
 

  

 

 
      

            
           

    

              
            

             
         

               
             

            
          
           

 

            
          

              
           
            

            
            

            
           

           
            
         

           
        

            
         

             
           

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI30-1 

Seven letters (ReI30 through ReI36 were submitted after the October 7, 2024 
4:00 p.m. deadline for submittal of comments on recirculated Subchapter 2.7 
and support documents. 

As a result of late submittal, individual responses to each of the comments are 
not being authored. That does not mean, however, that the comments go 
unanswered. Two sets of three letters each are identical within their groups in 
substantive comments/statements. One set includes ReI30, ReI34, and ReI36; 
and one set includes ReI32, ReI33, and ReI35. One letter, ReI31, is not a repeat 
of the others. All of the letters, however, repeat topical concerns raised by 
others, often verbatim. These comments are therefore responded to as a group, 
with cross references to prior individual responses submitted within the six-
week comment period, for which full individual responses were provided, as 
appropriate. 

The County appreciates the comments. Relative to 2018 approval of the Project 
“despite the clear guidance from independent experts” the County disagrees, 
as did the Court during the CEQA challenge to the Project. The safety analysis 
(wildfire risks and impact assessment as well as evacuation planning) was 
prepared by a team of County and emergency response professionals, as well 
as a qualified consultant on the topic. Detailed responses were provided to 
comments submitted on the Project in 2017 and 2018. Relative to restatements 
of issues about overall Project fire safety, access, egress, secondary access, etc., 
these issues were all subject to previous review/approval and not specifically 
part of the 2024 recirculation for which comments were solicited. For 
description of the scope of recirculation for this EIR pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(c), please see Response to Comment ReO6a-17 
and the Recirculation Readers Guide, dated August 22, 2024. Prior safety 
analyses withstood qualified third-party review, and subsequently withstood 
CEQA challenge. Petitioners’ assertions were not upheld by the Court (refer to 
Response to Comment ReI1-1 for Appellate Court conclusions regarding 
Project fire and evacuation safety analyses, as well as to Global Response: Res 
Judicata and New Information. Please also refer to 2018 Global Responses: 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and 
Access and to Global Response: 2024 Fire / Evacuation. 

The latter four sources also provide specific information regarding: 

 Secondary access and how/why the suite of design features proposed 
by the Project appropriately address dead end road length and result in 
an emergency plan that is equivalent to the level of “safety” offered by 
secondary access 

 Relevancy of evacuation experience (time-consuming, understandably 
scary, and difficult) to whether evacuation is successful 

 How and why the HGV South Project would not result in fire 
experiences similar to other notable fire events such as the Paradise 
fire due to different environmental conditions (and, it is noted the Maui 
fire), the age of those homes, and lack of fire hardening, among other 
considerations 

 The new County Fire Protection Plan Guidelines and Project 
consistency with them 

 The new California Attorney General Wildland Urban Interface 
Guidelines and Project consistency with them 

 Reclassification of Project adjacent areas as very high fire severity 
zone and why that does not result in changes to Project risk analyses 

 A new Community Wildfire Evacuation Plan and why that document 
does not result in changes to Project evacuation conclusions 

 The very tragic loss of a neighbor in 1996 

As indicated in the bullets above, some comments received in this group of late 
letters suggested that new documents, standards or regulations adopted or 
enacted post 2018 Project approval would affect prior conclusions. In 
particular, Global Responses: 2024 Fire / Evacuation and Res Judicata and 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

New Information, directly address new fire planning documents since 2018 
approval of the Project. In each case, the Project is found consistent with new 
guidelines and regulations. No change is required to the less than significant 
CEQA conclusions of the 2018 document. Those conclusions remain valid for 
the current review period. 

Regarding concerns that additional cars may render evacuation impossible in 
the future, please refer to Responses to Comments ReI1-1 and ReI10a-1. Where 
comments are related to scenarios addressed in the Cova report (an additional 
approximately 3,500 cars/seven-hour evacuation period/potential for fire 
spread) please see Responses to Comments ReO6b-8, -9, and ReI1-2. 

