HARMONY GROVE VILLAGE SOUTH

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

VoLuME 11

PDS2015-GPA-15-002
PDS2015-SP-15-002
PDS2015-REZ-15-003
PDS2018-TM-5626
PDS2015-MUP-15-008

LoG No.: PDS2015-ER-15-08-006

SCH No. 2015081071

OCTOBER 2025

Prepared for:

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
5510 OVERLAND AVENUE, SUITE 110
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92123




HGV SOUTH PROJECT VOLUME II RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
INFORMATION FOR THE READER

Following the Planning Commission Hearing of May 25, 2018, several substantive items in the
responses to comments (RTCs) were updated. Please note that individual responses have not been
modified to reflect these changes. Because they may relate to more than one response, or be of
interest to commenters who did not specifically previously focus a comment on the topic, these
changes are presented here so that that are available to all readers.

1.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) RTCs addressed traffic level of service
(LOS) on area streets relative to Project direct effects (Project traffic added to existing
traffic) as well as the contribution of Project traffic added to existing traffic and cumulative
traffic. Cumulative traffic is the total of existing traffic loading combined with
contributions from future projects (or future phases of projects) that are projected to put
traffic on area roads, but are in planning stages, or approved but still not built.

No changes occur to Project traffic effects on existing traffic loading. For one segment of
Country Club Drive, it is noted that at the time of the finalization of the HGV South
cumulative scenario, the Valiano project proposed access at Hill Valley Drive, not Eden
Valley Lane. This resulted in HGV South cumulative totals of 2,067 average daily traffic
(ADT) from Valiano assuming the Hill Valley Drive access. Assuming access at Eden
Valley Lane if the Valiano project is approved, this would add another 644 ADT (2,711 —
2,067) to this segment of Country Club between Hill Valley Drive and Kauana Loa. With
these additional trips, the existing + cumulative projects condition is projected to change
from 8,260 ADT (LOS D) to 8,904 ADT (LOS E). The further addition of 1,125 Project
ADT results in a change from 9,385 ADT (LOS E) to 10,029 ADT (LOS F). This would
constitute a cumulative impact. It is noted, however, that a cumulatively significant impact
is already called out for this segment in the Project Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) and in
the EIR on Table 2.2-6. Because the cumulative impact is already identified as significant,
the addition of 644 ADT does not result in changes to CEQA conclusions of significance.

Similarly, the mitigation (to construct a northbound left-turn lane) proposed to alleviate
cumulative LOS E conditions also would address LOS F cumulative conditions. This is
because any disruption of flow to through traffic can cause queuing and excessive delay to
the free-flow movement of traffic along a thoroughfare route, but alternatively,
construction of a northbound left-turn lane would remove left-turning vehicles from the
through traffic lane into the turn lane, and improve through flow. The County allows for
the implementation of “spot improvements” to be used where deficient segment operations
occur, particularly on roadways where there are no planned widening improvements, as is
the case with Country Club Drive; and County staff consistently support and accept the
practice of utilizing additional turn lanes, medians, etc. as capacity enhancing measures for
roadway segments. The removal of turning vehicles from through-traffic lanes has been
identified in literature published by the Transportation Research Board (TRB) as one of
several principles that improve “the safety and operations of an arterial roadway” (TRB
Report S2-C05-RW 2014). Moving turning vehicles from the through lane and clearing
that lane for through traffic would sufficiently mitigate Country Club Drive operations.
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As a matter of information, it is also noted that, ultimately, the future construction of
Citracado Parkway as a four-lane Major Road alleviates the temporary near-term impacts
along Country Club Drive, as shown in Table 10-2 of the HGV South TIA. LOS C is
indicated in the future according to the County General Plan with the inclusion of the
General Plan Amendment projects in the area.

2. In general, it is noted that responses to comments were authored following circulation of
the DEIR, and then again following circulation of the Revised DEIR (RDEIR), focused on
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs). As a result, additional GHG Project Design Features
have been provided, and incorporated into the FEIR. The EIR provides the final source for
such Project elements and controls in case of variation between responses.

3. It is also noted that although the RDEIR focused on GHGs analysis, and it was requested
that comments address that topic, members of the public also provided comments on fire
issues. Although not required, responses also were provided to those comments.
Additionally, as described in DEIR responses to comments, an Evacuation Plan (AREPP)
would be provided for the Project. This was prepared prior to Planning Commission and is
available on the County website, as alluded to in responses to comments on the RDEIR.

For each of these modifications to substantive issues, the reader is hereby informed to assume
global changes to affected Responses to Comments in these files. The responses were revised to
include some other clarifying changes.



CHAPTER 8.0 - LETTERS OF COMMENT ON THE DRAFT EIR AND
REVISED DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

8.1 Introduction

A draft version of the EIR for the proposed Harmony Grove South Project (SCH #2015081071)
was circulated for public review April 20, 2017 to June 20, 2017. During public review, a court
decision eliminated ability to use one of the Project analysis elements for greenhouse gases (GHG).
As aresult, arevised Table S-2, GHG EIR section, and supporting technical data, were recirculated
from February 22, 2018 to April 9, 2018. During the initial public review period, a total of 54
letters of public comment were received. During recirculation, an additional 17 letters were
received.

This section of the Final EIR (FEIR) presents copies of comments on the Draft EIR (DEIR), as
well as the recirculated Revised DEIR (RDEIR) received in written form during the two public
review periods, and the County of San Diego’s responses to those comments.

The County’s responses to comments on the DEIR and RDEIR represent a good-faith, reasoned
effort to address the environmental issues identified by the comments. Under the CEQA
Guidelines, the County is not required to respond to all comments on the DEIR or RDEIR, but
only those comments that raise environmental issues. In accordance with California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines 15088 and 15204), the County has independently evaluated the
comments and prepared the attached written responses on significant environmental issues raised.
CEQA does not require the County to conduct every test or preform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. Rather, CEQA requires the County
to provide a good faith, reasoned analysis supported by factual information.

To fulfill these requirements, the County experts in planning and environmental sciences consulted
with and independently reviewed analysis responding to the DEIR comments prepared by experts
identified in the DEIR’s list of preparers, which include experts in planning, aesthetics, agriculture,
air quality, biology, cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use planning, mineral resources, noise,
population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation and traffic, utilities and service
systems, energy, and environmental studies, each of whom has years of educational and field
experience in specific categories of environmental sciences; is familiar with the Project and the
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the Project; and is familiar with the federal, state and
local rules and regulations (including CEQA) applicable to the Project site. Accordingly, the
County staff’s final analyses provided in these responses to comments are backed by substantial
evidence. Likewise, the County Counsel’s Office independently reviewed the expert-supported
factual responses to the comments.

The focus of the responses is on significant environmental issues raised in the comments, as
specified by Section 15088(c) of the (CEQA) Guidelines. Detailed responses are not provided to
comments on the merits of the Proposed Project. When a comment is not directed to significant
environmental issues, the responses indicate that the comment has been acknowledged and no
further response is necessary.
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The remainder of this chapter contains:

e Lists of Agencies, Organizations and Individuals that Commented on the DEIR or RDEIR,
respectively

e Global Responses (responses that address multiple comments on the same topic, organized
so that important elements relevant to the comments are provided in one place)

e Individual Comment Letters Received and Responses, divided into DEIR and RDEIR
sections

8.2 Lists of Agencies, Organizations and Individuals that Commented on the DEIR and
RDEIR

8.2.1 List of Agencies, Organizations and Individuals that Commented on the DEIR

Agencies, organizations/special interest groups, and individuals submitting comments on the

DEIR for the Project are listed in the matrix below, organized by category and then by name.

Letter
Designation Federal Agencies Address
F1 United States Fish and Wildlife Service Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife
(USFWS) Office
2177 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad CA 92008
Joint letter with California Department South Coast Region
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 3883 Ruffin Road
San Diego, CA 92123
Letter
Designation State Agencies Address
S1 Caltrans, District 11 Division of Planning and
Local Assistance
4050 Taylor St, MS 240
San Diego, CA 92110
Letter
Designation County, City, and Other Local Agencies Address
L1 San Diego Local Agency Formation 9335 Hazard Way, Suite 200
Commission (LAFCO) San Diego, CA 92123
L2 City of Escondido 201 North Broadway
Escondido, CA 92025
L3 North County Transit District (NCTD) 810 Mission Avenue

Oceanside, CA 92054
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Letter
Designation Organizations

01

San Dieguito Planning Group

Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP on behalf

Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Town Council

The Escondido Creek Conservancy (TECC)

Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Town Council

Cleveland National Forest Foundation

and Save Our Forest and Ranchlands

San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians

02 Endangered Habitats League
O3a,b,c
of
O4a Delano & Delano on behalf of
04b Richard Horner on behalf of TECC
O4c Hamilton Biological, Inc. on behalf
of TECC
05 Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians
06
(Jacqueline Arsivaud)
07
(CNFF)
(SOFAR)
08 Pauma Band of Luisefo Indians
09
010

County Friends of a Better Bow

Address

P.O. Box 2789
Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067

8424 Santa Monica Blvd.,
Suite A 592
Los Angeles, CA 90069

396 Hayes ‘Street
San Francisco, CA 94102

220 W. Grand Avenue
Escondido, CA 92025

Box 551, 1752 NW Market
Street
Seattle WA 98107

316 Monrovia Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90803

1 West Tribal Road
Valley Center, CA 92082

20223 Elfin Forest Road
Elfin Forest, CA 92029

P.O. Box 475
Descanso, CA 91916

cultural@pauma-nsn.gov

1889 Sunset Drive
Vista, CA 92081

No Address Provided.
Unavailable
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Letter

Designation Individuals

I Andrew Laderman

12 Linda Schubert

I3 Jessica Dummer

14 William A & Merlyn Porter

I5 Karin Hathaway

16 Alan Lasnover

17 Amy Molenaar

I8 Victor and Maria Gonzalez

19 Bonnie Baumgartner

110 Mary Kubota

111 Bill Osborn

112 David Radel

113 Lounsbery Ferguson Altona & Peak
(on behalf of Jeff Johnston)

114 Erin Gottlieb (Johnson)

115 Eric Neubauer

116 Angelique Hartman

117 Erin Dummer

118 JP Theberge (Vice-chair, EFHG Town
Council)

119 Julie Neubauer

120 Justine Hennessy

Address

2710 Surrey Lane
Escondido, CA 92029

2847 Fishers Place
Escondido, CA 92029

2966 Cordrey Drive
Escondido, CA 92029

2964 Milpas Drive
Escondido, CA 92029

20031 Elfin Forest Lane
Elfin Forest, CA 92029

19951 Elfin Forest Lane
Elfin Forest, CA 92029

9115 Harmony Grove Road
Escondido, CA 92029

Pvsuccess19@aol.com

20049 Elfin Forest Lane
Elfin Forest, CA 92029-6005

marykwiebel@gmail.com

2952 Milpas Drive
Escondido, CA 92029

18394 Via Ambiente
Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067

960 Canterbury Place, Suite 300
Escondido, CA 92025-3870

2681 Overlook Point Drive
Escondido, CA 92029

ericneubauer@sduhsd.net

2848 Country Club Drive
Harmony Grove, CA

2966 Cordrey Drive
Escondido, CA 92029

20223 Elfin Forest Road
Elfin Forest, CA 92029

Julie.neubauer@sduhsd.net

2442 Live Oak Road
Escondido, CA 92029
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Letter

Designation Individuals

121

122

123
124

125

126
127

128
129
130

131

132

133

134
I35
136

137
138
139a,b

Steve Walsh

Kulbinder Bains

Marilyn Johnson-Kozlow

Mary Cross

Matt and Erin Kennedy

Nancy Goodrich

Patricia Borchmann

Patrick Molenaar
Richard Murphy

Reina Reeves

Laura Rader

Brenda Koenig

Jean Walton

Natasha Kay-Hazou
Andria Sanchez
Kendra Nuth

Debbie O’ Neill and Jonathan Dummer

Fabiola, Gisella, Paco Theberge

Kevin Barnard

Address

3052 Hill Valley Drive
Escondido, CA 92029

2395 Johnston Road
Escondido, CA 92029

mjkbiz@yahoo.com

7150 Circa de Media
Elfin Forest, CA 92029

2792 Overlook Point Drive
Escondido, CA 92029

Elfin Forest, CA 92029

1141 Carrotwood Glen
Escondido, CA 92026

pmolenaar@yahoo.com
rpm10@att.net

2753 Overlook Point Drive
Escondido, CA 92029

2752 Crownpoint Place
Escondido, CA 92027

2262 Montemar Avenue
Escondido, CA 92027

2382 Harmony Grove Road
Escondido, CA 92029

Orangemoth13@gmail.com
Sanchez.andria@icloud.com

3017 Starry Night Drive
Escondido, CA 92029

doneill@surfaceoptics.com
c/o jp@culturaledge.net

2708 Country Club Drive
Escondido, CA 92029
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8.2.2 List of Agencies, Organizations and Individuals that Commented on the RDEIR

Agencies, organizations/special interest groups, and individuals submitting comments on the
RDEIR for the Project are listed in the matrix below, organized by category and then by name.

Letter
Designation State Agencies Address
RS1 CAL FIRE, Department of Forestry and Fire 2249 Jamacha Road
Protection, San Diego Unit El Cajon, CA 92019
RS2 Caltrans, District 11 Division of Planning and Local
Assistance
4050 Taylor St, MS 240
San Diego, CA 92110
Letter
Designation County, City, and Other Local Agencies Address
RL1 SANDAG (Late) 401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, CA 92101
Letter
Designation QOrganizations Address
RO1 California Native Plants Society, P.O. Box 121390
San Diego Chapter San Diego, CA 92112
RO2 Delano & Delano on behalf of 220 W. Grand Avenue
The Escondido Creek Conservancy (TECC)  Escondido, CA 92025
RO3 Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Town Council 20223 Elfin Forest Road
(Jacqueline Arsivaud) Elfin Forest, CA 92029
RO4 Endangered Habitats League 8424 Santa Monica Blvd.,
Suite A 592
Los Angeles, CA 90069
ROS5 Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians 1 West Tribal Road
Valley Center, CA 92082
RO6 Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, LLP on behalf 396 Hayes Street

of Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Town
Council

San Francisco, CA 94102
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Letter

Designation Individuals Address

RI1 Karen Binns 2637 Deer Springs Place
San Marcos, CA 92069

RI2 Mary Cross 7150 Circa de Media
Elfin Forest, CA 92029

RI3 Natasha Kay-Hazou 9237 Harmony Grove Road
Escondido, CA 92029

RI4 Kira Lakin 952 Chardonney Way
Escondido, CA 92029

RIS Richard Murphy rpm10@att.net

RI6 Debbie O’ Neill and Jonathan Dummer doneill@surfaceoptics.com

RI7 Scott Sutherland (Two emails on April 9, scsuds@gmail.com

Late)
8.3 Global Responses

Seven “global” responses have been prepared for this FEIR; they relate to land use planning items
and fire response, preparation and evacuation issues, Project baseline conditions, and greenhouse
gas analysis-related discussion. As noted above, a number of the comments received on the DEIR
addressed the same or similar issues and environmental concerns. Rather than repeat responses to
recurring comments in each letter, the responses outlined in Sections 8.3.1 through 8.3.7 address
multiple comments on the same topic, placing discussion of important elements relevant to the
comments in one place. These responses are provided in the following order:

Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4

General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis
Fire Hazards Impact Analysis

Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access

Baseline Conditions

Regional Plan Conformity

Climate Action Plan
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8.3.1 Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4

Some commenters assert that the County of San Diego (County) is precluded by law from
approving the Project because the Project does not comply with General Plan Policy LU-1.4.
Under California’s Planning and Zoning Law, in order for a project to be approved by a county or
city, it must be determined that the project is consistent with that jurisdiction’s general plan.
(Friends of Lagoon Valley [2007] 154 Cal.App.4th 807, 815; see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Bd of Supervisors [1990] 52 Cal.3d 553.) A project is considered to be consistent with the general
plan if considering all aspects of the project, it will further the objectives and policies of the general
plan. It does not require a precise match between a project and the general plan (Corona-Norco
Unified Sch. Dist. V. City of Corona, [2001] 13 Cal.App.4th 1577; see also Sequoyah Hills
Homeowners Ass’n v. City of Oakland [1993] 23 Cal.App.4th 704). This can be distinguished
from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), that is concerned with whether an
inconsistency with a general plan policy would result in a physical impact on the environmen
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[d]; EPIC v. EL Dorado, 113 Cal.App.3d 350; see also
Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz [2005] 131 Cal.App.4th 1170). As a result,
the CEQA Guidelines do not typically require a formal response to general plan consistency
comments. Because the comments concerning General Plan Policy LU-1.4 raise important
concerns that are central to the approval of the Project, however, this Global Response has been
prepared to address consistency with LU-1.4 concerns that do not raise issues specific to the
environmental analysis provided in the EIR or other CEQA issues. See Global Response “General
Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impacts Analysis” for a discussion regarding CEQA
and general plan consistency issues and other related CEQA topics.

8.3.1.1 Proposed General Plan Amendment

The Harmony Grove Village South Project (“HGV South” or “Project”) is proposing to amend the
General Plan’s Land Use Map to change the Regional Category Designation of a portion of the
Project site (approximately 53 acres) from Semi-Rural to Village (“HGV South Village expansion
area”) pursuant to General Plan Policy LU-1.4.! It will also change the land use designations
associated with such amendment to Village Residential 10.9 and Neighborhood Commercial. The
Project also proposes to rezone the entire site to change its current zoning designation to S88
(Specific Plan). The Project will not result in any changes or amendments to any of the policies of
the County’s General Plan (General Plan), adopted in 2011; rather it applies the existing General
Plan policies to the Project.

The Project also proposes to amend the Elfin Forest and Harmony Grove Community Plan
(Community Plan) portion of the San Dieguito Community Plan (San Dieguito Community Plan)
to add the Project as an independent but compatible component of the Harmony Grove Village
(HGV) Specific Plan, revise portions of the Community Plan text for General Plan conformance
and amend Figures 1 and 3 of the Community Plan to adjust the village boundary line. See related
Global Response “General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impacts Analysis” for a
discussion regarding issues related to these community plan amendments.

