 21,600 A -0.081 N N. Santa Fe Avenue Bobier Drive to Vista Village Drive Major Arterial 4 D 40,000 25,600 B -0.009 N S. Santa Fe Avenue Vista Village Drive to Civic Center Drive  Major Arterial 4 D 2540,000 32,900 D -0.033 N Branding Iron Drive Sunset Avenue Melrose Avenue to Crestview Road Crestview Road to SR-78 WB Ramps  Major Arterial Major Arterial 4D 4 D 40,000 40,000 13,900 28,10032,006 C C N/A5 N N/A0.134 N 
Civic Center Drive4 SR-78 WB Ramps to S. Santa Fe Avenue Urban Major 6 D 50,000 47,200 E -0.306 Y 

S. Santa Fe Avenue to E. Vista Way  Major Arterial 4 D 40,000 36,100 E -0.158157 Y Hacienda Drive Emerald Drive to S. Melrose Drive Collector 4 UD 25,000 9,900 A -0.218 N S. Melrose Drive to Vista Village Drive Collector 4 UD 25,000 18,90019,200 C -
0.0350.047 N 

Emerald Drive  Olive Avenue to West Drive  Collector  4 UD 25,000 24,500 E -0.180 Y West Drive to Hacienda Drive  Major Arterial 4 D 40,000 30,600 C -0.330 N Business Park Drive Sycamore Avenue to Park Center Drive Collector 4 UD 25,000 20,500 D -0.396 N Park Center Drive to Poinsettia Avenue Collector 4 UD 25,000 18,000 C -0.321 N Poinsettia Avenue to Palomar Airport Road Collector 4 UD 25,000 21,900 D 
-0.329 N La Mirada Drive  Sycamore Avenue to Poinsettia Avenue  Collector  2 UD 15,000 12,50012,700 D 0.240-
0.226 N 

Shadowridge Drive S. Melrose Drive to Sycamore Avenue  Collector 4 UD 25,000 10,90012,800 A 
-0.188112 N Sunset Drive  S. Melrose Drive to Buena Vista Drive  Semi-Rural  2 7,100 1,9600 A -0.261218 N Buena Vista Drive to Civic Center Drive  Semi-Rural 2 7,100 2,600 A -0.494213 N Thibodo Road  Mar Vista Drive to Chaparral Drive  Collector  2 15,000 7,4200 A -4.104-.203 N Chaparral Drive to Sycamore Avenue Collector  2  15,000 9,000 A -0.038 N Olive Avenue  Emerald Drive to N. Melrose Drive  Collector  4  25,000 13,900 A -0.065 N N. Melrose Drive to Plymouth Drive  Collector  4 215,000 18,700 C -0.291 N Plymouth Drive to Vista Village Drive  Collector  2  15,000 10,900 C -0.114 N Monte Vista Drive  S. Santa Fe Avenue to Cypress Road  Collector  2 15,000 13,500 D -0.058 N Cypress Road to York Drive  Collector  2 15,000 6,300 A -0.317 N 
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Segment Location Classification # Lanes LOS E Capacity ADT1,3 LOS3 Change in  V/C Impact? 1ADT: Average Daily Traffic 2TWLTL: Two-Way Left-Turn Lane 3Deficient operating conditions showed in boldface. 4Civic Center Drive formerly Escondido Avenue. 5The Branding Iron segments do not exist in the existing condition but are included as a planned roadway improvement in the GP Update. Source: RBF Consulting 2010.  
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Page 4.11-28 Expansion of the SPRINTER light-rail service is considered a high priority project by NCTD and is included in the RTP by SANDAG. Furthermore, the Draft 2050 RTP also includes an express SPRINTER service as an improvement. 
Utilities and Service Systems 

Page 4.12-32 Prior to the installation of new lines or substations and during development review, city and SDG&E staff would coordinate with the developer to ensure that installation of electrical distribution and transmission infrastructure, including adequate ROWs, easements, and improvements, would be provided. Furthermore, future discretionary development proposals would be subject to CEQA review. Therefore, impacts related to electrical supplies would be less than significant.  
Natural Gas The city coordinates with SDG&E when new development is proposed to ensure adequate ROWs and easements are established. Natural gas supply and infrastructure are well-established in the project area. SDG&E planners would determine individual future project needs and assess development fees for upgrading facilities related to both distribution and transmission infrastructure. Detailed land use and development data such as proposed loads, panel sizes, the size and number of buildings, the use, the number of dwelling units, the sequence of construction, and projected build-out are all essential factors in assessing the energy needs of the GP Update. SDG&E anticipates needs at least five years out and responds to immediate needs as appropriate. SDG&E will extend facilities to the project area in accordance with "Rules for the Sale of Gas," filed with the CPUC, in accordance with state Safety Orders (SDG&E 2006). Therefore, impacts related to natural gas supplies would be less than significant. 