Regarding the new County Climate Action Plan (CAP), the Project is not being 
processed under the Plan, and it is thus not relevant to Project analyses. 
Information regarding the (non-applicability) of the Fire Safe and VMT 
Efficient Alternative circulated in the EIR addressing the CAP, however, is 
provided in Responses to Comments ReO6a-4, ReI4a-7 and Global Response: 
Reconsideration of General Plan Consistency Determination. 

Regarding increases in wildfire number and severity, please refer to Response 
to Comment ReI4a-2. 

Regarding resident associated increases in fire starts, please refer to Responses 
to Comments ReO4b-16, ReO6a-62 and Global Response: 2024 Fire / 
Evacuation. 

Regarding prior support of HGV and belief that additional development in the 
area would not be proposed, please refer to Response to Comment ReI2-4. 

Refer to Response to Comment ReI5-4 regarding lack of relevancy of Lilac 
Hills denial to the Project and adequacy of Project-proposed fire safety 
measures. 

Regarding VMT analysis, please note that the 2018 VMT discussions comprise 
an issue previously decided and were found adequate by the Court during 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

CEQA challenge. Refer to Responses to Comments ReO1-5 and ReI3-2. No 
additional VMT study is necessary. 

Opposition to the Project on behalf of each of the commenters is noted, is part 
of the administrative record, and will be before decision makers during 
consideration of the Project. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI31-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI30 regarding concern over evacuation 
routes and need for secondary access, very high fire hazard severity zones, 
additional residents and potential for increased risk, the Fire Safe and VMT 
Efficient Alternative, approval despite perceived “obvious” safety risks, and 
changes to County regulations and requirements for fire and VMT analyses. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI32-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI30 regarding prior approval despite 
alternative “guidance,” evacuation potential with HGV South/HGV added to 
area development, Cocos Fire evacuation experience, community wildfire 
frequency, 1996 tragic loss of a neighbor, adequacy of Proposed Project fire 
safety measures, secondary access, perceived waiver of fire safety standards, 
potential for community to be the next Maui or Paradise, need for new review, 
and general opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI33-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI30 regarding prior approval despite 
alternative “guidance,” evacuation potential with HGV South/HGV added to 
area development, Cocos Fire evacuation experience, community wildfire 
frequency, 1996 tragic loss of a neighbor, adequacy of Proposed Project fire 
safety measures, secondary access, perceived waiver of fire safety standards, 
potential for community to be the next Maui or Paradise, need for new review, 
and general opposition. 

RTC-ReI33-1 



 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     

           
           

            
            

           
              
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI34 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI30 regarding issues of changes in 
numbers and severity of wildfires, (non)relevancy of the new County CAP to 
HGV South, reclassification of adjacent very high fire hazard severity zones, a 
new community wildfire plan, (non)relevancy of Lilac Ranch finding to HGV 
South, belief that HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, and overall 
Project opposition. 
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RTC-ReI35-1 

Response  to  Late  Comment  ReI35-1

The  County  appreciates  the  comments.  Please  refer  to  the  Responses  to 
Comments  provided  for  late  Letter  ReI30  regarding  prior  approval  despite 
alternative  “guidance,”  evacuation  potential  with  HGV  South/HGV  added  to 
area  development,  Cocos  Fire  evacuation  experience,  community  wildfire 
frequency, 1996  tragic  loss  of  a  neighbor,  adequacy  of  Proposed  Project  fire
safety  measures,  secondary  access,  perceived  waiver  of  fire  safety  standards,
potential  for  community  to  be  the  next  Maui  or  Paradise,  need  for  new  review,
and  general  opposition.