! The remaining 58 acres is designated with a Semi-Rural Regional Category.
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8.3.1.2 Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4

Some comments have been received that question the County’s ability to approve the Project,
asserting that the Project does not comply with General Plan Policy LU-1.4 and the Community
Development Model. Policy LU-1.4 states:

Village Expansion. Permit new Village Regional Category designated land uses only
where contiguous with an existing or planned Village and where all of the following
criteria are met:

e Potential Village development would be compatible with environmental
conditions and constraints, such as topography and flooding

o Potential Village development would be accommodated by the General
Plan road network

e Public facilities and services can support the expansion without a reduction
of services to other County residents

o The expansion is consistent with community character, the scale, and the
orderly and contiguous growth of a Village area

In determining whether a project complies with the General Plan, the Board of Supervisors is
uniquely qualified to interpret the provisions of the General Plan, and its decision carries a strong
presumption of regularity if supported by findings and substantial evidence (No Oil, Inc. v. City
of Los Angeles [1987] 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 243 and Eureka Citizens for Responsible Gov’t v.
City of Eureka [2007] 147 CA 4th 357). The County’s determination as to whether the Project is
consistent with the General Plan will not be set aside by a court unless the County has acted
arbitrarily, capriciously, or without evidential support (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, supra,
196 Cal.App.3d 223, at p. 243). Where a provision of the general plan might be considered
ambiguous, the court will defer to the local government’s resolution of that ambiguity so long as
the interpretation adopted is reasonable (Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterrey County Bd.
Of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 142). The function of the court is not to micromanage,
but rather to simply decide whether substantial evidence supports the conclusion that the project
is consistent with General Plan policies (Save Our Heritage Organization v. City of San Diego et
al. [2015] 237 Cal.App.4th 163; see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland
[1993] 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 719-720).

A number of cases provide a framework for determining the meaning of general plan policies,
which is similar to the analysis that is used to interpret statutes, contracts, and other instruments.
The primary goal in construing the meaning of a statute is to ascertain its legislative intent to
effectuate the purpose of the law (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, supra, 196 Cal.App.3d 223,
at p. 244). When a term appears in several places in the same statute, the term is to be interpreted
in a consistent manner throughout the statute. This rule assumes that the legislative body will draft
a statute in a way that is “internally consistent in its use of language and in the way its provisions
work together” (Ratzlaf v. United States, 510 U.S. 135, 143 [1994]; see also Gustafson v. Alloyd
Co., 513 U.S. 561, 570 1995]; and Wisconsin Dep’t of Revenue v. William Wrigley, Jr. Co., 505
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U.S. 214,225 [1992]. Finally, Courts have also consistently held that additional words or language
should not be added to a statute when interpreting its meaning based on the theory that if that were
the intent of the author, the word would have been included in the first place(01 Iselin v. United
States, 270 U.S. 245, 250 [1926]; see also Lamie v. United States Trustee, 540 U.S. 526, 537
[2004] -- [courts should not add an “absent word” to a statute...]). With this background, the
requirements of LU-1.4 are discussed below.

8.3.1.3 HGV is an Existing Village

Policy LU-1.4 permits future expansions of existing or planned villages provided all of the criteria
of the Policy are met. The first issue that needs to be resolved is whether HGV is a village. At least
one comment received contends that the Project is inconsistent with Policy LU-1.4 because it is
not contiguous to the village boundary line shown in Figure 3 of the Community Plan. This
comment is related to understanding the meaning of the term ‘village’ in Policy LU-1.4 in that it
implies that only the portion of HGV that is located within the village boundary line would be
considered a village. (This assertion also requires changing the text of Policy LU-1.4 from
“contiguous with an existing or planned Village” to “contiguous to an existing or planned village
boundary line.” [emphasis added] See discussion below regarding the topic of the Village
Boundary line and Global Response “General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impacts
Analysis” for a discussion regarding this topic.)

How the General Plan Defines Village

The County can reasonably determine that when a term appears in several places in the same statute
(as the term “village” appears throughout the General Plan), the term can be interpreted in a manner
that is consistent with its usage throughout the statute (in this case, the General Plan). This
interpretation is guided by the basic principle that a statute should be read as a harmonious whole,
with its separate parts being interpreted within their broader statutory context (United Savings
Ass’n v. Timbers of Inwood Forest Associates, 484 U.S. 365, 371 [1988]; citations omitted).
Therefore, in determining the meaning of village, we look to the General Plan’s usage of this term.

The term village is used throughout the General Plan to describe “areas” within the County that
contain the highest population and development densities that are located within walking distance
of commercial services, employment centers, civic uses, and transit areas if feasible. The General
Plan states that:

The Village category identifies areas [emphasis added] where a higher intensity
and a wide range of land uses are established or have been planned. Typically,
Village areas [emphasis added] function as the center of community planning areas
and contain the highest population and development densities. Village areas
[emphasis added] are typically served by both water and wastewater system
(General Plan, page 3-7).

The word village is described as “areas” that should contain community-serving private and public
facilities as well as connections that play an important role in supporting a village’s vitality and
mobility. These village attributes can be achieved through a variety of planning tools, such as,
interconnected streets and roadway networks, incorporation of pedestrian connections, and
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providing public amenities that can be enjoyed by its residents. These elements allow a village to
interact and capitalize on its various features thus improving the village’s economy and creating a
sense of place, and community identity (General Plan, page 3-31).

Other Planning Sources that Define Village

Other planning sources have similarly defined villages as areas or communities that consist of
intangible characteristics that create a sense of place usually by the incorporation of social/cultural
elements. These elements include capturing the identity of the local area and providing functions
that are associated with a community (“Village Planning Handbook, A guide for Community
Planning,” September 1993, pages 7-10). Villages are considered residential centers that are
supported by commercial and community services. Typical uses include general stores that sell
groceries, feed supplies and other similar type products, restaurants, and facilities that cater to
specific community needs. A village has a typical walking range of approximately 0.5-mile radius
and provides gathering places that attract activity and provide a sense of community. (See
“Defining Rural Character and Planning for Rural Lands - A Rural Element Guide.” in State of
Washington Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development, [1994: 19-21]).

HGV was Adopted as a Village

HGV, approved in 2007 as a master planned community, was intended to be a village as that term
is used under General Plan Policy LU-1.4.2 In particular, the HGV Specific Plan (HGV SP 04-03,
Jan. 2007) describes HGV as a 468-acre “rural-themed” village with a small
community/commercial core. The HGV Specific Plan divides the 468-acre site into four Planning
Areas (PAs) and assigns uses, acreages, densities and zoning restrictions to each of these PAs.
Each of the four PAs was designed to be similar in housing type, topographic setting, and uses
(id at 21).

When HGV was originally brought before the Legislative bodies for consideration, it was
characterized “as a new rural village that was an outgrowth of the GP 2020 process” (County’s
Planning and Land Use Department Report to the Planning Commission, dated December 15, 2006
[PC Report]). The PC Report took into consideration its location adjacent to urban Escondido and
San Marcos. The PC Report describes HGV as:

While Harmony Grove is rural in character it is affected by the increasing
urbanization taking place in San Marcos to the north and Escondido to the east.
This project proposes a new rural village that was an outgrowth of the GP 2020
process. Rather than accommodating expected growth by proposing another
standard subdivision on the fringe of the sprawling urban center of Escondido, this
project took into account unique historic, geographic and locational factors to

2 Since HGV was approved before the General Plan Update was adopted in 2011, its planning structure does not
completely correspond with the County’s current General Plan requirements. Although the current General Plan
Regional Categories are applied to HGV (Village and Semi-Rural), its General Plan Land Use Designation is
Specific Plan, a Land Use designation that is no longer used by the General Plan to designate land uses in the County
(see General Plan Land Use Designation Map, Figure LU-A-19). Therefore, HGV’s land uses are regulated by the
zoning found in its Specific Plan.
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create a new village that would complement the surrounding rural areas (PC
Report, page 4).

Community Plan Characterizes HGV as Village

The Community Plan also characterizes HGV as a Village. The Community Plan states “It is,
primarily a residential village that provides a range of for-sale housing to accommodate broad
market needs” (Community Plan, page 48; see also Community Plan SPA-1.1). Similar to the
language used in HGV’s Specific Plan, the Community Plan described HGV as a master planned
community consisting of approximately 468 acres located both north and south of the intersection
of Harmony Grove Road and Country Club Drive, in other words encompassing all four PAs
(id at 58). The Community Plan describes HGV as:

The Harmony Grove Village Specific Plan Area is comprised of approximately 468
acres located both north and south of the intersection of Harmony Grove Road and
Country Club Drive in the community east [sic] of the City of Escondido known as
Harmony Grove. It is, primarily a residential village that provides a range of for-
sale housing to accommodate broad market needs. It contains a maximum of 742
detached residential units, resulting in an average gross density of 1.6 dwelling
units per acre. Residential lots range in size from under 5,000 square feet to over
two acres... (Community Plan, page 58).

HGYV is Comprised of Four Planning Areas

The “Village Center” is located in PA 1, approximately 2,100 feet (or less than 0.5 mile) from the
HGV South Village expansion area. The Village Center includes the densest residential
neighborhoods of HGV (519 units), commercial development, institutional uses, creek channels,
open space areas and public and private streets (HGV SP 04-03, Figure 7). As further discussed
below, the HGV South Village expansion area is physically connected to PA 1 through a series of
design elements, such as the Escondido Creek floodway® (rehabilitated creeks), and a portion of
County Club Drive (public streets).

PA 4 borders the western boundary line of the HGV South Village expansion area and the Regional
Category Designation is Semi-Rural. PA 4 includes the following uses: limited residential uses, a
commercial equestrian facility, and a small retail center that would sell horse supplies and other
typical C-35 zone uses (HGV SP 04-03, page 53). The C-35 zone is compatible with the Village
Core Mixed Use Land Use Designation (San Diego County Ordinance, Section 2050,
Compatibility Matrix). The Village Core Mixed Use Land Use Designation was adopted as a part
of the General Plan and is allowed only within areas designated Village Regional Category. Thus,
the land uses assigned to PA 4 are consistent with both the Village Regional Category and Village
Land Use Designation as used by the General Plan today.

3 The northern portion of the Project and HGV are physically connected as a part of the same Escondido Creek
floodway which consists of the common channel of Escondido Creek and the adjacent portions of the floodplain
that are reasonably required to efficiently carry and discharge the associated 100-year flood flow (FEMA 2012a,
refer to Exhibit A of the Project Drainage Study in EIR Appendix M 1).

8-12



Chapter 8.0
Harmony Grove Village South Project Letters of Comment on the Draft EIR
Final Environmental Impact Report and Revised Draft EIR and Responses

The commercial equestrian facility (“Equestrian Ranch”) is located in PA 4 and is described in the
HGYV Specific Plan as “These 22 acres represent almost 5 percent of Harmony Grove Village”
[emphasis added] (HGV SP 04-03, page 58). The Equestrian Ranch is considered a key feature of
HGV’s “rural themed” identity that honors Harmony Grove’s equestrian roots, and it ensures
HGV’s consistency with the Community Plan. See Community Plan Goal LU-1.9 (create an
attractive equestrian community that encourages environmentally sensitive, responsible horse
keeping) and Community Plan Policy LU-1.9.5 (support opportunities for home horse keepers to
board a very small number of horses to help defray costs of keeping their own animals).

Based on the discussion above, the word “village” means an “area” that is composed of various
elements or attributes that together create a community with a sense of place or identity, provides
a network of connections and public amenities, and promotes economic and social vitality. The
notion that only the portion of HGV that is located within the village boundary line should be
considered a village is inapposite with the village land use pattern described in the General Plan,
HGV’s Specific Plan and/or the Community Plan.

When the County approved HGV as a village, it approved all four PAs that together would create
an “area” or a community with a “rural themed” identity that would honor the Harmony Grove
equestrian history. All four PAs were designed to be linked by parks, public streets and a multi-
use trail system that would accommodate the residents from all four PAs and address the needs of
its residents. The Community Plan calls for the “Village” (HGV) to create a sense of community
for the existing as well as new residents by providing access to its public trails/walkways to the
Commercial area, parklands, trails along the waterways (creeks and channels), and the public
equestrian facility (Community Plan Policy SPA-5.1.1). Again, all of these amenities are located
throughout the four PAs, and in particular, the public equestrian facility mentioned in the
Community Plan is located in PA 4. Nowhere does the HGV Specific Plan or the Community Plan
distinguish between the four PAs or state that PA 4 is not a part of the “rural themed village” of
HGV. The PC Report describes the four PAs within the context of the Specific Plan as:

A Specific Plan is proposed that sets forth the specific policies intended to regulate
development within the project and includes the following land uses: 742 units of
single-family residential uses, 2 acres of commercial uses, 12 acres of institutional
uses that include a fire station, wastewater treatment facility and a site for
unspecified civic uses, a 22-acre equestrian ranch, and 189 acres of parks,
recreation areas and open space. A Rezone will implement the Specific Plan by
changing the existing Use Regulations, Development Regulations and Special Area
Regulations in the existing zones to include the S88 Specific Planning Area Use
Regulations. A total of five new zones will include regulations appropriate for the
implementation of the type of development expected within the five Planning Areas
set forth by the Specific Plan. Densities range from .4 to 20 dwelling units per acre.
Minimum lot size ranges from 2,200 square feet up to over 2 acres (PC Report,

page 1).

Thus, it is reasonable for the County to conclude that HGV consists of all four PAs, and is not
limited to the area within the village boundary line shown in Figure 3 of the Community Plan. The
term “village boundary line” has been specifically defined in the General Plan to mean “a
mechanism” to be used in community plans that identify areas to which development should be
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directed. (General Plan, page 1-11.) However, it does not define the term “village” in the context
of General Plan Policy LU-1.4. Not only does the addition of the term “boundary line” to Policy
LU-1.4 not fit in the overall context of the General Plan, but if the Board of Supervisors intended
to use the term “village boundary line” it would have certainly done so. In fact, this term has been
carefully defined (to mean something different) and is used elsewhere in the General Plan.
Although the Community Plan currently identifies the existing HGV Boundary as the area in which
development should be directed, it cannot be interpreted in a manner that would make it internally
inconsistent with General Plan Policies, such as LU-1.4 that allows villages to be expanded under
certain circumstances. Therefore, HGV South intends on amending its Regional Category
Designation, General Plan Land Uses, and Figures 1 and 3 of the Community Plan to incorporate
the HGV South Village expansion area within the HGV Boundary line as allowed by Policy
LU-1.4. (See also discussion below regarding the topic of the Village Boundary line in Global
Response “General Plan /Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impacts Analysis.”)

Finally, some have commented that the Project is inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-1.4
because PA 4 is not designated Village Regional Category. Again, to come to this conclusion the
actual wording of Policy LU-1.4 would need to be amended to read “contiguous to an existing or
planned village Regional Category” [emphasis added]. As discussed above, if the Board of
Supervisors wanted Policy LU-1.4 to be so worded, it would have easily included this specific
phrase into Policy LU-1.4. The County can reasonably conclude that the term Village Regional
Category would not fit in the context put forward by the commenter. This phrase was already used
in the same Policy LU-1.4 in an entirely different context to mean a type of land use, not a place
(Village Regional Category types of land can be permitted if contiguous with an existing or
planned village). The term Village Regional Category is defined in the General Plan to mean one
of three broad sets of development classifications in the County that do not specify allowable land
uses, but rather the general regional structure, character, scale, and intensity of development
(General Plan, page 3-6). As a result, it does not regulate allowed uses or intensities of individual
development proposals (General Plan, page 3-6).

In the case of PA 4, its Regional Category Designation would not be determinative of whether or
not it is a part of HGV. In summary, although its Regional Category Designation is Semi-Rural
(and HGV’s Land Use Designation is Specific Plan), its permitted land uses under the HGV
Specific Plan are consistent with both the Village Regional Category and Village Land Use
Designation* Also as explained above, PA 4 also plays a vital and important role in establishing
HGV’s rural identity that honors Harmony Grove’s equestrian roots, ensuring HGV’s consistency
with the Community Plan,® and providing amenities to the entire HGV (public equestrian facility,
public streets, creek rehabilitation).

The HGV Specific Plan allows for a number of uses in PA 4, including General Commercial/Limited Residential
(C-35) zone designation uses (HGV Specific Plan, page 53). Under the County’s Compatibility Matrix (San Diego
County Ordinance, Section 2050, Compatibility Matrix) C-35 uses are considered compatible with and are permitted
by right under General Commercial (C-1) and Village Core Mixed Use (C-5) Land Use Designations. Both of these
Land Use Designations are compatible with the Village Regional Category (Table LU-1).

Ensures HGV’s consistency with the Community Plan by creating an attractive equestrian community that
encourages environmentally sensitive, responsible horse keeping (Community Plan Goal LU-1.9) and supports
opportunities for home horse keepers to board a very small number of horses to help defray costs of keeping their
own animals (Community Plan Policy LU-1.9.5).
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8.3.1.4 The Project is Contiguous to HGV

Policy LU-1.4 permits new Village Regional Category-designated land uses only where
contiguous with an existing or planned Village. The word “contiguous” is not defined in Policy
LU-1.4, and some comments have been received that contend that the Project is not contiguous to
the village boundary line. The comments assert that the Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines
contiguous to mean “being in actual contact,” “touching along a boundary or at a point - the
48 contiguous states” or “touching or connected throughout in an unbroken sequence” (Merriam-
Webster  Dictionary,  https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/contiguous  (Merriam-
Webster, n.d. Web. 23 July 2017).¢

However, the DEIR used the definition provided by the 2015 Random House Dictionary of
American English. As stated in the DEIR, page 1-2, that dictionary defines ‘“contiguous” as
“touching, in contact, or being close without touching.” Also, the Webster’s New World College
Dictionary defines contiguous to mean “in physical contact; touching along all or most of one side;
near, next, or adjacent.” The term “adjacent” is defined as near or close (to something); adjoining
(Webster’s New World College Dictionary, Fifth Edition Copyright (2014) by Houghton Mifflin
Harcourt Publishing Company (http://www.yourdictionary.com/contiguous#websters, as of
August 15, 2017).