Alternatives  

Page 6-3 

Table 6-1. Alternatives to the General Plan 2030 Update – Analysis Summary 

Issue Areas and  Significance Thresholds General Plan 2030 Update Alternatives Before Mitigation After  Mitigation No Project Reduced Density No  OAs 
4.1 Aesthetics Scenic Vistas LS LS = = = State Scenic Highway LS LS = = = Visual Character or Quality LS LS += = = Light or Glare LS LS – – – 
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Page 6-4 

Table 6-1. Alternatives to the General Plan 2030 Update – Analysis Summary 

Issue Areas and  Significance Thresholds General Plan 2030 Update Alternatives Before Mitigation After  Mitigation No Project Reduced Density No  OAs 
4.9 Noise and Vibration Local Noise Standards, Ambient Noise Levels, and Temporary Noise Increases LSPS LS = = = Groundborne Vibrations LS LS = = = Airport Noise LS LS = = = 
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Attachment A 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the GP Update 

Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties 
AIR QUALITY 

M-AQ-1a: Construction Dust Control Measures. Future developments shall undergo development review, including CEQA review, and shall evaluate project-specific impacts. Future construction activities shall be required to adhere to SDAPCD Rules and Regulations. These rules include, but are not limited to, rules pertaining to visible emissions (Rule 50), limiting nuisance activities (Rule 51), reducing particulate matter (Rule 52), controlling dust and fumes (Rules 54), fugitive dust control (Rule 55), and limits to the VOC content of architectural coatings (Rule 67). Depending on the magnitude of emissions from construction activities, the city may also require measures to reduce or limit exhaust emissions.  For ground disturbance activities for any future development in the city, the onsite construction superintendent shall ensure implementation of standard BMPs to reduce the emission of fugitive dust, including, but not limited to:  
• Water any exposed soil areas a minimum of twice per day, or as allowed under any imposed drought restrictions.  
• On windy days or when fugitive dust can be observed leaving the construction site, apply additional water at a frequency to be determined by the onsite construction superintendent.  
• Provide temporary hydroseeding and irrigation of cleared vegetation and on graded slopes as soon as possible following grading activities in areas that will remain in disturbed condition (but that will not be subject to further construction activities) for a period greater than three months during the construction phase.  
• Pave or periodically water all onsite access points or apply chemical stabilizers to construction sites.  
• Securely cover all transported material to prevent fugitive dust.  
• Operate all vehicles on the construction site at speeds less than 15 mph.  