 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      

           
           

            
            

           
              
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI36-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI30 regarding issues of changes in 
numbers and severity of wildfires, (non)relevancy of the new County CAP to 
HGV South, reclassification of adjacent very high fire hazard severity zones, a 
new community wildfire plan, (non)relevancy of Lilac Ranch finding to HGV 
South, belief that HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, and overall 
Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI37-1 

Twenty-three communications were submitted by 21 commenters (ReI37 
through ReI55) on two days in January (14 and 15), 2025. These letters were 
submitted after the October 7, 2024 deadline for submittal of comments on the 
Recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report (RFEIR), and are therefore 
late. 

As a result of late submittal and consistency of comment content, individual 
responses to each of the comments are not being authored. That does not mean, 
however, that the comments go unanswered. Although the letters are not form 
letters, they are similar in content, with a number of identical passages. Similar 
to the late letters received in October (see ReI30) all of the letters repeat 
concerns raised by others, often verbatim. These comments are therefore 
responded to as a group, with cross references to prior individual responses 
submitted within the six-week comment period, as appropriate. 

The County appreciates the comments. All of the letters provide some general 
information. Also often verbatim, this can include information regarding the 
writer; e.g., the location of their residence, whether they were present during 
the Cocos Fire (or other fire events in the area), what they and/or their 
neighbors experienced (including some explanatory pictures), if they were 
evacuated during the Cocos Fire and for how long that evacuation occurred, 
professional background, and/or emotional response to the January Los 
Angeles fires. Some comments also provide summary information about the 
Harmony Grove community, loss of structures in the Cocos fire (likely 
primarily from the Harmony Grove Spiritualist’s Association), the writer’s 
opinion regarding the Project developer goals/location/supposed actions, and 
difficulty in obtaining fire insurance and the expectation that it will be more 
difficult to do so given the Los Angeles fires. These statements can be of 
interest but they: (1) are not questions, and (2) do not relate to adequacy of the 
EIR prepared for the Project. Therefore, no responses are provided to these 
general information passages. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Potentially CEQA substantive comments are also included. Statements (often 
duplicative with those of past or current letters) are made as to: 

 The Project being located within a very high fire hazard severity zone 

 Changes in rate and severity of wildfires 

 Belief that adjacent Harmony Grove Village would be the last 
residential project proposed for the area 

 The tragic loss of a person in 1996 

 Belief that the Project is obtaining a “waiver” from “crucial fire code 
requirements” which allow the Project to move forward “without 
adequate fire safety measures” and/or that it does not meet the state 
Fire Code (i.e., that the Project is unsafe due to lack of secondary 
access) with subsequent likelihood of entrapment during a fast-moving 
wildfire 

 Lack of permission to use an off-site dirt road in case of emergency 
and assertion that the road is “impassable” 

 Level of congestion during the Cocos Fire evacuation and/or fear over 
“six times more cars” present during evacuation than during the Cocos 
Fire (or approximately 3,500 vehicles), sometimes mentioning lack of 
“new road capacity” 

 Belief that it could take seven hours to evacuate the area and a wildfire 
could “arrive in two” 

As a general comment, please note that the safety analysis (wildfire risks and 
impact assessment as well as evacuation planning) was prepared by a team of 
County and emergency response professionals, as well as a qualified consultant 
on the topic. The analyses withstood qualified third-party review and 
subsequently withstood CEQA challenge. None of the comments provided 
since Project approval changes those conclusions. Please refer to Response to 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Comment ReI1-1, which includes quotes from the Appellate Court regarding 
conclusions on fire and evacuation analyses adequacy. Please also refer to 2018 
Global Responses: Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and Adequacy of Emergency 
Evacuation and Access and to Global Responses: 2024 Fire / Evacuation and 
Res Judicata and New Information. 