Even under the Merriam-Webster Dictionary definition advocated by the commenter, the HGV
South Village expansion area would still be considered contiguous with HGV. The HGV South
Village expansion area has actual physical contact with HGV along Country Club Drive in which
both of the property owners retain the underlying fee interest in their respective properties up to
the center line of the roadway. The HGV South Village expansion area is also contiguous to PA 1
in that it is physically connected to PA 1 through the Escondido Creek floodway and a portion of
Country Club Drive. The roadway is a design feature of PA 1 and plays an important role in the
overall function of HGV. Similar to the example used in Merriam-Webster Dictionary of what
constitutes contiguous - the “48 contiguous states,” not all of the states physically touch, but the
states are still considered connected or “contiguous” through a series of points of contact.

When words have different meanings, the court will often look at the context of its usage in the
statute. Here, the word contiguous is used in Policy LU-1.4 in the context of directing future
growth in the County by expanding existing or planned villages. The General Plan states that: “The
core concept for the County’s development directs future growth to areas where existing or
planned infrastructure and services can support growth and locations within or adjacent to existing
communities” [emphasis added] (General Plan, page 3-5). Therefore, the definition of
“contiguous” as defined in the DEIR is the more accurate meaning when considered in the context
of the General Plan.

Also, the need for areas within a village to touch or have actual contact is not supported by general
village design principles. The land use patterns for typical villages have a walking range of
approximately 0.5-mile radius and provide gathering places that attract activity and provide a sense
of community. (See Washington Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development

¢ For purposes of addressing the meaning of contiguous, we put aside the contention that Policy LU-1.4 should be
interpreted to mean village boundary line instead of an existing or planned village. (Please see discussion above.)
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1994:19-21.) As such, the idea that a village expansion area must physically touch an existing or
planned village is an overly limiting interpretation of Policy LU-1.4 that is not based on common
village design principles. The General Plan further states that “a Village would reflect a
development pattern that is characterized as compact, higher density development that is located
within walking distance of commercial services, employment centers, civic uses, and transit (when
feasible)” (General Plan, page 3-7). This concept of placing higher density development within
walking distance to a variety of other types of uses also supports the idea that a village expansion
area does not have to “touch” an existing or planned village.

It is reasonable for the County to determine that contiguous, as used in Policy LU-1.4, means that
development should be directed to areas adjacent to existing or planned villages where
infrastructure and services can best support growth. This interpretation is consistent with the actual
language found in Policy LU-1.4 that requires potential expansions to be accommodated by the
General Plan road network, and that public facilities and services support the expansion without a
reduction of services to other County residents. Both of these requirements can be satisfied without
needing to physically fouch the border of an existing or planned village. Likewise, development
can be consistent with community character, the scale, and the orderly growth of a village, without
having to be in actual physical contact with that village. As further described below, the HGV
South Village expansion area is located adjacent or contiguous to HGV, where existing or planned
infrastructure and services can support growth

The HGV South Village expansion area is contiguous to HGV in that it is located approximately
2,100 feet (less than 0.5 mile) from the HGV Village Center and 500 feet from the intersection of
Harmony Grove Road and Country Club Drive. A County park, located in PA 1, is located just
across the street and within 300 feet of the HGV South Village expansion area. (This 2.8-acre site
is designated with a Village Regional Category and provides an additional community gathering
place for both sites.) The Equestrian Ranch, which has been described as a part of HGV, lies
immediately to the west of the HGV South Village expansion area, across Country Club Drive.
The Country Club Drive Trail planned as a part of the HGV Specific Plan, and the County’s
Community Trails Master Plan, extends along the west side of Country Club Drive and establishes
an important walkable link between HGV’s Village Center, the Equestrian Ranch, and
HGYV South.

In a larger planning context, the HGV South Village expansion area is also part of the same flat
valley in which HGV is located and is part of the same drainage basin and valley view shed.
Rugged terrain can be found on the HGV site to the east and west while rugged terrain on the
Project site can primarily be found in the south and southwest portion of the land, essentially
creating a contiguous flat valley floor for both sites to locate development. This flat valley is
surrounded by approximately 20 prominent ridgetops that measure approximately 1,000 to
2,000 feet in height. These ridgetops form a dramatic physical setting for the Harmony Grove
valley in which both HGV and the Project are a part.

8.3.1.5 Compatible with Environmental Conditions and Constraints

The Project has been designed to: preserve the largest block of open space on the Project site,
maintain existing drainage patterns to the extent feasible, balance steep slope preservation with
biological open space preservation, maintain significant visual resources, and consider the existing

8-16



Chapter 8.0
Harmony Grove Village South Project Letters of Comment on the Draft EIR
Final Environmental Impact Report and Revised Draft EIR and Responses

landform and natural environment. The development would be concentrated mainly in areas of the
site which contain non-native grassland. Sensitive biological habitat is located in the southern
portion of the site and consists of southern mixed chaparral, a small patch of coast live oak
woodland, and jurisdictional drainages. Approximately 35 acres of open space will be preserved
within the southern portion of the site, which would be dedicated as required by the County and
remain as biological open space. The preservation of biological open space is primarily possible
due to the compact nature of the development. This is described throughout the EIR, in
Chapter 1.0, and Subchapters 2.1 and 2.3 in particular.

The Project would construct a new bridge over Escondido Creek which will raise the current
roadway from its current location, allowing the creek to return to a more natural state. In other
words, this Project would contribute to the rehabilitation of this creek which is also an important
feature of HGV (HGV SP 04-03, page 2). It will enhance the wetland areas and provide better
quality habitat for fish and birds. The bridge will also create a safer wildlife crossing for species
traveling east-west along the creek as they will pass under the bridge and not cross vehicular traffic
(EIR, page 1-6).

All on-site grading and improvements for HGV South are designed to avoid the existing 100-year
floodplain except for a very small area allocated to a wastewater treatment and wastewater
reclamation facility (WTWREF) that will be raised out of the floodplain (see EIR Table 1-2, Project
Design Features). As described in Subchapter 2.1, the Project’s grading plan reflects the natural
topography, in that it the Project would generally follow the site topography, rising and falling
with the underlying elevations.

As noted, Project grading would respect, and conform to, overall existing topography on site. This
means that although the planned, precise site elevations at any specific point internal to the Project
site may deviate from the existing elevation, based on preliminary grading plans, the post-Project
cross sections follow the natural rise and fall in site topography overall and always meet the
existing topography within the site at the grading perimeter. It also means that following
completion of Project implementation, the off-site viewer would not be expected to be aware of
large-scale changes in underlying topography (EIR, Subchapter 2.1, page 2.1-50). It should also
be noted that post-grading, only 32 acres, or 29 percent of the site, would contain lots and streets.
The remainder of the Project site (i.e., 71 percent) would consist of biological open space, parks
or landscaped/revegetated swaths located between pads (EIR, Chapter 1.0).

Finally, the iconic ridgeline surrounding the valley would be preserved. The development would
be concentrated in the flatter areas of the site; however, some encroachment into steep slope areas
would occur (see EIR Subchapter 2.1, pages 2.1-42, 47, 58 and 60). The Project would comply
with the RPO steep slopes criteria through a waiver for encroachment into insignificant slopes, an
exception for access roads, and strict compliance with remaining lot encroachment percentages of
less than 10 percent; each of which follows RPO criteria. These elements are addressed in detail
under the “County of San Diego Resource Protection Ordinance, Steep Slopes,” discussion, in EIR
Section 3.1.5, with additional detail on insignificant steep slopes provided in Subchapter 2.1. The
Project has been designed to preserve a large block (34.8 acres, or 31 percent of the Project) of
contiguous open space, including southern mixed chaparral with narrow endemic species, a small
patch of coast live oak woodland, and (non-RPO) jurisdictional drainages. The Project would
maintain existing drainage patterns to the extent feasible, create an opportunity to re-establish a
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drainage feature that was largely eliminated from the site due to early agricultural activities, and
maintain significant visual resources (EIR, Section 3.1.5, page 3.1.5-25).

8.3.1.6 Accommodates the General Plan Road Network

A buildout analysis was conducted to determine whether the proposed land use changes would
require any changes to the Mobility Element roadway classifications. Primary access to HGV
South is provided by two roads, Mobility Element Harmony Grove Road and non-Mobility
Element Country Club Drive. The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the Project by
Linscott, Law & Greenspan (LLG 2017), Appendix D of the EIR, indicates that the General Plan’s
roadway network does not exceed build-out projections with the inclusion of the Project. The
existing land use would allow 222 dwelling units, while the proposed land plan would allow
453 dwelling units. As shown in EIR Table 2.2-9, Roadway Segment Operations under Buildout
Conditions, all roadway segments are calculated to operate at acceptable LOS D or better both
with and without the Project except for the segment of Country Club Drive between Auto Park
Way and Hill Valley Drive, which is not a part of the County’s General Plan roadway network
because it is located within the City of Escondido.

Even though this segment is not within the County’s roadway network, Mitigation measures
M-TR-1a and M-TR-1b are proposed to improve operations on the Country Club Drive segment
between Auto Park Way and Hill Valley Drive and would adequately mitigate the impacts to this
segment of the roadway. Because this roadway segment is located within the City of Escondido,
however, the impacts are identified as remaining significant and unavoidable for purposes of
CEQA. The City of Escondido is ultimately responsible for the approval/implementation of those
improvements, and as such, the County cannot guarantee ultimate implementation or the timing of
the mitigation. In any event, under build-out of the Project, the Project would not decrease LOS to
an unacceptable level compared to the General Plan land use.

8.3.1.7 Public Facilities and Services Support Expansion

Compliance with General Plan Policies, County ordinances, and mitigation measures identified
through the environmental review process and project approval process would ensure that public
facilities and services needed to support HGV South would not result in a reduction of services to
other County residents. HGV South would be required to provide the infrastructure and facilities
needed to provide services to the Project either directly or through the payment of fees (Policy
LU-12.1). A phasing plan has been provided as a part of the Project’s Specific Plan to ensure that
such facilities would be available at the appropriate time (Policy LU-12.2). Service providers
would be required to provide “will-serve” letters indicating that they can provide service to HGV
South prior to the recordation of final maps and the issuance of any building permits for the Project.
(Community Facility Availability Forms have been received from service providers indicating that
service will be available to HGV South [County Policy I-84]).

The Rancho Santa Fe Fire Protection District (RSFFPD) is responsible for providing emergency
services to the Project. HGV South would be required to pay development impact fees pursuant to
the County’s Fire Mitigation Fee Ordinance, Section 810.301, et seq., to fund its fair share of the
capital facilities and equipment needed to serve HGV South. The fee is collected to fund capital
facilities and equipment needed to serve new development (Section 810.308). Since a new fire
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station is being constructed approximately 1.3 miles from the most distant structure, fees collected
under this Ordinance could go to pay for other equipment or facilities needed by the fire district
serving HGV South. The ongoing costs of providing services to the Project would be provided by
existing property taxes and any special assessments imposed on property owners to fund such
services. HGV South may decide to annex into an existing community facility district or establish
its own assessment district. A Call Volume Assessment was prepared to determine current
capability for Fire Station 5 to respond to emergencies (fire, medical, vehicular, rescue, etc.) with
the addition of the Project (Dudek 2017a; and accepted by both RSFFPD and the County). As
shown in Table 2 of the Assessment (Table 8.3.3-2), the combined call generation from existing
residents, Harmony Grove Village, and Harmony Grove Village South will have an insignificant
impact on Fire Station 5. Based on this anticipated call volume, Fire Station 5 would not be
considered a busy station when compared to standard utilization rates for busy fire stations (five
or six calls per day for a rural station) and will be able to respond to emergency calls within the
General Plan response time requirements.

Several options for providing wastewater service to HGV South have been analyzed. Sewer
facilities or improvements may be constructed on site or off site as needed to serve the Project.
HGV South would be served by the Rincon Del Diablo Water District, with water service being
extended to the site. Drainage and water quality facilities would be constructed on site by the
Applicant. HGV South is located in the Escondido Union Elementary and High School Districts
and would be required to pay the appropriate fees as required by State law. Although there are no
schools located in HGV or HGV South, there are some schools presently assigned to serve the
area, and Facility Availability Forms have been received.

Seven public parks are planned within the Project site, ranging from approximately 0.08 to
0.54 acre in size. Amenities within these public parks are anticipated to include a horseshoe pit,
barbeque areas, picnic tables, and/or informal play areas. In addition, any in lieu fees paid by the
Project under the County Park Lands Dedication Ordinance would be used to improve parks within
the larger existing HGV area. The Project also includes six private parks, which would range from
approximately 0.1 to 0.82 acre in size. A system of public and private multi-use trails will be
constructed that are intended to serve pedestrians, equestrians, and other non-motorized forms of
travel and would weave throughout the Project; providing links to the existing and planned off-
site San Diego County trail system and to HGV via the bridge over Escondido Creek.

8.3.1.8 Consistent with the Scale and Orderly and Contiguous Growth of HGV

The Project is proposing to develop the HGV South Village expansion area in a manner consistent
with the scale and orderly and contiguous growth of HGV. The HGV South Village expansion
area will locate the Project’s densest residential neighborhoods within 0.5 mile of HGV’s Village
Center (PA 1), an area described in HGV’s Specific Plan as the heart of the community. HGV’s
Village Center is surrounded by a variety of single-family residential uses on lots that range in size
from approximately 2,500 square feet near the Village Center to 1.5 acres further away from the
core. Over two-thirds of all residences within HGV will be located within the Village Center
(approximately 519 homes). Approximately 53 acres of HGV South is designated with a Village
Regional Category. The remaining 58 acres is designated with a Semi-Rural Regional Category.
Within the Village Regional Category, the General Plan Land Use Designations applied to the site
include Village Residential 10.9 (VR-10.9) and Neighborhood Commercial. The HGV South
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Village Residential expansion area provides for a maximum of 423 dwelling units, which equates
to a density of approximately 8.4 dwelling units per acre (du/ac). This is consistent with the density
of HGV’s Village Center of approximately 8.7 dwelling units per acre. As such, both these areas
will become part of the same compact, walkable village. Residents will be encouraged to walk to
amenities and services that are within 0.5 mile (approximately 2,100 feet), and less than a
10-minute walk from both the HGV Village Center and the commercial/civic uses of HGV South.

Surrounding the HGV South Village expansion area along the western, southern, and eastern
perimeter, will be Semi-Rural Residential designated areas with a density of 0.5 dwelling unit per
acre. Up to 30 dwelling units are proposed within the Semi-Rural Residential area in addition to
open space. This establishes a development pattern that is less dense around the perimeter.

Country Club Drive will be improved to enhance the Project’s connection with the HGV Village
Center, and a multi-use pathway will provide a pedestrian linkage to both HGV and HGV South.
In particular, a north-south, multi-use trail (10 feet in width), was already approved as part of the
County’s Community Trails Master Plan and the approved HGV Specific Plan. The 10-foot
planned trail extends along the west side of Country Club Drive, via the bridge over Escondido
Creek to the south entry of HGV South and will connect HGV’s Village Center directly to HGV
South. The HGV Specific Plan describes this trail as an important walkable link between HGV’s
Village Center, the Equestrian Ranch, HGV South and other multi-use trails that extend further
south and connect to the Del Dios Highlands Preserve (DDHP) and Elfin Forest Recreational
Reserve (EFRR). The Project will also enhance connections to HGV by encouraging pedestrian
activity along Country Club Drive by providing a five- to six-foot pathway along the east side of
Country Club Drive and by providing landscaping, shade trees, and interpretive signage and
constructing a bridge over Escondido Creek to replace the existing substandard “Arizona”
crossing. This bridge would further enhance the connection between HGV South and HGV.

The proximity of the Project’s higher density, residential neighborhoods to HGV and its Village
Center decreases the need for infrastructure and allows services to be provided more efficiently.
The Project has been designed to provide a wider range of housing options that are not only
compatible with the housing options of HGV but also enhance the viability of the commercial uses
located in the adjacent Village Center. Both HGV and HGV South, when combined, create a range
of housing opportunities that will result in an economically vibrant community.

8.3.1.9 Consistent with Community Character

HGV South is proposing to expand the HGV village in a manner that is consistent with the
community character of HGV and the surrounding areas. The Community Plan identifies HGV as
a “residential village” or “rural-themed village” composed of four PAs that include a pedestrian-
oriented mixed-use core that combines commercial, residential, live/work, recreational and public
uses and open space, green belt system, creek channels, and an equestrian ranch. The Community
Plan emphasizes the need for HGV to preserve the unique features of a rural lifestyle while
integrating the urban lifestyle of a Village. In approving HGV, the County determined that it was
a logical extension of an urban designation and was considered compatible with the existing
character of the community and the more urban uses of the surrounding jurisdictions (HGV
SP 04-03, Page 124).
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HGV South is proposing to expand the HGV village to become part of the same compact, walkable
community that will be connected by an integrated network of multi-use trails and pathways to the
Village Center and the periphery of the HGV Specific Plan area. Design features that are
compatible with a rural equestrian theme were encouraged to be used in HGV; and this is continued
in HGV South with a robust landscaping plan that takes advantage of the limited hardscape to
provide notable vegetated swaths within the Project, rural architectural references, less dense
structural development along the southwest, south, and southeastern perimeters, and consistent
notable visual elements associated with equestrian fencing along trails and pathways. HGV South
features the most intense uses within 0.5 mile of the adjacent HGV Village Center where HGV’s
highest densities are also located. The Project has been designed to provide a wider range of
housing options that are compatible with the housing options of HGV and will enhance the
viability of the commercial uses located in the adjacent HGV Village Center. Both HGV and HGV
South, when combined, create a range of housing opportunities that will result in an economically
vibrant community.