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a discretionary permit, if the development review identifies construction emissions that exceed SCAQMD mass emission thresholds.  
Method: Implementing measures to reduce fugitive dust emissions. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties 
• Cover all stockpiles that will not be utilized within three days with plastic or equivalent material, to be determined by the onsite construction superintendent, or spray them with a non-toxic chemical stabilizer. 
M-AQ-1b: Construction Exhaust Control Measures. The following measures shall be implemented throughout construction to minimize emissions of O3 precursors: 
• Turn off all diesel-powered vehicles and gasoline-powered equipment when not in use for more than five minutes.  
• Use electric or natural gas–powered construction equipment in lieu of gasoline or diesel-powered engines, where feasible.  
• Use modified equipment incorporating such measures as cooled exhaust gas recirculation or lean-NOX catalysts.  
• Require 10 percent of construction fleet to use any combination of diesel catalytic converters, diesel oxidation catalysts, diesel particulate filters, and/or CARB-certified Tier III equipment or better. 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a discretionary permit, if the development review identifies construction emissions that exceed SCAQMD mass emission thresholds.  
Method: Implementing measures to reduce ozone precursors (ROG and NOX) and particulates (PM10 and PM2.5) associated with construction equipment exhaust. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-AQ-1c: Construction Architectural Coating Measures. The following measures shall be used to minimize emissions of VOCs (an O3 precursor) and ensure compliance with SDAPCD Rule 67: 
• Use VOC-free coatings. 
• Limit volume usage per day verified with detailed record keeping. 
• Rent or purchase VOC Emission Reduction Credits. 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a discretionary permit, if the development review identifies construction emissions that exceed SCAQMD mass emission thresholds.  
Method: Implementing measures to reduce ozone precursors (ROG) from architectural coatings. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties 
M-AQ-3: Building Design Measures. Building design measures to reduce the effects of TACs on any proposed new sensitive land uses constructed within proximity (i.e., within 500 feet) of busy roadways (e.g., SR-78) shall include the following: 
• Plant vegetation between receptor and roadway. 
• Construct wall barriers between receptor and roadway. 
• Install only fixed windows.  
• Install a central heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system that includes high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters (MERV-13 or higher), and develop a maintenance plan to ensure the filtering system is properly maintained. 
• Locate air intake systems for HVAC systems as far away from the existing air pollution sources as possible. 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a discretionary permit, if the development review process identifies potential health risk associated with siting sensitive land uses near existing pollutant sources.  
Method: Develop and implement avoidance or minimization measures. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
M-BI-1: Habitat Assessment and Focused Surveys for Special-
Status Species. Prior to the issuance of any grading, building, or other construction permit for undeveloped parcels in the project area, a habitat assessment shall be conducted for the parcel to determine whether the potential exists for special-status species to occur. If the habitat assessment identifies potentially suitable habitat for threatened and endangered species, focused surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine their presence or absence.  If threatened and endangered species are observed/detected, project-specific mitigation measures shall be developed to mitigate impacts on threatened and endangered species to below a level of significance. Specific measures shall include, but are not limited to: 
• Early consultation with the wildlife agencies (i.e., USFWS, CDFG) for ESA- and CESA-listed species to ensure avoidance to the greatest extent feasible and appropriate “take” authorization.  
• Provision of a qualified biological monitor on site during all earth-disturbing activities to ensure avoidance of impacts on listed species. 
• The use of fencing or flagging to identify sensitive areas that support the listed species and to ensure that the areas are protected from direct and indirect impacts. 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of any grading, building, or other construction permit for undeveloped parcels in the city.  
Methods: Require the preparation of a special-status species habitat assessment to determine the potential to occur. Require focused surveys if potentially suitable habitat is identified. Require specific measures listed in the habitat assessment.

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties 
• Implementation of noise reduction measures (e.g., noise attenuation structures) within habitats occupied by listed avian species, and noise monitoring during the breeding season. 
• Identification and transplantation of listed plant species populations in accordance with best practices. 
• Avoidance of the breeding seasons for listed species such as: 

o Arroyo toad—March 1 to September 30 
o Least Bell’s vireo—March 1 to September 30 
o Willow flycatcher (all subspecies)—March 1 to September 30 
o Coastal California gnatcatcher—March 1 to September 30 If no threatened or endangered species are observed or detected during focused surveys, but potentially suitable habitat for non-threatened and non-endangered plant or wildlife species is present, a site-specific determination shall be made as to whether the potential impacts are significant based on the degree of threat and the size of the population/occupied habitat to be impacted. Focused surveys may be required in order to make a significance determination, depending on the species to be impacted and the size of the project. The measures described above shall be employed as appropriate. 

M-BI-2: Bird Nest Avoidance. If construction activities occur between January 15 and September 15, a preconstruction survey (within seven days prior to construction activities) shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if active nests are present within or adjacent to the area proposed for development in order to avoid the nesting activities of breeding birds/raptors. The results of the surveys shall be submitted to the City (and made available to the Wildlife Agencies, upon request) prior to initiation of any construction activities. If nesting activities within 200 feet of the proposed work area are not detected, construction activities may proceed. If nesting activities are confirmed, construction activities shall be delayed within an appropriate buffer (e.g., 300-feet) from the active nest until the young birds have fledged and left the nest or until the nest is no longer active as determined by a qualified biologist. The size of the appropriate buffer shall be determined by a qualified biologist based on field conditions. The results of all biological monitoring shall be submitted to the City (and made available to the Wildlife Agencies, upon request). The Wildlife Agencies are available for consultation regarding nesting 

Timing: If construction activity would occur between January 15 and September 15, then prior to any construction activities. 
 