The latter four sources provide specific clarification regarding: 

 Very high fire hazard severity zone rating and why that does not result 
in changes to Project risk analyses 

 Secondary access and how/why the suite of design features proposed 
by the Project appropriately address dead end road length and result in 
an emergency plan that is equivalent to the level of “safety” offered by 
secondary access 

 The off-site dirt road identified as a potential route that emergency 
responders could direct evacuees toward if they decided to do so 

 Relevancy of evacuation experience (time-consuming, understandably 
scary, and difficult) to whether evacuation is successful 

 The 1996 tragic loss of a neighbor 

Please note as well that Global Responses: Res Judicata and New Information 
and 2024 Fire / Evacuation also directly address new fire planning documents 
since 2018 approval of the Project; including new County Fire Protection Plan 
Guidelines and new California Attorney General Wildland Urban Interface 
Guidelines. In each case, the Project is found consistent with new guidelines 
and regulations. No change is required to the less than significant CEQA 
conclusions of the 2018 document. Those conclusions remain valid for the 
current review period. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Regarding increases in wildfire number and/or severity, please refer to 
Response to Comment ReI4a-2. 

Regarding prior support of HGV and belief that additional development in the 
area would not be proposed, please refer to Response to Comment ReI2-4. 

Regarding the contention that a dirt road leading east of the Project could not 
be used subject to direction by emergency personnel, please refer to Response 
to Comment ReO2-2. 

Regarding concerns that additional cars may render evacuation impossible in 
the future, please refer to Response to Comment ReI10a-1. Where comments 
are related to scenarios addressed in the Cova report (an additional 
approximately 3,500 cars/seven-hour evacuation period/potential for fire 
spread) please see Response to Comment ReO6b-8. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment ReO6b-9 which additionally discusses issues related to 
suggested fire spread rates. 

Regarding General Plan compliance, please refer to FEIR Section 3.1.5, Land 
Use and Planning, 2018 Global Responses: Project Consistency with General 
Plan Policy LU-1.4 and Regional Plan Conformity, as well as Global Response: 
Reconsideration of General Plan Consistency Determination (confirming 
above analyses and addressing affordable housing). 