HGV South will provide a transition from the existing surrounding semi-rural and rural uses by
maintaining the perimeter of the site within the existing Semi-Rural regional category. Lower
intensity single-family uses (typically with larger lot sizes) would be located within this area in
addition to designated open space. These designated open space areas would reduce visual effects
along the Project’s perimeter, provide views to natural areas, and contribute to a rural and open
environment.

The design principles outlined in the Project’s Specific Plan will ensure that the community
character will be maintained. In particular, the Project’s Design Guidelines are intended to ensure
overall cohesiveness between HGV South and HGV. HGV South is designed to accommodate a
system of interconnected trails and pathways that encourage pedestrian and bicycle activity and
establish important links to HGV, the DDHP, and the EFRR. As described in Subchapter 2.1, the
Project’s grading plan reflects the natural topography, in that the Project would follow the site
topography, rising and falling with the underlying elevations. Project grading would respect, and
conform to, overall existing topography on site. HGV South proposes to utilize consistent street
trees, similar planting materials, lighting, signage, walls, fences, and architecture to provide a
continuous link between HGV and HGV South, strengthening the concept that the two
communities constitute one unified village. The architectural design is rural in inspiration and is
described as Western Farmhouse/Cottage; the style reflects a quaint, casual character that is
compatible with the look of the rural character and agricultural heritage of the Harmony Grove
community. The Project’s architectural design guidelines identify elements that should be used to
reduce the apparent size, bulk, and scale of proposed buildings. The smaller lot single-family
development would replicate the character and design of the existing development, which reflects
rural, farmhouse styles. Multi-family housing types would be designed to appear as detached
single-family homes or re-purposed rustic/agricultural buildings. HGV South Village expansion
area will portray a total of 229 buildings clustered in this area. Parking would be located internal
to the development.

Excluding RPO-permitted encroachment percentages into steep slopes allowed by lot and/or for
public utilities and roads; the Project’s encroachment onto RPO steep slopes is limited to isolated
and insignificant steep slopes that are not highly visible or distinguishable. The steep slope areas
where encroachment would occur are considered insignificant because the slopes are not visually
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notable or interesting topographic features, not part of an identifiable peak, promontory, or
ridgeline, and are not perceived as an integral element of the surrounding peaks that are a part of
the Harmony Grove setting. Identification of these slopes as insignificant follows RPO guidance
and requirements, and their effects specifically do not impact the features noted, which provide so
much of the community character in this area (see detailed discussion in EIR Subchapter 2.1).

8.3.1.10 Community Plans Cannot Prohibit Future Amendments to the General Plan Land Use
Maps

A comment was received that asserts that the village boundary line, delineated on Figure 3 of the
Community Plan, prohibits growth from occurring outside of the HGV village boundary line. This
comment presupposes that no future amendments to the County’s Land Use Maps can occur. This
opinion is contrary to the clear intent expressed in Policy LU-1.4 that allows for expansions to
existing villages or in Policy LU-1.2 that allows new villages to be established.

The Regional Categories Map and the Land Use Maps of the General Plan are graphic
representations of the Land Use Framework and the related goals and policies of the General Plan,
including LU-1.4 that permits future expansions of existing villages and LU-1.2 that permits new
villages (General Plan, page 3-18). Village boundary lines in community plans are similar to the
Land Use Maps of the General Plan and are also subject to future modifications.

HGYV South proposes to amend Figures 1 and 3 of the Community Plan to incorporate the HGV
South Village expansion area within the village boundary line and revise related portions of the
Community Plan text. Although the Community Plan currently identifies the existing “Harmony
Grove Village Boundary” as the only area in which development should be directed, the General
Plan allows for the expansion of an existing village under the circumstances outlined in Policy
LU-1.4. Since community plans cannot be interpreted in a manner that would undermine the
policies of the General Plan, the current location of the village boundary line does not preclude the
Board of Supervisors from approving HGV South and amending the current village boundary line
to include HGV South. General Plan Policy LU-2.2 clearly states that general plan policies take
precedence over community plan policies. The goals and policies of the Land Use Element of the
General Plan, which include LU-1.4, allows for future expansions of existing villages (see also
General Plan, page 3-20). Therefore, community plan policies cannot be interpreted in a manner
that will limit the County’s authority to expand existing or planned villages pursuant to General
Plan Policy LU-1.4.

8.3.1.11 Project is Consistent with the Community Development Model

A comment was received that the redesignation of a portion of the Project site from Semi-Rural to
Village would be inconsistent with the Community Development Model (CDM) because it would
remove the Semi-Rural and Rural buffers around HGV and allow dense development outside the
HGYV village core. This statement is incorrect in that the majority of the Semi-Rural and Rural
buffers around HGV will remain intact; only the HGV South Village expansion area will be
redesignated as Village. Upon the approval of the Project, the HGV South expansion area will be
designated with a Regional Category of Village, and will, in turn, be surrounded by Semi-Rural
uses that transition to Rural uses. In any event, the General Plan does not require absolute strict
compliance with the CDM; it recognized that this model could be affected by the diversity of the
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County’s unincorporated communities as shown by the General Plan, which depicts an imperfect
example of the CDM (General Plan, page 3-23).

The Project has been designed to expand HGV consistent with the CDM. The Project’s densest
residential neighborhoods will be located towards the central portion of the Project site and within
0.5 mile from HGV’s Village Center. The density will decrease the farther away one travels from
the Project’s core. As described above, the HGV South Village expansion area will have densities
comparable to the HGV Village Center, where the majority of HGV’s homes are located on lots
that range in size from approximately 2,500 square feet near the Village Center to 1.5 acres further
away from the core. Together HGV and HGV South will form one seamless, unified village,
cohesive and interconnected by a series of trails, pathways, and amenities, as well as design.

The area surrounding the HGV South Village expansion area, along with the western, southern,
and eastern perimeter, will be maintained with the existing Semi-Rural regional category
designation. Semi-Rural Residential land uses with a density of 0.5 dwelling unit per acre will be
located within this area. The Project’s perimeter will also transition to the surrounding semi-rural
areas by featuring 35 acres of permanent biological open space, 20 acres of naturalized open space,
and 16 acres of landscaped areas. Naturalized Open Space is made up of areas which may be
graded during HGV South development but would be revegetated in accordance with fire resistive
native and/or drought tolerant plant materials. The surrounding Semi-Rural Regional Category
lands will transition to Rural Regional Category areas (see HGV SP 04-03, Figure 8).

8.3.2 General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis

Some comments were received that challenge the Project’s DEIR, suggesting that it did not
adequately analyze the Project’s consistency with the goals and policies of the County’s General
Plan, adopted in 2011 (General Plan) or the Elfin Forest and Harmony Grove Community Plan
portion of the San Dieguito Community Plan (Community Plan). Some commenters also contend
that the County of San Diego (County) is prohibited from amending the Community Plan and that
these amendments would create “internal inconsistencies” with the General Plan and the
Community Plan. Finally, some commenters assert that the County is precluded by law from
approving the Project because the Project would result in an impermissible inconsistency within
the General Plan. This global response was prepared to address these issues.

8.3.2.1 Proposed General Plan Amendment

The Harmony Grove Village South Project (HGV South, or Project) is proposing to amend the
General Plan’s Land Use Map to change the Regional Category Designation of a portion of the
Project site from Semi-Rural to Village (“HGV South Village expansion area”) pursuant to
General Plan Policy LU-1.4. (See also the related Global Response “Project Consistency with
General Plan Policy LU-1.4.”) It will also change the land uses associated with such amendment
to Village Residential 10.9 and Neighborhood Commercial. The Project also proposes to rezone
the entire site to change its current zoning designation to S88 (Specific Plan). The Project will not
result in any changes or amendments to any of the policies of the General Plan; rather it applies
the existing General Plan policies to the Project.
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The Project also proposes to amend the Community Plan to add the Project as an independent but
compatible component of the Harmony Grove Village (HGV) Specific Plan, revise portions of the
Community Plan text for clarity and amend Figures 1 and 3 of the Community Plan to adjust the
HGV (village) boundary line. The full text changes to the Community Plan were circulated during
public review of the Project and are still available on the County website for the Project. In
particular, the project is proposing to amend Community Plan Policy LU-2.2.1 in order to prevent
the possibility of conflict between the General Plan and the Community Plan. HGV South is
proposing to amend Policy LU-2.2.1 as follows:

Policy LU-2.2.1 Ensure that the numberofurbanresidences-doesnotgreatlyexeceed
that-of the rural residenees residential and equestrian character of #the greater

unincorporated communities of Harmony Grove and Eden Valley is maintained by
adherence to the Community Development Model and the Community Plan
Policies set forth in Section 1.1 “Community Character.”

8.3.2.2 Distinguishing between CEQA and Planning Issues

The comments that were received can be grouped into two distinct categories that are either related
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) or general plan conformance. CEQA is
concerned with whether an inconsistency between a project and the General Plan would result in
a physical impact on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[d]; EPIC v. EL Dorado,
113 Cal. App.3d 350; see also Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz [2005] 131
Cal.App.4th 1170). This can be distinguished from determining whether a finding of general plan
consistency can be made in order to approve a project. Under California’s Planning and Zoning
Law, in order for a project to be approved by a county or city, it must be determined that the project
is consistent with that jurisdiction’s general plan (Friends of Lagoon Valley [2007] 154
Cal.App.4th 807, 815; see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd of Supervisors [1990] 52 Cal.3d
553). However, no project can completely satisfy every policy stated in the general plan and state
law does not impose such a requirement (Save Our Heritage Org. v. City of San Diego [2015] 237
CA4th 163). It has been well established that state law does not require a precise match between a
project and the general plan, nor does a project need to be in perfect conformity with each and
every general plan policy. Rather, to be consistent, a project must be compatible or in harmony
with a general plan’s objectives, goals, and policies. A project is considered to be compatible with
the general plan if considering all aspects of the project, it will further the objectives and policies
of the general plan (Corona-Norco Unified Sch. Dist. V. City of Corona [2001] 13 Cal.App.4th
1577, see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Ass’n v. City of Oakland [1993] 23 Cal.App.4th 704).
Although CEQA Guidelines do not require a formal response to general plan consistency
comments, this Global Response has been prepared to address both categories of comments.

8.3.2.3 General Plan Related Issues

Some of the commenters assert that the County is prohibited from amending the Project’s current
land use designation because these land uses were originally established in accordance with the
Community Development Model (CDM) to direct growth to HGV, not to areas outside it. They
claim that any such amendment would, therefore, be inconsistent with General Plan. They further
contend that the HGV Boundary line was “negotiated” with community advocates to provide a
firm limit on where future growth can occur within the community. The commenters also contend
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that the proposed amendments to the Community Plan (HGV Boundary line and to Policy
LU-2.2.1) would create impermissible inconsistencies within the General Plan. Finally, the
commenters state that the Project’s proposed amendment to the HGV Boundary line would be
inconsistent with Policy LU-2.2.1 of the Community Plan and would create internal
inconsistencies within that Plan.

For purposes of this analysis, we first turn to the General Plan to put into proper perspective the
hierarchical relationship between the General Plan and the County’s many community plans.
General Plan Policy LU-2.2 makes it clear that General Plan policies take precedence over
community plan policies and that community plans cannot be interpreted in a manner that would
undermine the policies of the General Plan. General Plan Policy LU-2.2 states as follows:

Community Plans are part of the General Plan. These plans focus on a particular
region or community within the overall General Plan area. They are meant to refine
the policies of the General Plan as they apply to a smaller geographic region and
provide a forum for resolving local conflicts. As legally required by State law,
Community Plans must be internally consistent with General Plan goals and
policies of which they are apart. They cannot undermine the policies of the General
Plan. Community Plans are subject to adoption, review, and amendment by the
Board of Supervisors in the same manner as the General Plan.

Therefore, even though community plans are an integral part of the County’s General Plan, these
documents must still be internally consistent with the General Plan’s goals and policies of which
they are apart. This means that community plans must be read and interpreted in the context of the
goals and policies set forth in the General Plan and cannot be interpreted in isolation.

Community Development Model

The notion that the County is prohibited from amending the Project’s current land use designation
because these land uses were originally established in accordance with the CDM presupposes that
no future amendment to the County’s Land Use Maps could ever occur. The opinion expressed by
the commenters that such amendments to the County’s Land Use Maps are prohibited is contrary
to the clear intent expressed in the General Plan by Policy LU-1.4 that allows existing or planned
villages to be expanded or Policy LU-1.2 that allows new villages to be established. In fact, the
General Plan specifically states that the Regional Categories Map and the Land Use Maps of the
General Plan are graphic representations of the Land Use Framework and the related goals and
policies of the General Plan, including Policies like LU-1.4 and LU-1.2 (General Plan, page 3-18).
State law requires a general plan to be integrated and internally consistent, both among the
elements and within each element. This means that internal consistency requires that diagrams in
the land use, circulation, open space and natural resource elements reflect the written policies and
programs of those elements (Government Code section 65300.5; see also Concerned Citizens of
Calaveras County v. Board of Supervisors of Calaveras County [1985] 166 Cal.App.3d 90).

Similar to the Land Use Maps of the General Plan, the HGV Boundary line depicted in Figure 3
of the Community Plan, must be viewed in conjunction with the language of the General Plan’s
Goals and Policies which expressly provide authority to make future amendments as determined
appropriate by the County Board of Supervisors (General Plan, page 3-18). Although the
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Community Plan currently identifies the existing HGV Boundary as the area in which development
should be directed, it cannot be interpreted in a manner that would make it internally inconsistent
with General Plan Policies, such as LU-1.4. In fact, the Community Plan also contemplates that
future amendments may be needed to reflect changing community attitudes. The Community Plan
provides that “[T]he annual review provides the opportunity for the Plan to be updated and
amended, as appropriate, to reflect changes in the community vision, conditions or attitudes... It
shall be the responsibility of the County to implement the [Community] Plan, to monitor progress
towards its implementation, and to amend the [Community] Plan when necessary” (Community
Plan, page 5). Therefore, HGV South intends on amending its Regional Category Designation,
General Plan Land Uses, and Figures 1 and 3 of the Community Plan to incorporate the HGV
South Village expansion area within the HGV Boundary line as allowed by Policy LU-1.4.

The commenters incorrectly assume that the redesignation of a portion of the Project site from
Semi-Rural to Village would be inconsistent with the CDM. They also incorrectly state that the
Project would remove the Semi-Rural and Rural buffers around HGYV, allowing dense
development outside the HGV village core. However, the majority of the Semi-Rural and Rural
buffers around HGV will remain intact; only the HGV South Village expansion area will be
redesignated as Village and will become a part of the same village as HGV. The Project will be
consistent with the CDM in that the HGV South expansion area will be designated with a Regional
Category of Village, and will, in turn, be surrounded by Semi-Rural uses that transition to Rural
uses. (See the Global Response “Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4" in
Section 8.3.1 for more details regarding the Project’s conformance with the CDM.)

Negotiated Boundary Line

Some of the comments that have been received contend the HGV Boundary line was “negotiated”
with community advocates to provide a firm limit on where future growth can occur; stating that
“community advocates carefully selected areas where Harmony Grove would grow.” The notion
that the County “negotiated” the HGV Boundary line with community advocates and is therefore
precluded from amending it, is contrary to well established California law that prohibits the
unlawful delegation of legislative authority. A legislative body may not contract away its police
power by restricting future legislative actions to the consent of other property owners. This would
be considered an unlawful surrender of the County’s legislative authority and an invalid
“contracting” away of its police powers. (See City and County of San Francisco v. Cooper,
13 Cal.3d 898 [1975]; “It is a familiar principle of law that no legislative board, by normal
legislative enactment, may divest itself or future boards of the power to enact legislation within its
competence.” See also Avco Community Developers, Inc. v. South Coast Regional Com. [1976]
17 C3d 785 and Pardee Construction Co. V. City of Camarillo [1984] 37 C3d, 465.)

Inconsistency with General Plan

Some of the comments received incorrectly contend that the proposed amendments to the
Community Plan would create impermissible inconsistencies with General Plan Policies, like Goal
LU-2 or Policy LU-1.3. Both policies focus on designation of land use in patterns to create or
enhance communities and preserve surrounding rural lands. The Project would support and
enhance the community by providing additional amenities in concert with existing HGV.
Specifically, gathering place amenities would be provided that would be open to the Harmony
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Grove community as a whole, pathways and trails would be provided that would support non-
vehicular modes of travel between areas south of Escondido Creek (connecting to HGV sidewalks
and paths north of Harmony Grove Road as well as planned regional trails), and the crossing of
the Escondido Creek (currently an “Arizona” crossing and subject to flooding and intermittent
closure) would be improved by a bridge for all travelers to use. Country Club Drive also would be
improved south of Harmony Grove Road to include three lanes, improving access/egress during
potential emergency events for residents south of the creek. Specific to preserving rural lands, the
Project has set approximately 35 acres aside as open space in the southerly portion of the Project
that connect to open space south and east of the Project, and abut a range of lot uses to the
southwest. Within the developable areas of the Project, larger lot uses are provided along the
development perimeter.” The Project affects only the Project site, and supports preservation of
surrounding rural lands through the set-aside.

As described below, the DEIR compared the Project (which includes the amendments to the
Community Plan) to the existing General Plan to determine whether any inconsistency would
result in an environmental impact. Also, the Specific Plan provides a similar analysis of the
Project’s consistency with the General Plan. Both documents determined that the Project would
be compatible or in in harmony with the General Plan’s objectives, goals, and policies. Please refer
to the Global Response “Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4" in Section 8.3.1,
and to the HGV South Specific Plan, Section VI “General Plan Consistency Analysis” for a
detailed discussion regarding the Project’s conformance with the General Plan. In any event, the
Board of Supervisors is considered uniquely qualified to interpret the provisions of the General
Plan, and its decision carries a strong presumption of regularity if supported by findings and
substantial evidence (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles [1987] 196 Cal.App.3d 223, 243 and
Eureka Citizens for Responsible Gov’t v. City of Eureka 2007 147 CA4th 357).