Methods: Require a preconstruction survey within seven (7) days prior to construction activities to determine if active nests are present.  

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent, and the City of Vista   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties status and appropriate buffers. Also, at no time is take of California Full Protected species permitted (Fish and Game Code §3511). 
M-BI-3: Habitat Assessment/Biology Report. Prior to the initiation of future development projects within the project area, a habitat assessment shall be conducted when warranted in areas undisturbed by prior development to determine whether sensitive natural communities (including riparian vegetation) are present. If the habitat assessment identifies sensitive natural communities, a biological report shall be prepared to address impacts on sensitive natural communities resulting from the proposed future project. The report shall identify mitigation measures to reduce all significant impacts to below a level of significance. Mitigation measures shall include, as determined appropriate by a qualified biologist in consultation with the wildlife agencies: 
• Early consultation with the wildlife agencies to ensure maximum avoidance of sensitive habitats, as feasible. 
• Provision of a qualified biological monitor on site during all earth-disturbing activities to ensure avoidance of sensitive habitats. 
• The use of fencing or flagging to identify and avoid sensitive areas and to ensure that the areas are protected from direct and indirect impacts. 
• Appropriate siting of staging areas within developed or disturbed areas, ensuring such areas are outside of existing sensitive habitats. 
• Avoidance of the avian breeding seasons if riparian or other sensitive habitat supports breeding birds, or other special-status species. 
• Provision of mitigation at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio to ensure no net loss of sensitive habitat. Consultation with the wildlife agencies or professional best practices may result in higher ratios. 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of the discretionary permit.  
 
Methods: Require a habitat assessment to identify sensitive natural habitat. If present and the project would have a potential impact on the habitat, require a biological report with mitigation. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent, and the City of Vista   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-BI-4: Formal Wetland Delineation. If the habitat assessment identifies potential federal and/or state jurisdictional wetlands, a formal jurisdictional delineation shall be prepared. This document shall map the jurisdictional wetlands present and overlay it on the grading footprint of the project, thereby allowing a calculation of the total impacts. If jurisdictional wetlands would be impacted, mitigation 
Timing: Prior to the issuance of the discretionary permit and if a habitat assessment identified potential federal and/or state jurisdictional wetlands.  
 
 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent, and the City of Vista   
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties shall be required at a minimum 1:1 ratio; however, coordination with USACE (through the 404 process) and CDFG (through the Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement process) may determine a higher ratio is required. Mitigation shall be achieved through a combination of in-kind creation, restoration, and/or enhancement as determined to be appropriate for each site through consultation with the resource agencies. Mitigation shall first be considered on site, then with an approved mitigation bank, and thirdly through offsite mitigation. The appropriate permit applications shall be submitted to state and federal regulatory agencies. The permits issued by these agencies will finalize the mitigation requirements. 

Methods: Require a formal wetland delineation to identify the location of the jurisdictional wetland. If present and the project would have a potential impact on a jurisdictional, require mitigation at a minimum 1:1 ratio and coordinate with the USACE and CDFG. 
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-BI-5: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Continued 
Wildlife Movement. If the habitat assessment described in Mitigation Measure M-BI-3 identifies that a specific development project will interfere substantially with wildlife movement or established wildlife corridors, avoidance and minimization measures shall be developed that ensure the continued movement of wildlife through a specific corridor or area. Measures shall be specific to each project and be determined by a qualified biologist during project design; however, the following minimization measures shall be incorporated where appropriate, as determined by a qualified biologist: 
• Project design shall be sensitive to wildlife movement and, if a corridor is determined to be located on site, the project shall be designed to avoid segmentation of the corridor and the continued viability of the corridor. 
• Street lighting shall be designed such that it does not increase the overall ambient lighting and glare in the natural area. This may be accomplished by designing street lighting with internal baffles to direct the lighting towards the ground and so there is a zero side angle cut off to the horizon. 
• Potential noise, motion, and human intrusion impacts shall be minimized by incorporating setbacks, berms, or walls into the project design. Construction-related noise shall be mitigated consistent with the city’s Noise Ordinances by limiting construction activities to daytime hours and requiring construction equipment to be equipped with mufflers. 
• Plant species acceptable for the project’s landscaping must not be 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of the discretionary permit and if a habitat assessment identified potential impacts to wildlife corridors.  
 