In closing, it is noted that each of the January communications end with a 
request that the County reject the Project, and sometimes add that at a minimum 
the County should require a new fire safety analysis and secondary egress 
based on comments provided within the letter(s). As noted, the fire safety 
analysis stands. Specifically regarding secondary access, commenters are 
referred to the global response discussions cited above. Opposition to the 
Project on behalf of each of the commenters is noted, is part of the 
administrative record, and will be before decision makers during consideration 
of the Project. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI38-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding prior area fire experience, 
concern over need for secondary access/egress, additional residents/vehicles in 
HGV and potential more with HGV South, belief that there would not be 
additional developments after HGV, evacuation timing, request for new 
analyses/secondary access, and overall Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI39-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding prior (Cocos) fire 
experience, renewed concern based on January 2025 fires in Los Angeles, 
perceived waiver of fire safety standards, concern over evacuation routes and 
need for secondary access/egress, very high fire hazard severity zones, loss of 
neighborhood homes, 1996 tragic loss of a neighbor, adequacy of Proposed 
Project fire safety measures, belief that HGV “would be it” in terms of area 
development, additional residents/vehicles, potential for increased risk during 
evacuation, Cocos Fire evacuation experience, request for new 
review/secondary access, and overall Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI40-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding Cocos fire experience, loss 
of neighborhood homes, speed of area burns, need for secondary access, 1996 
tragic loss of a neighbor, very high fire hazard severity zones, additional 
residents and potential for increased risk during evacuation, Cocos Fire 
evacuation experience, belief that HGV “would be it” in terms of area 
development, concern over additional cars on the roads during evacuation, 
evacuation timing, request for new review/secondary access, and overall 
Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI41-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding Cocos fire experience, loss 
of neighborhood homes, speed of area burns, renewed concern based on 
January 2025 fires in Los Angeles, need for secondary access, 1996 tragic loss 
of a neighbor, very high fire hazard severity zones, additional residents and 
potential for increased risk during evacuation, Cocos Fire evacuation 
experience, belief that HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, 
concern over additional cars on the roads during evacuation, evacuation timing, 
request for new review/secondary access, and overall Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI42-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding prior (Cocos) fire 
experience, renewed concern based on January 2025 fires in Los Angeles, 
perceived waiver of fire safety standards, concern over evacuation routes and 
need for secondary access/egress, very high fire hazard severity zones, loss of 
neighborhood homes, 1996 tragic loss of a neighbor, adequacy of Proposed 
Project fire safety measures, Cocos Fire evacuation experience, belief that 
HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, additional residents/vehicles, 
potential for increased risk during evacuation, request for new 
review/secondary access, and overall Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI43-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding prior (Cocos) fire 
experience, renewed concern based on January 2025 fires in Los Angeles, loss 
of neighborhood homes, concern over evacuation routes and need for 
secondary access/egress, very high fire hazard severity zones, 1996 tragic loss 
of a neighbor, adequacy of Proposed Project fire safety measures, belief that 
HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, additional residents/vehicles, 
potential for increased risk during evacuation, Cocos Fire evacuation 
experience, request for new review/secondary access, and overall Project 
opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI44-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding watching the Cocos fire, 
loss of neighborhood homes, renewed concern based on January 2025 fires in 
Los Angeles, need for secondary access, very high fire hazard severity zones, 
1996 tragic loss of a neighbor, additional residents and potential for increased 
risk during evacuation, Cocos Fire evacuation experience, belief that HGV 
“would be it” in terms of area development, concern over additional cars on 
the roads during evacuation, evacuation timing, request for new 
review/secondary access, and overall Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI45-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding concern based on January 
2025 fires in Los Angeles, need for secondary access, 1996 tragic loss of a 
neighbor, very high fire hazard severity zones, additional residents and 
potential for increased risk during evacuation, Cocos Fire evacuation 
experience, belief that HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, 
concern over additional cars on the roads during evacuation, evacuation timing, 
request for new review/secondary access, and overall Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI46-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding need for an additional 
evacuation route, very high fire hazard severity zones, additional residents and 
potential for increased risk, and difficulty over obtaining fire insurance. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI47-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding prior (Cocos) fire 
experience, renewed concern based on January 2025 fires in Los Angeles, 
perceived waiver of fire safety standards, concern over evacuation routes and 
need for secondary access/egress, very high fire hazard severity zones, loss of 
neighborhood homes, 1996 tragic loss of a neighbor, adequacy of Proposed 
Project fire safety measures, Cocos Fire evacuation experience, belief that 
HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, additional residents/vehicles, 
potential for increased risk during evacuation, request for new 
review/secondary access, and overall Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI48-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding prior (Cocos) fire 
experience, loss of neighborhood homes, renewed concern based on January 
2025 fires in Los Angeles, perceived waiver of fire safety standards, concern 
over evacuation routes and need for secondary access/egress, very high fire 
hazard severity zones, 1996 tragic loss of a neighbor, adequacy of Proposed 
Project fire safety measures, Cocos Fire evacuation congestion, belief that 
HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, additional residents/vehicles, 
potential for increased risk during evacuation, evacuation timing, request for 
new review/secondary access, and overall Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI49-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding concern based on January 
2025 fires in Los Angeles, very high fire hazard severity zones, perceived 
waiver of fire safety standards regarding egress, concern over evacuation routes 
and need for secondary access/egress, potential for increased risk during 
evacuation, General Plan compliance, request for new review/secondary 
access, and overall Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI50-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding Cocos fire experience, loss 
of neighborhood homes, speed of area burns, need for secondary access, very 
high fire hazard severity zones, 1996 tragic loss of a neighbor, Cocos Fire 
evacuation experience, additional residents and potential for increased risk 
during evacuation, belief that HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, 
concern over additional cars on the roads during evacuation, evacuation timing, 
request for new review/secondary access, and overall Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI51-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding prior (Cocos) fire 
experience, loss of neighborhood homes, renewed concern based on January 
2025 fires in Los Angeles, concern over evacuation routes and need for 
secondary access/egress, very high fire hazard severity zones, 1996 tragic loss 
of a neighbor, adequacy of Proposed Project fire safety measures, Cocos Fire 
evacuation experience, belief that HGV “would be it” in terms of area 
development, additional residents/vehicles, potential for increased risk during 
evacuation, request for new review/secondary access, and overall Project 
opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI52-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding concern based on January 
2025 fires in Los Angeles, friends who lost homes during the Cocos Fire, 
perceived waiver of critical fire code requirements, need for secondary access, 
very high fire hazard severity zones, 1996 tragic loss of a neighbor, Cocos Fire 
evacuation congestion, concern over additional cars on the roads during 
evacuation, evacuation timing and rate of fire spread, belief that HGV “would 
be it” in terms of area development, and request for new review/secondary 
access, and overall Project opposition. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI53a-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding prior (Cocos) fire 
experience, renewed concern based on January 2025 fires in Los Angeles, 
perceived waiver of fire safety standards, concern over evacuation routes and 
need for secondary access/egress, very high fire hazard severity zones, loss of 
neighborhood homes, 1996 tragic loss of a neighbor, adequacy of Proposed 
Project fire safety measures, Cocos Fire evacuation experience, belief that 
HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, additional residents/vehicles, 
potential for increased risk during evacuation, request for new 
review/secondary access, and overall Project opposition. 