Inconsistency with Community Plan

Finally, the commenters contend that the Project’s proposed amendment to the HGV Boundary
line would be inconsistent with Community Plan Policy LU-2.2.1 and would create internal
inconsistencies within this Community Plan. Although the Community Plan may have expressed
a desire to limit the number of urban residences that could be built within the communities of
Harmony Grove and Elfin Forest, the strict interpretation of this Policy provided by some of the
commenters would be inconsistent with General Plan Policies that allow existing or planned
villages to be expanded or new villages to be established. Clearly, these General Plan policies
indicate that land use designations were not intended to be locked in forever. There are also
numerous other policies in the General Plan that contemplate that future growth will occur and
provide direction with respect to its future planning; such as M-2.1 (require development projects
to provide road improvements), M-3.1 (require development to dedicate right-of-way), S-3.1
(require development to be located to provide adequate defensibility), and COS-2.2 (requiring
development to be sited in least biologically sensitive areas). The General Plan states that it is
intended to be a dynamic document and must be periodically updated to respond to changing

7 HGV South provides a transition from the Village portion of the site through maintaining the perimeter of the site
within the existing Semi-Rural regional category along the southwestern, southern, and eastern property boundaries.
Lower intensity single-family uses (typically with larger lot sizes) are planned in this area in addition to designated
open space.
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community needs (General Plan, p. 1-15). Even the Community Plan contemplates that future
amendments to the Community Plan may occur when necessary to implement the plan
(Community Plan, page 5).

The General Plan also states that;

the policies contained within this General Plan were written to be a clear statement
of policy but also to allow flexibility when it comes to implementation. Policies
cannot be applied independently,; rather, implementation of the policies must be
balanced with one another. For example, a policy to conserve open space is not a
mandate for the preservation of 100 percent of the existing undeveloped land in the
County. It must be balanced with other policies that allow development and other
uses of the land (General Plan, p. 1-5).

Similarly, the County cannot apply Community Plan Policy LU-2.2.1 in a vacuum freezing all
future development in perpetuity. Rather, community plan policies must be interpreted in the
context of other policies found within the General Plan, such as General Plan Policy LU-1.4 that
allows existing or planned villages to be expanded.

Policy LU-2.2.1 must be interpreted in the broader context of other Community Plan goals and
policies, such as Goal LU-2.2 that explains how the preservation of lifestyle must be balanced with
accommodating growth; and provides the basic framework for the application of LU-2.2.1. It
explains that “development of these parcels outside the proposed Harmony Grove Village
Boundary (refer to Figure 3) with an urban, clustered, or suburban design [emphasis added]
threatens the continued existence of the rural residential and equestrian character of Elfin Forest/
Harmony Grove.”

The County can reasonably interpret LU-2.2.1 together with General Policy LU-1.4 to mean that
expansion of an existing or planned village is not considered a typical urban, clustered or suburban
development that would threaten the rural residential and equestrian character of Elfin
Forest/Harmony Grove. In other words, an expansion of a village under General Plan Policy
LU-1.4 would accommodate growth without affecting the existing community character of the
surrounding area because village densities could only be located contiguous to an existing village
and not allowed to be indiscriminately dropped into the greater community. One of the findings
that need to be made in order to expand an existing village is that the expansion must be consistent
with community character, the scale, and the orderly and contiguous growth of a Village area.

HGV is already designated a village and is located away from the rural residential neighborhoods
of Elfin Forest and Harmony Grove. HGV is described in the Community Plan as “primarily a
residential village” that contains dense urban residential uses, commercial uses, and recreational
and public amenities. In approving HGV, the County determined that it was a logical extension of
an urban designation and was considered compatible with the existing character of the community
and the more urban uses of the surrounding jurisdictions (HGV SP 04-03, page 124).

The Community Plan clearly anticipated that urban residences would be located in HGV. An
expansion allowed under General Plan Policy LU-1.4 would not undermine the underlying intent
of the Community Plan to preserve the rural residential and equestrian character of the remaining
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Elfin Forest and Harmony Grove communities. The majority of the Semi-Rural and Rural buffers
around HGV will remain intact; only the HGV South Village expansion area will be redesignated
as Village. The Project is expanding the existing HGV by concentrating similar village uses
contiguous to HGV as part of the same village design. In fact, the “Village Center” of HGV is
located approximately 2,100 feet (or less than 0.5 mile) from the HGV South Village expansion
area. The Project will provide a transition to the existing surrounding semi-rural and rural uses by
retaining semi-rural uses around the perimeter of the Project site that includes lower intensity
single-family uses (typically with larger lot sizes) and open space areas. The open space areas will
reduce any visual effects along the Project’s perimeter, provide views to natural areas, and
contribute to a rural and open environment (see also the Global Response to Project Consistency
with General Plan LU-1.4).

Finally, the Project is proposing to amend Policy LU-2.2.1 to remove any confusion with respect
to its meaning and to ensure consistency with the General Plan. The amendment would ensure that
the rural residential and equestrian character of the greater unincorporated communities of
Harmony Grove and Eden Valley be maintained by requiring adherence to the CDM and
Section 1.1 (“Community Character”) of the Community Plan. It would replace the current
numerical requirement that urban residences not greatly exceed rural residences with clear
language that requires consistency with the Community Development Model and Section 1.1 of
the Community Plan. Arguably, and based on the above discussion, numerical restrictions are not
the most effective planning tool for maintaining community character. The Community Plan
contemplated that the County may be required to make future amendments from time to time to as
necessary to implement the plan (Community Plan, page 5).

The General Plan provides the Board of Supervisors with authority to amend Community plans in
the same manner as the General Plan. (General Plan Policy LU-2.2) As described above, the
County cannot “negotiate” or contract away its future right to exercise its land use authority as
may be suggested by the commenters.

8.3.2.3 CEQA Related issues

Project Consistency Analysis

Some of the comments that were received challenge the Project’s DEIR by suggesting that the
DEIR did not adequately analyze the Project’s consistency with the goals and policies of the
General Plan or Community Plan. CEQA requires an environmental document to analyze any
project inconsistencies with general plan policies that could result in an environmental impact. The
proper basis for such analysis is to compare a project with the existing general plan (CEQA
Guidelines §15125[d]). Also, when a proposed project includes a general plan amendment, this
means that the general plan amendment must be compared to the existing physical conditions
(EPIC v. El Dorado, 113 Cal.App.3d 350).

The Project’s DEIR analyzed any potential physical environmental impacts that would result from
Project approval and the concomitant amendment of the Regional Land Use Element Map to
change the regional land use category from Semi-Rural to Village. The EIR properly compares the
proposed General Plan amendment to the existing physical conditions in order to disclose the
future physical impacts that would result from such amendment on the existing physical
environment.
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The Project DEIR frames the General Plan consistency analysis in Subchapter 1.4 under
Environmental Setting. DEIR Subchapter 1.4 provides the Project Environmental Setting
including the existing physical characteristics of the Project site (site size, parcel allocation, land
uses, built structures, topography, water resources, vegetation and habitat, and jurisdictional
waters) as well as its present regional context (defining highways, elevation, watershed, climate,
surrounding development and densities, regional conservation plans) and its current land use
planning context (current general plan and community plan land uses). Chapters 2.0 and 3.0
measure Project impacts and significance against the “existing physical conditions” described in
Subchapter 1.4 and the additional details are provided within each topic heading discussion.

CEQA is concerned only with whether an inconsistency with a general plan policy would result in
a physical impact on the environment (Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz [2005]
131 Cal.App.4th 1170.) As a whole, the analysis found within the DEIR provides the public and
decision-makers with sufficient analysis in that regard. More particularly, the Project’s DEIR
provides an analysis of whether the Project is consistent with the General Plan and the Community
Plan under each of the appropriate subsections of the DEIR and in Section 3.1.5, Land Use and
Planning as required by CEQA. The analysis included the relevant goals, policies, and objectives
of both the General Plan and Community Plan correlated with each of the various topics covered
by the DEIR. It covers the full spectrum of Project-specific issues; including for example, Project
location, biological and agricultural resource protection measures, connectivity via trails and
pathways, water and energy efficient buildings, water and sewer district coordination, fire safety
and planning, schools, parks, integrated transportation planning, shade trees and drought tolerant
landscaping, dark sky protective lighting, and facility operational standards. Please refer to each
topic area of the DEIR for a thorough discussion.

Secondary Effects of Plan Amendments

Some commenters assert that the Project’s DEIR fails to consider the broad potential
environmental impacts of development that would result if the Project’s proposed General Plan
and Community Plan amendments were approved by the County. In particular, they assert that a
DEIR must analyze a plan amendment’s maximum development potential.

The commenter mischaracterizes the Project’s proposed General Plan amendment as proposing
changes that would “loosen development restrictions intended to strictly control growth in the
unincorporated County.” Rather, the Project is proposing to amend the General Plan’s Land Use
Map to re-designate only a portion of the Project site from a Semi-Rural Regional Category to a
Regional Category Village, pursuant to General Plan Policy LU-1.4, and to change the land uses
associated with such amendment. The Project will not result in any changes or amendments to any
of the policies of the County’s General Plan; rather it applies the County’s existing General Plan
policies to the Proposed Project site. Consequently, the Project’s proposed General Plan
Amendment would not result in any changes to County’s General Plan that would increase the
potential for development Countywide.

Due to the existing Rural and Semi-Rural land use designation in lands surrounding the Project
site, any future projects that would require a general plan amendment to increase density would be
subject to approval by the County and would be individually evaluated for impacts. Therefore,
approval of the Proposed Project generally would not be expected to make it easier for future
projects to be approved, nor more likely that future growth would occur based upon the land use
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change associated with this Project. Regardless, the potential for growth inducement as a
secondary effect was analyzed in Subchapter 1.8, Growth Inducement, in the DEIR.

The very few parcels in the vicinity of the Project are smaller and would not support much
additional housing. It was concluded that Project-related significant growth-inducing effects
would not occur relative to the General Plan amendment. The DEIR analysis states as follows:

Figures 1-3 and 1-4 depict surrounding land uses. As illustrated, most of the land
west of the Project is already developed or lies within an approved development
plan, with the exception of a small section of Semi-Rural (4) to the west of the
Project, and south of Country Club Drive. Scattered within that area, there are
seven unbuilt parcels, all in individual ownerships, that range in size from 0.81
acre to 3.46 acres. At this time, there are no known plans for development in this
area. Parcels to the east are primarily developed as privately-owned estate
residential, to the west with large lot residential, and to the south (and east of the
southern part of the Project site), there is existing open space preserve, which
would preclude significant growth-inducing effects. In addition, portions of
adjacent large lot parcels that currently support low density uses are often
topographically constrained with steep slopes and/or sensitive biological
resources. Significant growth-inducing effects would be substantially constrained.

Any impacts related to wildland fire hazards, traffic, air quality and climate change resulting from
potential future growth would be individually addressed in the environmental documents prepared
for such projects and are, at this point, completely speculative. New projects would have to deal
with related traffic, air quality and climate change effects, as well as a host of other sensitive
resources normally addressed in County EIRs. No precise cumulative assessment can be provided
as they are not “past, present and probable future projects” (emphasis added) in conformance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1). No defensible analysis can be presented, and no additional
review is required.

Relative to the request to amend Figures 1 and 3 of the Community Plan to adjust the HGV
Boundary line, the conclusions discussed above are the same. Similar to the discussion above for
the General Plan Amendment, moving the HGV Boundary line is only related to the expansion of
HGYV pursuant to General Policy LU-1.4 and affects only the Proposed Project.

A future adjustment of the HGV Boundary Line would mean that village uses would be expanded
to areas beyond what is currently allowed under the General Plan Land Use Maps. Any such
amendment would be subject to approval by the County and would be individually evaluated for
impacts. In addition, specific findings of consistency with the General Plan would be required to
be made by the Legislative body. Finally, the ability to modify the HGV Boundary line would also
depend on the development potential of the surrounding land. No expansion could occur to the
south or to the southern portion of areas to the east, as that land is in permanent open space reserve,
and no further expansion could occur to the north, as that area is already within the village. That
leaves a speculative potential for development along a portion of the Project’s boundary to the
east, which is constrained by the area’s close proximity to the City of Escondido, the existing
larger-lot residential uses currently located in the area, and by sensitive habitat and steep slopes
that are located throughout this area. Other areas west of the Project are largely built out and
include a diverse array of residential uses. The Harmony Grove Spiritualist Association is currently
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being rebuilt not to exceed its previous unit count. One and two-story homes are located on lots in
the 5,000 to 10,000 s.f. range in the flatter areas of this western sector and multiple story (three-
and four-story) residences are present on larger parcels in the vicinity. Beyond the boundary line
issue, additional developments would need to conform to other relevant community plan policies.
If they cannot do so, they would be denied, or the General Plan would need to be revised. If they
can do so, of course, then the concern that the future unknown project would adversely affect the
community would be moot.

The Project also proposes to amend Community Plan Policy LU-2.2.1 to remove any confusion
with respect to its meaning and to ensure consistency with the General Plan. This amendment
would not undermine the underlying intent of the Policy to maintain the residential and equestrian
character of Elfin Forest and Harmony Grove. However, rather than apply a numerical equation to
uphold community character it would require adherence to the CDM and the community character
policies of the Community Plan. Any proposed development would still need to seek an
amendment to the General Plan if proposing a development that is not currently allowed under the
General Plan, which would, in turn, require the County’s approval after appropriate CEQA
analysis.

8.3.3 Fire Hazards Impact Analysis

Several comments have been received that assert that the DEIR failed to adequately evaluate
whether the Project would expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fire and that its conclusions are not supported by substantial evidence. A
comment was received that asserts the Project failed to consider the risk associated with locating
in the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI). Some comments contend that the Project will exacerbate
existing public safety risks given its location in the WUI. This Global Response has been prepared
to address these and other related issues.

8.3.3.1 Fire Hazards were Adequately Analyzed in the DEIR

Based on County Guidelines for Determining Significance — Wildland Fire and Fire Protection
(2011e), a significant impact to public safety or the environment would occur if: a project cannot
demonstrate compliance with all applicable fire codes; a comprehensive Fire Protection Plan (FPP)
has been accepted but a project is inconsistent with its recommendations; or a project does not
meet the emergency response objectives identified in the Public Facilities Element of the County
General Plan or offer feasible alternatives that achieve comparable emergency response objectives.

Section 3.1.4.2 of the DEIR (refer to FEIR Section 3.1.3, Hazards and Hazardous Materials),
concluded that the Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death from wildland fires because the Project would comply with the FPP accepted by the Fire
Authority Having Jurisdiction (FAHJ) and would be in compliance with the fire codes by
including, as design features of the Project, the specifically developed measures and features
detailed in Section 5.2.1.2 of the FPP. As an integral part of this analysis the Project’s dead-end
road length and potential secondary access issues were also thoroughly evaluated within the
Project’s FPP (Dudek 2018), the Wildfire Risk Analysis report (Rohde & Associates 2016), and
by San Diego County Fire Authority (SDCFA) and Rancho Santa Fe Fire Protection District
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(RSFFPD).? The Project’s specifically designed features involve a layered approach to fire safety
that was customized for the Project site and the fire hazards presented. While wildfires under
extreme wind conditions can be unpredictable, the Project was determined to include the necessary
features (e.g., appropriate fuel management zones, ignition-resistant building features, water
supply, etc.) to perform well during wildfires. Also, with implementation of the planned fire station
(already operating as a temporary station), located 1.3 miles to the north of HGV South, travel
time to all Project lots (including the most distant) would be within 2 minutes and 50 seconds,
which is well below the General Plan’s five-minute travel time standard and the Project would
comply with the emergency response objectives identified in the Public Facilities Element of the
County General Plan.

Section 3.1.3.3 of the FEIR finds that the Project’s contribution to a potential cumulative impact
would be less than cumulatively considerable with respect to wildland fire hazards based on
implementation of the corresponding fire protection Project features, including conformance with
building and fire codes, provisions for alternative ingress/egress, ongoing maintenance of roads,
infrastructure, vegetation management, and defensible space. Fire and emergency medical
response from the full new fire station being built in HGV within 1.3 miles from the most distant
portion of HGV South would result in an increase in service availability and a reduction in the
travel times for fire service calls in the cumulative project area. The Project’s contribution of
0.3 call per day with respect to the new fire station in the cumulative project area is considered
insignificant.

8.3.3.2 The DEIR Conclusions are Supported by Substantial Evidence

Fire Protection Plan

An FPP was prepared (Dudek 2018, EIR Appendix L), which is the basis for the information and
impact determinations contained within Section 3.1.3 of the FEIR. The FPP was prepared
consistent with the requirements of the County Consolidated Fire Code (2014 CCFC and 2014
CFC Ordinance #10337), California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Fire Safe Regulations,
RSFFPD Fire Code (Ordinance 2014-01A) and the County of San Diego Guidelines for
Determining Significance and Report Format, Wildland Fire and Fire Protection (2010).

The purpose of the FPP is to assess the potential impacts of the Project resulting from wildland
fire hazards and identify the measures necessary to adequately avoid those impacts. As part of the
assessment, this plan considered the fire risk presented by the site, including: property location
and topography, geology (soils and slopes), combustible vegetation (fuel types), climatic
conditions, fire history, and the proposed land use and configuration. The FPP also addressed
compliance with fire regulations and evaluated anticipated emergency response conditions of the

& The Wildfire Risk Analysis Report was prepared for the San Diego County Fire Authority’s Fire Marshal, by Rohde
& Associates in 2016. The Rohde & Associates team conducted an analysis of: (1) a wildland fire assessment and
tactical plan for the greater Harmony Grove community, using the County-wide standard assessment process and
planning tools; and (2) a site-specific analysis of the proposed HGV South Project related to application of
Building/Fire Code and requested variance to existing regulations. The Rohde Report was included as a reference
document for the HGV South DEIR at https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/

ProjectPlanning/hgvs/Harmony%20Grove%20Village%20South%20Public%20Review/HARMONY %20GROVE
%20VILLAGE%20SOUTH%20WILDFIRE%20RISK%20ANALYSIS.pdf.
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developed Project. Using reconnaissance data and modeling, the FPP also evaluates potential
impacts resulting from wildland fire hazards based on surrounding land uses/open space and
known wind patterns/wildfire patterns and identifies the measures necessary to adequately mitigate
those impacts. The recommended measures, as set forth in the FPP, have been incorporated into
the Project as project design features, or PDFs.