Methods: Require avoidance and minimization measures, where appropriate. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent, and the City of Vista   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties considered an invasive species by the California Invasive Plant Council (http://www.cal-ipc.org/ip/inventory/index.php).  
• When culverts are included in a project design within areas known to be used as wildlife crossings, they shall be placed in locations suitable for use by wildlife and shall be sized and shaped such as to facilitate wildlife movement through the culvert.  

CLIMATE CHANGE 
M-CC-1: CAP Implementation. In compliance with RSC Policy 2.1, the city shall implement a quantified CAP within 24 months of adoption of the General Plan. The CAP shall apply the discussions in the EIR under “Considerations for Implementing the Climate Action Plan” discussed under Section 4.4.4.4.1. At a minimum, the CAP shall:  

 Identify a quantifiable GHG emissions reduction target on projected 2020 BAU emissions in the city using currently accepted methods. 
 Identify and prioritize potential reduction measures and policies to achieve the city’s GHG emissions target, and quantitatively and qualitatively analyze the reduction potential and implementation costs of selected measures to a level that is 15 percent below recent (2005) levels by 2020. 
 Identify proactive strategies that can be implemented to prepare for potential impacts of climate change on Vista’s economy, natural ecosystems, and community health. 
 Identify an achievable implementation schedule, establish a monitoring system, and identify funding sources for implementation of the CAP through 2020. 

Timing: Within 24 months of adoption of the GP Update. 
 
Methods: Implement a Climate Action Plan to reduce City of Vista emissions by 15% of 2006 levels by 2020. 

Implementation: The City of Vista   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: The City of Vista  
Verification: The City of Vista 
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

M-CR-1a: Prior to the issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to a grading permit, for any future development project proposed under the GP Update, the NAHC and local tribes shall be contacted and consulted by a Professional Archaeologist approved by the City. If the NAHC and/or local tribes indicate in a written response that the site of the proposed project many potentially contain Native American resources, a pedestrian survey (i.e., physical walk over) shall be conducted by a Professional Archaeologist and a local Native American monitor. Should the pedestrian survey identify Native American cultural resources, the Professional Archeologist shall, in consultation with the Native American monitor, make an immediate written evaluation of the significance and appropriate treatment of the resource, including any avoidance measures, additional testing and evaluation, or data recovery plan. In addition, the Professional Archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American monitor, shall also include in the written determination whether the potential presence of subsurface resources requires archaeological and/or Native American monitoring during site grading or other ground disturbing activities. If construction monitoring is required, Mitigation Measure M-CR-1b shall be implemented.  

Timing: Prior to the approval of the construction permits (e.g., building, grading, etc.). 
 
 
Methods: Require pedestrian survey of any area with a potential for cultural resources by a Professional Archaeologist. If resources are discovered, require consultation with the NAHC and local tribes, a records search, and the preparation of written evaluation. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
 
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-CR-1b: Prior to the issuance of any grading and/or excavation permit for any future development project within the GP Update area that has been identified as having the potential to contain subsurface cultural resources, the project applicant shall provide written evidence to the City Planner that the applicant has retained a City-approved Professional Archaeologist and Native American monitor, if appropriate, to observe grading and excavation activities for the presence of cultural materials. If any cultural materials are found, work in the area shall be halted so that the significance of the find can be evaluated. A significant discovery may require additional evaluation and mitigation; however, any such additional requirements would be site specific and would be determined at the time of discovery by the Professional Archaeologist and Native American monitor. A post-construction monitoring report shall be prepared and submitted to the City Planner at the completion of grading and/or excavation activities. 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of any grading and/or excavation permit on a parcel with a potential to contain subsurface cultural resources.
 