RTC-ReI53a-1 
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RTC-ReI53a-2 
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RTC-ReI53b-1 

Response  to  Late  Comment  ReI53b-1

The  County  appreciates  the  comments.  Please  refer  to  the  Responses  to
Comments  provided  for  late  Letter  ReI37  regarding  very  high  fire  hazard
severity  zones,  past  evacuations  and  fire-associated  deaths,  loss  of
neighborhood  homes,  renewed  concern  based  on  January  2025  fires  in  Los
Angeles,  need  for  secondary  access/egress,  perceived  waiver  of  fire  safety
standards,  status  of  and  potential  use  of  a  dirt  road,  rate  and  severity  of
wildfires,  adequacy  of  Proposed  Project  fire  safety  measures,   and  request  for 
secondary  access  or  rejection  of  the  Project.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI54a-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding Cocos fire experience, loss 
of neighborhood homes, speed of area burns, renewed concern based on 
January 2025 fires in Los Angeles, need for secondary access, very high fire 
hazard severity zones, 1996 tragic loss of a neighbor, additional residents and 
potential for increased risk during evacuation, Cocos Fire evacuation 
congestion, belief that HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, 
concern over additional cars on the roads during evacuation, evacuation timing, 
request for new review/secondary access, and overall Project opposition. 

RTC-ReI54a-1 



 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     

           
           

         
           

          
              
          
        

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI54b-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding very high fire hazard 
severity zones, past evacuations and fire-associated deaths, loss of 
neighborhood homes, renewed concern based on January 2025 fires in Los 
Angeles, need for secondary access/egress, perceived waiver of fire safety 
standards, status of and potential use of a dirt road, rate and severity of 
wildfires, adequacy of Proposed Project fire safety measures, request for 
secondary access or rejection of the Project. 

RTC-ReI54b-1 
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RTC-ReI54b-2 



 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     

           
           

            
           

            
           

            
        

         
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Response to Late Comment ReI55-1 

The County appreciates the comments. Please refer to the Responses to 
Comments provided for late Letter ReI37 regarding concern based on January 
2025 fires in Los Angeles, perceived waiver of fire safety standards, concern 
over evacuation routes and need for secondary access/egress, very high fire 
hazard severity zones, loss of neighborhood homes, 1996 tragic loss of a 
neighbor, adequacy of Proposed Project fire safety measures, prior (Cocos) fire 
experience, belief that HGV “would be it” in terms of area development, 
additional residents/vehicles, potential for increased risk during evacuation, 
Cocos Fire evacuation congestion, request for new review/secondary access, 
and overall Project opposition. 

RTC-ReI55-1 
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