Wildland Fire Behavior Assessment

A wildland fire behavior assessment was prepared as part of the FPP to assess the potential impacts
resulting from wildland fire hazards and identify the measures necessary to adequately mitigate
those impacts. A comment was received that this modeling was deficient in its scope,
characterization of the vegetative communities and weather data without specifying which data
would be more appropriate. However, BehavePlus was selected to model the fire behavior for this
Project because of its ability to utilize fine detail and select specific modeling locations.
Specifically collected terrain and fuel data at this site were used for this modeling effort. Project
locations that would represent “worst case” conditions due to slope, fuels, and wind alignments
were selected. The fire behavior modeling was conducted for vegetative types that surround the
proposed development. The vegetation types are represented primarily by three fuel models as
shown in Table 1 of the FPP. The fuel models selected also included weather inputs based on
44 years of weather data required by San Diego County Fire Authority (SDCFA) for use in FPP
modeling efforts. Fuel model typing was completed in the field concurrent with site hazard
evaluations. Based on field analysis, four worst-case scenarios for wildland fires were evaluated
for the Project site. A more detailed discussion of the BehavePlus analysis, including weather input
variables, is presented in Appendix E of the FPP. As a result of the findings of the fire modeling,
PDFs were incorporated into the Project, including fuel modification zones (FMZs), use of ignition
resistant building materials, and other design features in order to reduce the risk of fire hazard.
Section 3.1.4.3 of the DEIR and Section 5.2 of the FPP analyzed the design features to determine
whether the features would reduce the risk of exposure of people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death from wildland fires.

8.3.3.3 The Project Complies with the Fire Codes and is Consistent with the Recommendations
Described in an Accepted FPP

Several comments have been received that incorrectly assert that the Project does not comply with
the County’s Fire Code requirements. However, the FPP explains that the Proposed Project
complies with all applicable fire code regulations, including but not limited to the California Fire
Code, the Consolidated County Fire Code, and County Fire Code, with one modification (allowed
under the CCR to address conditions of a site) which was accepted by the Fire Code Official. A
request for a modification from Section 503.1.3 of the CCR with respect to dead-end road lengths
was accepted by the Fire Code Official because the topographical, geological, and environmental
conditions of the site make compliance with this standard infeasible. The topography and
environmental conditions that make compliance with the 800-foot dead end road length infeasible
were reviewed by County and fire staff. It was determined that the site is constrained by a number
of environmental factors that include valuable biological habitat in the southern portion of the
Project and terrain that is often steep, with hills that do not allow for straight access routes,
requiring on-site streets to curve in order to meet required grade and curve roadway requirements.
Finally, the Project’s location adjacent to existing development constrained the location of on-site
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streets in order to avoid adding traffic to off-site private streets south of the Project entrance. The
FPP provides a detailed discussion of the dead-end road length requirements and how the Project
meets the intent of the code through a layered and redundant fire protection and evacuation system.

The Fire Code Official may grant a modification from such requirements pursuant to CCR Section
96.1.104.8. A modification may be granted when the modification is in compliance with the intent
and purpose of the code, and such modification does not lessen health, life, and fire safety
requirements. The Fire Code Official granted the Project a modification from the dead-end length
requirements of the CCR based on the findings that are described in Section 5.2.1.2 of the
Project’s FPP (Dudek 2018). The Fire Code Official concluded that: (1) an alternative approach
has been developed that meets the intent of the code through the implementation of a list of
specifically developed measures, and features; and (2) such modification does not lessen health,
life, and fire safety requirements.

Several comments received also incorrectly assert that under Fire Code Section 503.1.2, the only
“acceptable” mitigation for exceeding dead-end road length requirements is providing secondary
access. However, Fire Code Section 503.1.2 does not state this proposition. Rather, it provides
the statutory authority for the Fire Code Official to require more than one fire apparatus access
road based on the potential for impairment of a single road by vehicle congestion, the condition
of terrain, climatic conditions or other factors that could limit access (as discussed further below).

Some commenters incorrectly assert that there is no evidence to support the conclusion that the
Project’s layered and redundant fire protection and evacuation system meets the intent of the Fire
Code. This is incorrect; the layered system of protections and evacuation system described in the
FPP was thoroughly evaluated and confirmed by an independent third party (fire planning
consultant Rohde & Associates) in the Wildfire Risk Analysis report, as well as by SDCFA and
Rancho Santa Fe Fire Protection District (RSFFPD). In particular, the Project’s dead-end road
length and secondary access were thoroughly evaluated within the Project’s FPP (Dudek 2018),
the Wildfire Risk Analysis report (Rohde & Associates 2016), and by SDCFA, RSFFPD, and the
County. The FPP was also analyzed according to industry standards and San Diego
County/RSFFPD requirements for determining significance following the 2010 County of San
Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance. The FPP was found adequate and complete by
both the County and the RSFFPD Fire Marshal.

As described in the FPP and FEIR Section 3.1.3, the Project will provide alternative fire
protection features that are site specific and are designed specifically to address modification from
the dead-end road length requirements and the secondary access constraints of the site.
Specifically, the Project has developed an alternative approach that meets the intent of the code
through the implementation of a list of site-customized measures and features (see Section 5.2.1.2
of the FPP and Chapter 7.0, List of Mitigation Measures and Project Design Features of the EIR).
These measures and features supported a finding by the RSFFPD (FAHJ) that the intent of the
code has been met and does not lessen health, life, and fire safety requirements (RSFFPD FPP
acceptance letter prepared by Chief Tony Michel — August 2016). Most of the primary
components of the layered fire protection system provided by the Project are required by the
RSFFPD and state codes. These measures have proven effective for minimizing structural
vulnerability to wildfire and extinguishing interior fires, should embers succeed in entering a
structure (with the inclusion of required interior sprinklers (required in the 2010 Building/Fire
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Code update). (Even though these measures are now required by the latest Building and Fire
Codes, at one time, they were used as mitigation measures for buildings in WUI areas, because
they were known to reduce structure vulnerability to wildfire. These measures performed so well,
they were adopted into local and state codes.)

One of the most significant measures is the enhancement of Country Club Drive to include an
additional travel lane that is within 800 feet of all Project structures. The additional travel lane
provides additional capacity for evacuation that would occur throughout the Project site from the
southernmost Project entrance northward to Harmony Grove Road, including the bridge over
Escondido Creek. The EIR also incorporated other features, including: (1) three separate access
ways off of Country Club Drive that is part of a looped interior road system so if one or both of
the southern roads are blocked, the northern roadway would still be accessible by all residents;
(2) no gates or speed bumps or humps allowed within the Project, primarily to facilitate fast
emergency response by the fire department, but also facilitating unimpeded traffic flow (ingress
and/or egress) in the case of emergency; and; (3) parking requirements that far exceed the
available resident and guest parking standards in order to maintain the Project roads as
unobstructed travel lanes so that emergency response vehicles are not hindered during responses.

8.3.3.4 The Specifically Developed Features are Appropriate Project Design Features

Some comments incorrectly characterize the fire protection features that were incorporated into
the design of the Project as mitigation measures used to avoid identifying significant impacts.
The commenters state that the EIR’s analysis of the Proposed Project conflates project design
features with mitigation measures, in violation of the Court of Appeal’s decision in Lotus v.
Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645. In that case, the court determined that
the discussion of certain impacts in an EIR was inadequate because, rather than identifying a
standard of significance and describing the impacts, the EIR assumed that special construction
techniques would be incorporated into the project; neither did the EIR disclose what standard
would be used to determine whether residual impacts remaining after incorporating the
construction techniques would be “significant” under CEQA.

Unlike mitigation measures, the PDFs described above are true components of the Project’s
design that cannot be separated from the Project itself and have been incorporated into the design
of the Project to address potential Project effects on the environment. CEQA Guidelines
15070(b)(1) and 15126.4(a)(1)(A) specifically permit the incorporation of project design features
into a project for the purpose of avoiding or reducing its potential environmental effects. The fire
protection features do not constitute “mitigation” measures because the features are a part of the
project itself and are not the result of any “subsequent action” proposed to mitigate or offset the
associated adverse environmental impacts of the project (Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City
of Berkeley [2015] 241 Cal.App.4th 943, 961).

The DEIR has not cited vague special measures (as occurred in Lotus) to forego further analysis.
The Project’s PDFs have been taken into account prior to making a significance determination.
The DEIR identified the relevant threshold of significance and addressed whether the threshold
would be exceeded and why, and described how the environmental protection feature would,
based on substantial evidence (as described above) maintain and effectively result in a less-than-
significant level.
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The description of the fire protection features, such as the enhancement of Country Club Drive to
include an additional travel lane, have been integrated into the design of the Project to be
implemented as part of the Project. This approach is consistent with CEQA (e.g., Wollmer v. City
of Berkeley [2011] 193 Cal.App.4th 1329 [citing road improvements to support city’s conclusion
that a project would not result in traffic impacts].) Some of the fire protection features are based
on mandatory regulatory compliance (e.g., specific requirements of a fire code or Title 24 building
requirements). In Citizens for Environmental Responsibility v. State ex rel. 14th Agricultural
Association (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 555, the court found that a manure management plan
implemented to prevent water pollution during a proposed rodeo was a preexisting measure
adopted and implemented as part of the normal operations of the fairground and was a project
design measure. Because these improvements are a part of the Project, the DEIR appropriately
incorporated these improvements into its analysis of the Project’s impacts with respect to fire
hazards (see, e.g., Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley [2015] 60 Cal.4th 1086 [for
purposes of CEQA analysis, city appropriately assumed a project would be constructed as
proposed]). In any event, all PDFs become conditions of the Project that are included within
Chapter 7.0. and are therefore enforceable and mandatory in nature.

8.3.3.5 The Project Meets the Emergency Response Objectives ldentified in the Public
Facilities Element of the County General Plan

The RSFFPD is responsible for providing emergency services to the Project from Harmony Grove
Fire Station 5. The area’s new station is staffed by career personnel provided by the RSFFPD
(currently from a temporary station until the new permanent station is constructed). Emergency
ambulance service for this area is outsourced to a private vendor. The new Harmony Grove Village
Station is less than 1.3 miles to every structure proposed on the HGV South site and the engine
can respond within three minutes travel time, which is within the County’s General Plan response
travel time standard of five minutes.

Generally, in San Diego County each agency is responsible for structural fire protection and
CAL FIRE typically provides wildland fire protection within their area of responsibility. However,
mutual aid agreements enable non-lead fire agencies to respond to fire emergencies outside their
district boundaries. In the Project area, fire agencies cooperate on a statewide master mutual aid
agreement for wildland fires and there are mutual and automatic aid agreements in place with
neighboring fire agencies (north zone agencies and San Diego City). These typically include
interdependencies that exist among the region’s fire protection agencies for structural and medical
responses but are primarily associated with the peripheral “edges” of each agency’s boundary.
These agreements are voluntary, as no local governmental agency can exert authority over another.

Table 8.3.3-1, Summary of HGV South Responding Fire Stations, presents a summary of the
location, equipment, staffing levels, maximum travel distance, and estimated travel time for the
nearby stations that would respond to a fire or medical emergency at the HGV South Project.
Travel distances are derived from SANGIS Geographic Information System (GIS) road data while
travel times are calculated using nationally recognized National Fire Protection Association
(NFPA) 1710 and Insurance Services Office (ISO) Public Protection Classification Program’s
Response Time Standard.
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The San Diego County General Plan utilizes a 5-minute response time goal for urban areas and up
to a 20-minute or more response time for rural areas. The five minutes is for travel time and is
based on the time typically involved in a room fire reaching the point of “flashover” where control
is very difficult and the critical time following a heart attack or stroke for medical intervention.
From a fire perspective, the ignition resistant features and interior sprinklers provided the Project’s
residences will effectively minimize fires and extend the occurrence of flashover. Sprinklers have
proven very effective at limiting interior fires to the room of origin, and by doing so, extending
the time needed for firefighter intervention. The Project is well within these critical response times.
Travel time to the HGV South site for the first responding engine from the new station to the most
remote area of the Project is within three minutes. Secondary response would arrive within 5 to
5.5 minutes from Escondido Station 6.

Emergency Service Level and Capacity

As presented in Table 8.3.3-2, Summary of Population and Estimated Call Generation, using
RSFFPD’s calculated 100 annual calls per 1,000 population, the combined call generation from
existing residents, HGV, and HGV South will have an insignificant impact on Fire Station 5. Per
the RSFFPD, current call volumes are low and due to the fact that the temporary station is new,
call tracking is just beginning. At build out of the two HGV projects, the combined calculated call
volume would be 442 calls per year, or an average of 1.2 calls per day. RSFFPD indicates that
they will run between one and two additional calls per day into Escondido and/or San Marcos
under automatic aid agreements.

Of the 1.2 calls per day, 60-percent would be attributed to HGV, just under 40-percent to HGV
South, and less than 1 percent to existing residents. The majority of calls would be expected to be
medical-related calls, consistent with typical emergency call statistics. These estimates are likely
overly conservative due to the per capita call factors, which are based on an average of all
demographics and sociological populations, including dense, urban areas which, on average, result
in higher call volumes. A development like HGV South would typically include a demographic
that results in fewer calls, per capita, resulting in an overly conservative estimate.

Based on this anticipated call volume, Fire Station 5 would not be considered a busy station when
compared to standard utilization rates for busy fire stations (5 or 6 calls per day for a rural station
and 7 to 10 calls for urban stations). Based on the projected population and call volume projections
in this Fire Station’s first-in area, it is expected that the call load associated with buildout of the
planned HGV and HGV South Project will be at levels where response times will be consistent
with the General Plan response time requirements for emergency calls. The HGV South Project’s
contribution of 0.4 call per day is considered insignificant.

8.3.3.6 Project Adequately Analyzed its Location in the WUI Pursuant to Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines

A comment was received that asserts that the Project would contribute to even greater fire risk by
developing in the WUI, where wildlands regularly burn, thereby exacerbating environmental
hazards or conditions that already exist. The commenter further asserts that the DEIR failed to
adequately evaluate the mitigation measures needed to address these fire hazards. The commenter
incorrectly characterized the DEIR as concluding that the Project would not significantly increase
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fire hazards in the WUI solely because the Project would convert ignitable fuels into a developed
landscape.

The DEIR evaluated the fire hazards that currently exist within the vicinity of the Project site and
its potential effect on the Project, as well as the potential increased wildfire hazard that may result
from the Proposed Project. The FPP determined that given the climatic, vegetative, and
topographic characteristics, location within a WUI, and fire history of the area, the Project site,
once developed, would be subject to occasional off-site wildfires that would be expected to be
potentially fast moving and of primarily low- to moderate intensity. The Santa Ana threat was
considered minimal post-development because there is a lack of wildland fuels to the north, where
HGYV is under development. The Project’s FPP recognized that the area has been designated a very
high fire hazard severity zone. As such, it is required to implement important fire safety measures
including ignition resistant construction materials and methods for all structures, fuel modification
on the perimeter and throughout the Project, access, water, and many others (refer to the Project’s
FPP). This same robust fire protection system provides protections from on-site fire spreading to
off-site vegetation. Accidental fires within the landscape or structures in the Project will have
limited ability to spread off site. The landscape throughout the Project and on its perimeter will be
maintained and much of it irrigated, which further reduces its ignition potential. Structures will be
ignition-resistant on the exterior and the interiors will be protected with automatic sprinkler
systems, which have a very high success rate for confining fires or extinguishing them. The HGV
South community will also have a strong resident outreach program that raises fire awareness
among its residents.

Fire and building codes developed specifically for homes and communities built in very high fire
hazard areas (Chapter 7A of the California Building Code) have been developed to provide a high
level of ignition resistance. The structures in the Project have been designed to ignition resistance
levels necessary for the worst-case fire scenario given the site’s fuels, terrain, and extreme weather
conditions. Research indicates that new, master planned communities subject to ignition-resistant
building standards and a system of fire protection that includes fire apparatus access, improved
water for fire flow, and managed and maintained site-wide fuel modification, perform very well
in wildfire situations (Insurance Institute for Business and Home Safety 2008). The building codes
developed for construction in high and very high fire hazard zones are working to minimize the
vulnerability of new residences and other structures to wildfires. There are numerous examples of
master planned communities built to ignition-resistant standards and include HOA-managed FMZs
that have been tested by wildfire and functioned as they were intended.

This same fire protection system has been found by fire reports, independent researchers, as well
as USGS researchers (2015), to perform well against wildfires. San Diego County after-fire
assessments indicate strongly that the ignition-resistive standards of the fire and building codes
are working in reducing structural loss during a wildfire: Of the approximately 15,000 homes
within the 2003 wildfires perimeter, 14 percent (2,137) were destroyed. However, of the 400
homes built to the 2001 County fire and building codes (the most recent at the time), only 4 percent
(17) were destroyed. Further, of the 8,300 homes that were within the 2007 wildfires perimeter,
13 percent were destroyed. In comparison, there were 1,218 homes in the fire-damaged area that
were built under the 2004 County fire and building codes. Of these more recently built (or more
fire-resistive) homes, only 24 were destroyed — a “loss” rate of only 2 percent. It has been reasoned
by fire officials conducting after-fire assessments that damage to the structures built to the latest
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codes is likely to have resulted from unmaintained flammable landscape plantings or objects next
to structures or open windows or doors (Hunter 2008).

Newer communities, especially those within jurisdictions that have adopted the latest State Fire
and Building Codes (like San Diego County), and that have a well-defined and maintained fuel
modification zone requirement, perform well against wildfires. Examples include 4S Ranch in San
Diego County, Stevenson’s Ranch in Santa Clarita, Serrano Heights and many others in Orange
County. Conversely, when structures are lost, it is typically in older communities that were built
before strict ignition-resistant construction was required and where suitable fuel modification is
not present. The results are clear after numerous post-wildfire after action assessments (San Diego
County 2003 and 2007 fire storms; Institute for Business and Home Safety 2008; SDCFA personal
communication with Dudek 2007, 2010; Orange County Fire Authority 2008) which indicate that
losses are primarily from older communities and losses in newer communities are typically limited
to damage, not loss of the structure.