Methods: Require the retention of a City-approved Professional Archaeologist and Native American monitor during construction activities and determine if additional evaluation and mitigation would be required. Require the preparation of a post-construction monitoring report once grading and/or excavation activities are completed. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties 
M-CR-2: Paleontological Monitoring. Monitoring during construction grading or trenching shall be required for projects that would excavate to a depth of ten feet or more, or that propose a total cut amount of 1,000 cubic yards or more. Prior to the issuance of any grading and/or excavation permit, the project applicant must provide written proof to the City Planner that a Professional Paleontologist has been retained to observe all earth-disturbing activities. All fossil materials recovered during mitigation monitoring shall be cleaned, identified, cataloged, and analyzed in accordance with standard professional practices. The results of the field work and laboratory analysis shall be submitted in a technical report and the entire collection transferred to an approved facility. 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of any grading or excavation permit for activities that would excavate at least 10 feet in depth or cut 1,000 cubic yards or more. 
 
Methods: Provide written proof to the City Planner that a Professional Paleontologist has been retained to observe all earth-disturbing activities. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

NOISE AND VIBRATION 
M-N-1: Construction Noise Reduction. Construction noise is unavoidable and could adversely affect nearby residents. However, the noise would be temporary and limited to the duration of the construction. The following measures shall be incorporated into project contract specifications to minimize construction noise impacts: 

M-N-1a: Noise-Reducing Features. All noise-producing construction equipment and vehicles using internal combustion engines shall be equipped with mufflers; air-inlet silencers where appropriate; and any other shrouds, shields, or other noise-reducing features in good operating condition that meet or exceed original factory specification. Mobile or fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc-welders and air compressors) shall be equipped with shrouds and noise-control features that are readily available for that type of equipment. 
M-N-1b: Use of Electrical Equipment. Electrically powered equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic or internal-combustion powered equipment, where feasible. 
M-N-1c: Location of Equipment and Support Areas. Material stockpiles and mobile equipment staging, parking, and maintenance areas shall be located as far as practicable from noise-sensitive receptors. 
M-N-1d: Speed Limits. Construction site and access road speed 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of any grading or construction permit. 
 
Methods: Adhere to noise-reducing measures during construction activities. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties limits shall be established and enforced during the construction period. 
M-N-1e: Signal Limits. The use of noise-producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, shall be for safety warning purposes only. 
M-N-1f: Use of Audio Equipment. No project-related public address or music system shall be audible at any adjacent receptor. 
M-N-1g: Resolution of Complaints. The onsite construction supervisor shall have the responsibility and authority to receive and resolve noise complaints. A clear appeal process for the owner shall be established prior to construction commencement to allow for resolution of noise problems that cannot be immediately solved by the site supervisor. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 
M-PS-1a: Fair Share Fund for Police Protection. Within three years following the GP Update approval, the city and SDCSD shall develop a program to require a development impact fee or other method to ensure that, in the development process for future projects under the GP Update, project applicants would contribute their fair share in order for SDCSD to provide adequate staffing levels and facilities within the city.  

Timing: Within 3 years of adoption of the GP Update. 
 
Methods: Develop a program to require development impact fees or a similar method to contribute a fair share contribution to provide adequate SDCSD service levels. 

Implementation: The City of Vista  
Monitoring and 
Reporting: The City of Vista  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-PS-1b: Fair Share Payment for Police Protection. Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for any future project, the project applicant shall contribute its fair share to the SDCSD to provide adequate facilities and capital to add up to 15 new sworn officers to the SDCSD to adequately serve the city. The fee amount shall be in accordance with the program established under Mitigation Measure M-PS-1a. 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 
 
Methods: Require a fair share contribution to the SDCSD in accordance with the development impact fee program established under Mitigation Measure M-PS-1a. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties 
M-PS-2: VUSD Fees. All future projects under the GP Update would be required to pay statutory fees for public school services. Project applicants shall contact the VUSD to determine the current and appropriate statutory fee for each future project proposed in the project area.  

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 
 
Methods: Require a fair share contribution to the VUSD in accordance with the current and appropriate statutory fee established by the VUSD. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
M-TR-1: Emerald Drive/Olive Avenue. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any discretionary action that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Emerald Drive and Olive Avenue, the project applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the implementation of an eastbound right-turn overlap phase. 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Emerald Drive and Olive Avenue. 
 
Methods: Require the project applicant to pay a fair share contribution towards the implementation of improvements at the intersection of Emerald Drive/Olive Avenue. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-TR-2: Emerald Drive/Hacienda Drive. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any discretionary action that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Emerald Drive and Hacienda Drive, the project applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the implementation of a westbound right-turn overlap phase. 
Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Emerald Drive and Hacienda Drive.
 