The Project’s perimeter FMZs and site-wide landscaping restrictions will serve to separate
wildland fuels from the structures by at least 100 feet and/or reduce the fuel loads so that less heat
is generated. Heat dissipates across distances and Cohen’s (1995, 1996, 2000, 2003) research
confirms that a distance of 30 feet (the Project provides at least 100 feet) is adequate for separating
the site’s ignition resistant structures from vegetation heat sources.

Based on the ignition resistance of the structures to wildfire flames, the primary other means to
any wildland urban interface structure is from burning embers/fire brands. The Project has
addressed this by requiring code-exceeding ember resistant vents on all structures. The fire
protection system that the Project will implement is based on these significant threats and mitigates
the most likely avenues of ignitions, resulting in a development that is considered to include a
relatively low risk.

Further, the multiple unit structures require an enhanced fire sprinkler system which is a structure
protection system versus a life safety system for single-family residences. These systems have
historically performed very well to minimize fire spread inside a structure and in most cases, to
extinguish the fire.

As described in Section 3.1.4.3 of the DEIR, the Project analyzed whether it would expose people
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death from wildland fires. The DEIR concluded
that the Project would not significantly increase fire hazards because the Project incorporated into
its design, the measures identified in the FPP, including the additional fire protection systems, fuel
modification/ vegetation management and other PDFs. These Project design features render the
Project defensible and more able to withstand fire. Therefore the commenter incorrectly asserted
that the only reason the DEIR concluded that the Project would not significantly increase fire
hazards was because the Project would convert ignitable fuels into a developed landscape. The
fact that the site would be largely converted from readily ignited fuels to ignition resistant
landscape was only one reason the Project was determined not to contribute to a cumulative
wildland fire risk.
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Section 3.1.4.3 of the DEIR also identified that the Project’s contribution to a potential cumulative
impact would be less than cumulatively considerable with respect to wildland fire hazards based
on the implementation of the FPP, associated landscaping plans, and other design features.

8.3.4 Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access

Several comments have been received that assert that the DEIR failed to provide an adequate
evaluation of the potential emergency evacuation impacts associated with the Project as required
by CEQA. Some comments contend that the Project’s DEIR failed to analyze public safety risks
associated with evacuating residents of the Project and the risk it introduces to the safe evacuation
of surrounding residents. This Global Response has been prepared to address these specific
concerns. Please also see the companion Global Response: “Fire Hazards Impact Analysis” for a
thorough discussion on related issues.

8.3.4.1 The Project would Impair Implementation of or Physically Interfere with an Adopted
Emergency Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan

The determination of whether or not a project has a significant effect on the environment is based
on the thresholds described in the environmental document. These thresholds of significance can
be adopted by the local agency or can be based upon those standards set forth in Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal Code Regs [CEQA Guidelines] Section 15064). Based on
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR used the following Determination of Significance:
whether the Project would impair implementation of either the Operational Area Emergency Plan
or the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan or interfere with evacuation activities conducted
in accordance with these documents.

Section 3.1.4 of the DEIR identified two relevant emergency response plans related to the Project;
the Operational Area Emergency Response Plan and the San Diego County Multi-Jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan. Both of these plans develop goals and objectives for the County of San
Diego Office of Emergency Services (OES) with regard to large-scale natural or man-made
disasters.

The Operational Area Emergency Plan provides guidance for emergency planning and requires
subsequent plans to be established by each jurisdiction that has responsibilities in a disaster
situation. The Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan provides the framework for emergency
response throughout the County, including at the Project site. It includes an overview of the risk
assessment process, identifies hazards present in the jurisdiction, hazard profiles, and vulnerability
assessments. The Project would not impair implementation of either the Operational Area
Emergency Plan or the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan or interfere with evacuation
activities conducted in accordance with these documents. The primary requirements of an
evacuation plan are to identify evacuation routes and to prepare residents for an emergency event.
It is a key document for Incident Command when an emergency event occurs in the area.

The Project is consistent with the framework of emergency response as required in the above plans,
as well as the goals, objectives and actions required by the County. The Project will utilize the
“Ready! Set! Go!” evacuation approach. This program is supported by most fire agencies and
focuses on education, awareness and preparedness for those living in the wildland-urban interface
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(WUI) areas. The Project’s homeowners’ association (HOA) will be required to distribute “Ready!
Set! Go!” information, encourage homeowners to prepare their own individual evacuation plans,
and stress familiarization with maps showing the evacuation routes, temporary evacuation points
and pre-identified safety zones.

8.3.4.2 The DEIR Analyzed Public Safety Risks Associated with Evacuation of the Project

Some comments assert that the DEIR did not thoroughly analyze the Project’s ability to evacuate
in various emergency scenarios. Some comments conflate the Project’s secondary access with the
ability to egress from the site in the case of an emergency. Other comments incorrectly contend
that the Project has only one point of ingress/egress as a result of its inability to provide secondary
access. Additional related concerns were raised related to the Project having adequate roadway
capacity available to accommodate emergency vehicle access and emergency evacuation of
residents out of the community. Finally, questions were raised regarding evacuating equine and
other large animals, and roadway capacity with respect to evaluating the impact to existing
community, the Project, Harmony Grove Village (HGV) and Valiano residents. Each of these
issues is discussed below.

8.3.4.3 Evacuation Scenarios were Analyzed

The DEIR Analyzed the Project’s Ability to Evacuate in an Emergency

The Project’s FPP and Wildfire Risk Analysis Report (Rohde & Associates 2016), as well as the
Rancho Santa Fe Fire Protection District (RSFFPD) and County, analyzed evacuation of the
Project under a variety of scenarios. The worst-case conditions -- based on realized weather and
fuel conditions -- were modeled, historical wildfires were compared, and design features, which
were consistent across the various assessments, were integrated into the Project based on that
analysis.

The first evacuation scenario analyzed within the Project’s FPP (Section 5.2.1.2) is based on a
wildfire evacuation which allows at least several hours for evacuations to occur and when there
are no anticipated fire issues along the Project access routes. The analysis considers the evacuation
complete when all vehicles along Country Club Drive south of Harmony Grove Road have reached
areas out of wildfire exposed areas, which may be as close as HGV, just north of HGV, or into
Escondido. The analysis assumes that the evacuation is not a late evacuation; i.e., evacuations that
begin or are still occurring as a wildfire encroaches upon evacuation routes. Late evacuations have
proven to be the most dangerous scenario for evacuating residents Modeling indicated that the
spread rate would be between 1.7 and 17 mph, depending on the fuel type that is being consumed.
For instance, the grass and shrub fuels modeled would tend to burn faster while the Escondido
Creek fuels, because of their higher fuel moisture, and their larger fuel sizes, would tend to spread
fire slower.

The FPP’s evacuation planning also considers the possibility of wildfire igniting within the
Harmony Grove area, closer to the Project and not allowing several hours for evacuation. It is this
very scenario that was the nexus for developing a contingency plan for the Project, and for existing
residents who may not have defensible properties. The contingency plan would enable fire and law
enforcement officials the ability to cease evacuations or modify evacuations so that vehicles would
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not be exposed to wildland fire. The most likely approach would be to temporarily refuge residents
within the Project’s well-protected structures, which includes residences and a club house. Further,
persons could be directed into HGV north of Harmony Grove Road to temporarily refuge from
wildfire. Please refer to Section 5.2.1.2 of the Project’s FPP for more information regarding this
contingency option.

In some fire emergencies, likely excluding shorter notice events, Harmony Grove Road would be
available for evacuation. HGV residents would likely utilize Country Club Drive to the
north/northeast into Escondido. During a wildfire evacuation, law enforcement and fire responders
would evaluate conditions and fire spread, and that information would inform continued
evacuations. Law enforcement understands the importance of maintaining clear intersections to
support evacuating residents. In an evacuation where HGV and HGV South (and potentially other
valley residents as well) were evacuating simultaneously, emergency managers (OES, law
enforcement, fire personnel, and others) would determine how to maintain traffic flow out of the
area into Escondido, or, depending on conditions, to areas away from the wildfire or other threat.
This may include directing traffic along Harmony Grove Road toward Rancho Santa Fe and the
coastal communities. If a traffic surge or road blockage occurred, the decision makers would have
a contingency to temporarily refuge residents within HGV and/or HGV South, including existing
residents that do not have the same level of protection.

Country Club Drive’s Enhanced Design Measures Provide Adequate Capacity to Evacuate in the
Case of an Emergency

A comment also incorrectly stated that the DEIR failed to provide an analysis that demonstrated
that the Project would have adequate roadway capacity available to accommodate emergency
vehicle access and emergency evacuation of residents out of the community. The FPP analyzes
evacuation from the Project and the area to the south/west along Country Club Drive which would
be widened from its intersection with Harmony Grove Road to the southernmost HGV South
Project entrance to three minimum 12-foot-wide travel lanes. This provides additional capacity for
evacuation. The three access points into the Project from Country Club Drive provide the ability
to move vehicles out while responding emergency personnel travel inbound. In an emergency, two
lanes can be designated for egress while one lane would remain available to responding emergency
vehicles. The FPP includes a conservative estimate of the number of vehicles, which accounts for
existing residents, as stated in the FPP on page 34:

The project’s traffic engineer states that each lane can effectively handle 1,900
vehicles per hour. There are roughly 60 existing residential units that rely on
Country Club Drive as their only means of ingress/egress. With the maximum unit
site plan for HGV'S, an additional 453 residences would be added. If a conservative
estimate of three cars per household is used (the California average is roughly 2.7
vehicles — U.S. Census Bureau 2016), there would be a total of approximately 1,584
vehicles seeking egress, assuming worst case. The actual number of vehicles would
likely be much lower than this. For example, if a fire occurred during the daylight
hours, many of the vehicles would already be off-site. If a fire occurred at night,
families are likely to evacuate in one or two vehicles. Conservatively assuming
three vehicles per household are evacuating, with one lane, all existing and
proposed residences could evacuate within one hour and still be approximately
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316 vehicles below the capacity. The extra evacuation lane essentially doubles the
capacity and provides a significant buffer of 2,216 vehicles per hour over what
would otherwise be necessary.

In some fire emergencies, likely excluding shorter notice events, Harmony Grove Road would be
available for evacuation. HGV residents would likely utilize Country Club Drive to the
north/northeast into Escondido. During a wildfire evacuation, law enforcement and fire responders
would evaluate conditions and fire spread, and that information would inform continued
evacuations. Law enforcement understands the importance of maintaining clear intersections to
support evacuating residents. In an evacuation where HGV and HGV South (and potentially other
valley residents as well) were evacuating simultaneously, emergency managers (OES, law
enforcement, fire personnel, and others) would determine how to maintain traffic flow out of the
area into Escondido, or, depending on conditions, to areas away from the wildfire or other threat.
This may include directing traffic along Harmony Grove Road toward Rancho Santa Fe and the
coastal communities. If a traffic surge or road blockage occurred, the decision makers would have
a contingency to temporarily refuge residents within HGV and/or HGV South, including existing
residents that do not have the same level of protection.

Evacuation Challenges and Potential Hazards Posed when Evacuating Large Animals

A comment was raised that the FPP and the DEIR did not analyze the evacuation challenges and
potential hazards posed when evacuating large animals by horse trailers. It should be noted that
animal evacuations present a host of other types of challenges. For example, livestock owners do
not always have the means to load and trailer their livestock out of the area. Further, most wildfire
evacuation relief shelters or commercial lodging facilities do not allow people to bring in pets or
other animals. Sorensen and Vogt (2006) indicate that an issue receiving increasing attention is
what evacuees do with pets or other animals such as livestock when they leave their homes and
whether having pets or animals impacts their decision to evacuate. In any event, large animal
evacuations are an integral component of the Unified San Diego County Emergency Services
Organization and County of San Diego Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan (2014).
Department of Animal Services and the San Diego Humane Society are both participating agencies
that during an emergency. Per the Evacuation Annex of this document:

The San Diego County Department of Animal Services (DAS) has plans in place to
transport and shelter pets in a disaster under Annex O of the OA EOP, including
the Animal Control Mutual Aid Agreement. Animal Control Officers, the San Diego
Humane Society, and private animal care shelters will assist in the rescue,
transport, and sheltering of small and large animals. In addition, potential
volunteer resources and private groups should be identified and tracked in
WebEOC. Only non-emergency resources and personnel, such as public and
private animal services agencies, will be used to rescue and transport animals
during an evacuation effort. In most cases, DAS and the OA EOC will coordinate
and attempt to collocate animal shelters with people shelters.

Short-time frame wildfires may require an alternative approach and that approach requires animal
owners in rural areas to plan for these events and create contingencies when evacuation may not
be possible. This applies with or without development of larger communities.
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Evaluating the Addition of Project Traffic to Area Roads including Existing and Projected Growth

The existing roadway capacity was also analyzed in detail in the Project Traffic Impact Analysis
(TTA) completed by Linscott, Law & Greenspan (LLG 2017), and summarized in Subchapter 2.2,
Transportation/Traffic of the EIR. The addition of Project traffic to area roads was evaluated,
including full build out of HGV and other existing and projected growth. Project effects were
studied for road segments and intersections in both the County and the City of Escondido. Where
significant impacts were identified, mitigation also was identified; including widening, signal
upgrades, re-striping, payment into the County Transportation Impact Fee or City programs, etc.
Although such improvements would be made for the primary purpose of improving daily traffic
flows, such improvements would also improve evacuation conditions. The only identified
unmitigated impacts are located within the City of Escondido and are a function of CEQA process
rather than a likely physical impact.

In any event, it would be infeasible to build roads large enough to handle a mass evacuation without
some level of congestion during a mass evacuation, given the infrequency of mass evacuations and
the many variables involved in emergency situations. Instead, evacuation plans call for evacuations
to be implemented in phases, with numerous evacuation routes, based on predetermined trigger
points so smaller percentages of the evacuees are on the road at the same time. When a wildfire
occurs, if it reaches a predetermined trigger point, then the population segment located in a
particular vulnerable area downwind of that trigger point would be evacuated. Then, when the fire
reaches the next trigger point, the next phase of evacuation would occur. This would allow smaller
groups of people and correspondingly fewer vehicles to more freely evacuate.

The Project Provides Multiple Egress Points from the Project Site

Even though it is not feasible for the Project to provide Fire Code-conforming secondary access
from the Project site, the Project was designed with three points of open and ungated ingress/egress
from the Project site onto Country Club Drive. The additional lane proposed within the Project
and on Country Club Drive further facilitates these three access points. The Proposed Project
would widen Country Club Drive to three lanes in lieu of secondary access. This would improve
the function of the existing intersection with Harmony Grove Road and provide for additional
capacity to expedite emergency access out of or into the site. It would provide additional
emergency evacuation and three separate access ways within the Project. (These access roads are
part of a looped interior road system that ensures that the northern roadway can be accessible by
all residents.) This widening would benefit the Project, as well as other residents south of Harmony
Grove Road in case of emergency. Although not providing secondary access per se, there would
be four ingress and egress routes available for the project (Rohde & Associates 2016).

Additional capacity for evacuation would occur throughout the Project by providing travel lanes
within 800 feet of all Project structures. The additional travel lane would be included on Country
Club Road from the southernmost Project entrance northward to Harmony Grove Road, including
the bridge over Escondido Creek. Country Club Drive would also be widened from its intersection
with Harmony Grove Road to the southernmost HGV South Project entrance to three minimum
12-foot-wide travel lanes (Appendix G) which would provide additional capacity for evacuation.
Once vehicles reach Harmony Grove Road, multiple options are available for egress, including to
the north, east, and/or west (FPP, page 32).
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In addition, the Wildfire Risk Analysis Report (Rohde & Associates 2016) analyzed site access
and egress using existing and proposed roads. There are four potential evacuation routes that were
identified that could carry traffic north of Escondido Creek out of the community that would be
available under some circumstances, and two that offer good escape alternatives. (This
recommendation considers the proposed road and bridge improvements on Country Club Drive as
proposed by the Applicant.) As explained in the Wildfire Risk Analysis Report:

Concern had been expressed that only one route was proposed for access/egress to
the proposed development site rather than the code required construction of two,
and that a variance would be requested/required for the project to move forward.
In contrast, the consultant staff and public safety officials who participated in the
field tour of the site unanimously agreed that the site has 4 potential routes of egress
during evacuation, two with strong viability. All participants expressed comfort
that the proposed variance for the 800-foot single access road was acceptable.

The feasibility of the Project providing Fire Code-conforming secondary access to the north, south,
east and west of the Project site was analyzed with both County staff and RSFFPD input. However
secondary access routes have proven infeasible based upon this evaluation (FPP Appendix C),
which reviewed eight options.

FPP Secondary Access Alternative 4 (here after referred to as Option 4) was determined to be the
one option that had the least physical challenges and could provide additional residential
access/egress if improved. Option 4 would require improving a privately owned off-site road that
connects with Johnston Road and eventually intersects with Citracado Parkway to the east of the
HGYV South Project. It traverses an existing easement road that currently provides access for four
property owners to the east of the project. The easement road extends 3,200 feet from Country
Club Drive to Johnston Road and includes a roadway footprint of paved and unpaved sections
ranging from 10 feet to approximately 18 feet in width. A sharp “S” curve located approximately
1,000 feet from Country Club Drive combines with a narrow paved section of road and steep
terrain to result in curve turning radii that does not meet the County standard of 28-foot minimum
for a residential driveway. The road also traverses side slope conditions with existing vegetation
(including native habitat) above and below the road. This road is currently passable by high-ground
clearance vehicles, but is gated at two locations. Grade ranges between approximately 6 and
25 percent and averages approximately 8 percent. There is an Irrevocable Offer of Dedication
(IOD) on the easterly portions of the road.