Methods: Require the project applicant to pay a fair share contribution towards the implementation of improvements at the intersection of Emerald Drive and Hacienda Drive.

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project 



City of Vista 
Attachment A. Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program for the GP Update
 

 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update 
Final Program Environmental Impact Report A-12 December 2011

ICF 00552.07
 

Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties Proponent 
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-TR-3: North Melrose Drive/Olive Avenue. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any discretionary action that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of North Melrose Drive and Olive Avenue, the project applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the following intersection improvements: the conversion of the westbound shared through right-turn lane to a dedicated right-turn lane, the implementation of a right-turn overlap phase, and restriping to provide a second northbound left-turn lane and second southbound left-turn lane. 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of North Melrose Drive and Olive Avenue. 
 
Methods: Require the project applicant to pay a fair share contribution towards the implementation of improvements at the intersection of North Melrose Drive and Olive Avenue. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-TR-4: Civic Center Drive/Eucalyptus Avenue. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any discretionary action that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Civic Center Drive and Eucalyptus Avenue, the project applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the implementation of a dedicated eastbound right-turn lane and the addition of a northbound through lane comprising one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane. 

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Civic Center Drive and Eucalyptus Avenue. 
 
Methods: Require the project applicant to pay a fair share contribution towards the implementation of improvements at the intersection of Civic Center Drive and Eucalyptus Avenue. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-TR-5: Civic Center Drive/South Santa Fe Avenue. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any discretionary action that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Civic Center Drive and South Santa Fe Avenue, the project applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the restriping of an additional northbound through lane, an additional eastbound left-turn lane, and an additional 
Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Civic Center Drive and South Santa Fe Avenue. 
 
Methods: Require the project applicant to pay a 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified 
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties westbound left-turn lane. fair share contribution towards the implementation of improvements at the intersection of Civic Center Drive and South Santa Fe Avenue. 
agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-TR-6: Mar Vista Drive/Thibido Road. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any discretionary action that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Mar Vista Drive and Thibido Road, the project applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the signalization of the intersection and the provision of a northbound right-turn overlap phase. 
Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Mar Vista Drive and Thibido Road. 
 
Methods: Require the project applicant to pay a fair share contribution towards the implementation of improvements at the intersection of Mar Vista Drive and Thibido Road. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-TR-7: South Melrose Drive/Sunset Drive. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any discretionary action that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of South Melrose Drive and Sunset Drive, the project applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the implementation of a dedicated eastbound right-turn lane with an overlap phase. 
Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of South Melrose Drive and Sunset Drive. 
 
Methods: Require the project applicant to pay a fair share contribution towards the implementation of improvements at the intersection of South Melrose Drive and Sunset Drive. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-TR-8: South Melrose Drive/Live Oak–Longhorn Road. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any discretionary action that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of South Melrose Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of South Melrose Drive and Live Oak– Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
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Mitigation Measures Timing and Methods Responsible Parties Drive and Live Oak–Longhorn Road, the project applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the implementation of a dedicated southbound right-turn lane with an overlap phase. Longhorn Road.
 
Methods: Require the project applicant to pay a fair share contribution towards the implementation of improvements at the intersection of South Melrose Drive and Live Oak–Longhorn Road. 

Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-TR-11: Sycamore Avenue/Hibiscus Avenue. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any discretionary action that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Sycamore Avenue and Hibiscus Avenue, the project applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the implementation of an additional southbound left-turn lane. 
Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Sycamore Avenue and Hibiscus Avenue. 
 
Methods: Require the project applicant to pay a fair share contribution towards the implementation of improvements at the intersection of Sycamore Avenue and Hibiscus Avenue. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 

M-TR-12: Sycamore Avenue/La Mirada Drive. Prior to the issuance of building permits for any discretionary action that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Sycamore Avenue and La Mirada Drive, the project applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the implementation of a westbound right-turn overlap phase. 
Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit that would contribute vehicle trips to the intersection of Sycamore Avenue and La Mirada Drive. 
 
Methods: Require the project applicant to pay a fair share contribution towards the implementation of improvements at the intersection of Sycamore Avenue and La Mirada Drive. 

Implementation: Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent   
Monitoring and 
Reporting: Qualified agent, approved by the City, of the Applicant, Developer, or Project Proponent  
Verification: The City of Vista 
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