Johnston Road (Option 4) was analyzed in Section 3.1.4 of the DEIR assuming the existing
roadway footprint with potential expansions into currently undeveloped but largely disturbed
adjacent land. Any improvement areas that might contain native vegetation at the time of
construction and therefore result in small areas of potentially significant impacts (including if a
road modification is not approved) would be mitigated for using the same thresholds and standards
as the Proposed Project; as identified in Subchapter 2.3 of the EIR. No known archaeological or
historical sites were noted for this area in the Project records search; potential location of currently
unknown sites that may be located beneath the surface would be addressed as identified in
Subchapter 2.4 of the EIR. Visual effects would remain similar to the existing scarring across the
hills east of the Project; any minimal widening in focused areas would not be expected to
meaningfully differentiate from the existing condition. Noise effects would likely to be limited to
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construction in focused areas, which would be localized and short-term in nature, and therefore
less than significant; but in any event would be mitigated in accordance with other construction
mitigation measures identified in Subchapter 2.5 of the EIR.

The results of that analysis indicated that if access easements could be obtained, and a
modification/variance to the County’s roadway standards would be granted, improvements to
Johnston Road would result in a useable access way for residential access/egress during emergency
conditions; but would not conform to the Fire Code as secondary access. Secondary access that
conforms to the Fire Code is not feasible (FEIR Section 3.1.3) because full improvements to road
width, grade, and turning radii cannot be made to accommodate emergency vehicles. For instance,
widening to a full 24-foot width to support contemporaneous ingress/egress lanes, and to a full
28 feet at curves to accommodate emergency vehicle turning radii would not be feasible given the
existing slope grades. It also was found infeasible due to the difficulty in obtaining legal access
rights. In any event, Johnson Road was identified as an existing road that could provide residential
access/egress during emergency conditions but would not conform to the Fire Code as secondary
access.

Since Fire Code-conforming secondary access was determined as not being feasible given the
constraints described above, the Project developed the alternative approach for secondary access
that meets the intent of the code through the implementation of a list of specifically developed
measures and features as described in the FPP and as detailed above.

8.3.4.4 Speculative Simulations Regarding Various Evacuation Scenarios are not Required
by CEQA

Several commenters requested additional traffic analysis to evaluate various evacuation scenarios.
It is important to note that precise specifics and simulations regarding various evacuation scenarios
and timing of fire events are wholly speculative and beyond the requirements of an EIR. CEQA
only requires analysis of reasonably foreseeable impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064[d]).
This means that CEQA does not require analysis of impacts that are too remote or speculative (In
Re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings [2008]
43Cal.4".1143, 1173). Evacuation specifics will be wholly determined by the fire event, the
direction the fire is moving, and directions issued by emergency fire personnel at the time.
Wildfires are fluid events that require situational awareness, scenario pre-planning, and
contingencies. It is anticipated that the worst-case evacuation for the greater Harmony Grove
region would occur in a similar manner to many other San Diego County planning areas. In the
event of a wildland fire in the area, evacuation and contingency plans are an early part of a
wildfire’s tactical planning process by an Incident Command team. A contingency plan is one of
the immediate priorities for development by Incident Command when a wildfire event occurs in a
WUI area.

It is also important to note that County fire and law enforcement agencies have successfully
evacuated very large numbers of people over the last 15 years in large fire events. Each event
resulted in lessons learned and millions of dollars spent to resolve encountered issues (San Diego
County Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan Evacuation Annex 2014). The residents of
San Diego County’s WUI areas, including Harmony Grove, will benefit from these improvements
in available resources, quick fire detection and notification technology and overall coordination of
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evacuation efforts to minimize the occurrence of congestion on evacuation routes. For example,
grid lock on roadways during evacuations is most often the result of intersections; therefore,
clearing intersections to keep traffic moving out of the area is anticipated to be a focus of
evacuation planning for the greater Harmony Grove region during a large wildfire.

Therefore, the Project was not found to result in adverse effects on evacuation. To the contrary,
the presence of ignition-resistant development would be likely to provide a fuel break for some
adjacent uses currently within the WUI and would also facilitate easier evacuation for all existing
residences currently using the two-lane portion of Country Club Drive south of Escondido Creek
and the narrow at-grade crossing.

8.3.4.5 Shelter-in-Place

Several comments have been received that assert that the DEIR failed to provide an adequate
analysis of the potential fire hazard associated with the shelter-in-place method. Some of the
comments misinterpret the proposed temporary safe refuge with the concept of “shelter in place”
and also classify the Project as shelter in place, which it is not. This response has been prepared to
specifically address this concern.

If directed by emergency personnel, the Project can offer temporary refuge if early, safe evacuation
is not possible. Several commenters questioned the feasibility of the proposed temporary refuge
area proposed on the Project site. The Project would enable emergency responders/decision makers
to utilize some form of temporarily refuging residents, on site during wildfire emergencies. The
Project’s FPP specifically addresses the possibility that Country Club Drive may not be available
during a fire evacuation. The Project, due to its inclusion of code-exceeding fire protection
features, enables residents and neighbors with the ability to temporarily refuge on site (FPP
pages 38 and 39) within their defensible homes or at the community building. County OES and
personnel from emergency responding fire and law enforcement agencies would have the ability,
in the event that a wildfire occurs in the immediate Project vicinity with little to no time to
evacuate, to make a determination whether temporary safe refuge of residents would be
appropriate or warranted.

As noted, some of the comments mis-classify the Project as shelter in place. Specifically, the
communities within RSFFPD that are designated shelter-in-place communities (the only such
designated communities in the County), do not rely solely on shelter in place. Also, even in The
Crosby, Cielo and other shelter-in-place communities, the first and preferred priority is early
evacuation. During the 2007 Witch Creek Fire, RSFFPD evacuated residents of The Crosby and
did so early, several hours before fire approached the community. Shelter in place should be
considered as a contingency solution for instances when an early evacuation is not possible. Fire
officials recognize that sheltering in an ignition-resistant community, like The Crosby or HGV
South, is safer than a late evacuation. The concept of shelter in place was conservatively used for
developing the Project’s fire protection system. It has been determined that it in some instances, it
is more preferred to refuge people on site, in their well-protected homes or other Project buildings,
than to start or continue an evacuation that could result in persons in vehicles being exposed to fire.

Moreover, adequate timeframe for evacuations are expected, based on fire behavior modeling and
fire spread rates; during which OES, law enforcement and fire personnel would coordinate an
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orderly evacuation of the Project well ahead of fire encroachment (FPP pages 37 and 38). It is
unlikely that evacuations would be occurring in a “late” scenario as it would likely be determined
in that situation that residents would be safer in their own well-protected homes. This decision
process would be consistent with most new developments (approximately 2007 and newer) where
late evacuations would be avoided and provided a contingency based on the fire ignition resistance
of newer, maintained communities. The Project would also provide options for temporarily refuge
for residents from the existing community if a nearby fire ignition made it unsafe to evacuate out
of the area, as existing residents may be directed into HGV South or northward on the improved
Country Club Drive to HGV.

While not a classified as a shelter-in-place facility, the Project’s inclusion of a 5,000-square foot
community Club House structure (FPP page 39) will serve multiple functions for the community.
The structure will be provided additional fire protection features and will be available to
temporarily house community residents, and existing adjacent residents if they are not able to
evacuate the area due to a late evacuation scenario. The Club House is not intended, or needed, to
house all HGV South residents, as the code-exceeding fire protection features of the residential
structures and landscapes will provide the ability for residents to remain in their protected homes.
Depending on the nature of the wildfire, it may be directed by responding law enforcement or fire
personnel that perimeter homes (those closest to the perimeter fuel modification areas) relocate to
the Club House while others remain in their homes. In this case, there is anticipated to be room at
the Club House to accommodate these residents as well as neighboring residents.

Many of the comments received reference a burned “shelter in place” community in Ramona, but
provide no further details regarding the community name, facts that it was built to the same
ignition-resistant standards as proposed for the Project, included maintained fuel modification, and
could actually be called a shelter-in-place community. The only designated shelter in place
communities in San Diego County are in Rancho Santa Fe. Comments also compared potential
evacuation of the Project and surrounding area with that of an evacuation in Portugal but again
provide no comparison details. The roadway conditions, evacuation process, emergency
management oversite, wildland fuels, number of persons and vehicles, distance to safe areas, and
options for temporarily refuging on site are not compared and contrasted between Portugal and
HGYV South and would indicate that a direct comparison is not valid. The Portugal wildfire was
burning in eucalyptus and pine forest, which would produce a much more aggressive fire than the
coastal sage scrub and grasslands around the Project site and larger Harmony Grove Valley. Many
other fire protection features built into the Project and measures routinely enacted by emergency
personnel in San Diego County are not available and were not employed in the Portugal fire.
Further, the fact that wildfire related deaths are most often due to late evacuations, like those that
occurred in Portugal, was duly considered in preparation of the Project’s FPP and the 3™ party
Wildfire Risk Analysis prepared for the HGV South Project.

8.3.5 Baseline Conditions

The following Global Response addresses issues related to Harmony Grove Village (HGV) being
included within the baseline environmental condition (an existing condition) in the Project’s EIR
for the topic areas of aesthetics, traffic and traffic-reliant technical issues, such as noise, air quality,
and greenhouse gases (GHGs). These are topics heavily affected by and affecting surrounding and
ambient conditions. For all other topic areas of the EIR, the baseline condition is the existing
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environmental conditions as of the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was published. This
includes topics such as biological resources, cultural and paleontological resources, etc., or those
topics focused most closely on Project site conditions. The description of the Project baseline and
the reasons for including HGV are detailed in Subchapters 1.4, and 2.1, and Section 3.1.5 of the
EIR. The County determined that by including HGV in the baseline condition for the topic areas
of aesthetics, traffic and traffic-reliant technical issues (noise, air quality, and GHG), information
would be provided to the decision-makers and the public to allow the environmental consequences
of the Project (with the presence of HGV) to be weighed as a whole rather than on an existing
condition analysis that would provide only a portion of the relevant information.

In 2007, the County approved the designation of an approximately 470-acre area of land in the
center of Harmony Grove Valley to become a new village to contain 742 single-story and two-story
homes in village massing. (HGV’s approved entitlements assumed first occupancy as early as
2008, with full build-out of the Village occurring as early as 2013.) At the time of issuance of the
Project’s NOP (2015), most of the buildable portion of the HGV site was graded, resulting in a
large expanse of raw soil. Country Club Drive had been widened, Harmony Grove Village
Parkway had been newly constructed, and Harmony Grove Road had been realigned and was in
the process of being improved. Overall, roadway widths had been widened, additional lanes were
present, and striping was completed on these wider roadways. Vertical construction of HGV was
underway and home sales had begun. (Vertical construction is still ongoing, with increasing rates
of occupancy as additional homes are completed.) In fact, at issuance of the NOP, HGV homes
were present on both the east and west sides of Country Club Drive. The grading and the base
construction for the HGV Water Reclamation Facility were complete with preliminarily
landscaped slopes and structures in place. HGV’s “Fourth of July Park” and a private HGV
recreational area with a clubhouse and pool had been constructed. The HGV project constructed
fenced mixed-use trails along Country Club Drive north of Harmony Grove Road and along
Harmony Grove Road project footage north of Escondido Creek (Aesthetics, page 2.1-13.) All of
the required roadway improvements were completed or under construction and all have since been
completed, with the exception of one improvement, for which ultimate roadway width is already
in place (see Table 8.3.5-1, Harmony Grove Village Roadway Network Assumption Status). As
shown, the conditions assumed in the EIR/TIA match those of the conditions shown in
Table 8.3.5.-1, with the improvements having already been completed.

The law supports the inclusion of HGV in the baseline conditions of the Project’s EIR. Neither
CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines mandate a uniform, inflexible rule for determining the existing
baseline conditions for a project. Since environmental conditions may vary from year to year, the
baseline might take into consideration conditions that have existed over a range of time. In some
circumstances, peak impacts or recurring periods of resource scarcity may be as important
environmentally as average conditions. Where environmental conditions are expected to change
quickly during the period of environmental review for reasons other than a proposed project,
project effects might reasonably be compared to predicted conditions at the expected date of
approval rather than conditions at the time the analysis is begun. In Save Our Peninsula Committee
v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, the Court agreed that “the
date for establishing baseline cannot be a rigid one. In some cases, conditions closer to the date
the project is approved are more relevant to a determination whether the project’s impacts will be
significant.”
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The case cited by a commenter, Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction
Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447, is distinguishable from the factual situation presented in this
EIR. The Final EIR in the Neighbors for Smart Rail used projected traffic conditions in the year
2030 as its baseline to evaluate the project’s traffic and related impacts. This baseline data also
relied on assumptions regarding planned growth and funded transportation improvements
proposed in the Sothern California Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan. In
other words, the baseline was based on “assumptions” and “guesstimates” set more than two
decades after the expected date of the project’s approval in 2007. Although the Court held that that
particular baseline was inadequate, the Court clearly stated that an agency may, where appropriate,
adjust its existing conditions baseline to account for a major change in environmental conditions
that are expected to occur when the project begins operations. “In so adjusting its existing
conditions baseline, an agency exercises its discretion on how best to define such a baseline under
the circumstance of rapidly changing environmental conditions” (Neighbors for Smart Rail,
57 Cal.4th).

In this EIR there is no assumption or “guesstimate” as to when HGV will be constructed since it
is already under construction and homes are being sold; a condition that has been ongoing for over
1.5 years. HGV’s website describes a variety of single-family home designs with five distinctive
neighborhoods currently for sale. The website describes a thriving community: “Harmony Grove’s
convenient North County location has something for everyone. Situated at the edge of Elfin Forest
with over 11 miles of nature trails, puts you right in the center of it all with San Marcos, Lake
Hodges, the San Diego Zoo Safari Park and downtown Escondido’s dining and entertainment
hotspots all nearby.” (https://www.calatlantichomes.com/pages/1741-san-diego-hgv-master.html,
incorporated herein by this reference and available for public review.) People have already moved
into the HGV community, and more will join in the near future as homes are being sold. The
baseline is not set a decade out from the expected date of the Project’s approval; rather, the baseline
reflects near-term existing conditions. The County has exercised its discretion in adjusting its
existing conditions baseline, under the circumstance of the rapidly changing environmental
conditions posed by the HGV project. Unlike the inadequate speculative, far-forward looking
baseline in the Smart Rail, this baseline is adequate and more accurately represents existing
conditions. See also Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001)
87 Cal.App. 4th 99, 126 noting “traffic levels as of the time the project is approved may be a more
accurate representation of the existing baseline against which to measure the impacts of a project.”

A comment also cites Communities for A Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality
Management District (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, in which the District erred in using the maximum
permitted operational levels of four boilers of a permitted cogeneration plant as a baseline. The
Court in Communities for A Better Environment determined that maximum permitted operational
levels were not an appropriate baseline because, as the District acknowledged, the operation of the
four boilers simultaneously was not the norm and in fact, actual emissions at the site had never
reached the maximum permitted level.

This is not the case here. The EIR’s baseline is not based on a hypothetical condition. People have
already moved into the homes offered at HGV and additional people are continuing to purchase
these homes. According to Real Estate Economics’ new home market survey spanning the entire
greater San Diego market area, dated “Third Quarter 2017,” HGV reports 259 sales and
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162 closings. All of the required roadway improvements are completed but one. The existing
improvements are adequate to carry all Project traffic, and the existing full width pavement
required to complete striping is already in place (see Table 8.3.5-1). Major infrastructure has been
constructed, including significant amenities for the HGV community. All such facts further
substantiate the existence of a growing community.

A comment cites Woodward Park (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, in which a City erred in comparing
a project’s impacts with those of a large-scale (more than 600,000 square feet) office and office-
related retail development that could be built consistently with the existing zoning and plan
designations. However, the project assumption was based on conjecture at best and not on the
existence of any approved project. The City had not advanced any reason why this approach was
required as compared to the existing physical conditions that are “normally” the baseline.

The word “normally” as used in CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 is most reasonably understood
as recognizing with respect to individual projects that the physical conditions existing exactly at
the time the NOP is published or at the time the environmental analysis begins may not be
representative of the generally existing conditions and, therefore, an agency may exercise its
discretion to apply appropriate methodology to determine the existing baseline conditions.

The County determined that if the presence of HGV was not included in the Project’s existing
condition, the baseline would be misleading or without informational value and would not best
define the study area which is subject to this rapidly changing environmental condition. In fact, if
the study area did not include HGV it would have been outdated immediately after the Project’s
NOP was issued and an unnecessarily artificial image of the existing condition would not
accurately reflect the Project’s impacts. If the County had simply taken the precise condition of
the existing setting in August 2015 as baseline, the Project DEIR would have received comments
(and rightly so) that the number of existing cars on area roads had already changed from those
assumed in modeling, that the baseline construction state of HGV had already changed due to new
homes and varied grading, that disturbed and graded areas south of Harmony Grove Road and west
of Country Club Drive had changed to completed park settings as opposed to mass graded dirt, etc.

Instead, the County determined that the existing setting was rapidly changing, and this approach
was therefore considered the most analytically conservative and of most informational value. It
takes into consideration the constantly changing condition of an area that is under development
and is being transformed on a daily basis. The Project’s analysis in that regard used a realistic
baseline that provides the most accurate picture practically possible of potential environmental
impacts that accounts for a major change in environmental conditions expected to occur before the
Project’s implementation. In fact this area has already transformed due to park installation and
completion, and additional home construction and occupancy (affecting traffic numbers and road
use patterns) from the time of the Project’s NOP to the end of the comment period for the
Project’s EIR.

If the existing setting reflected the existing condition on the date of NOP issuance (August 2015),
it would have been misleading, providing an artificial image of the existing condition that would
have been used as the basis for Project effects. For instance (and building upon the above
examples), using the NOP baseline would have resulted in the Project being analyzed against a
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setting of large expanses of graded and raw soil, partial (but visible grid-like) development, and
vegetation at installation size or of young age. This would result in a large-scale highly disturbed
existing condition of the valley floor against which the visual and community character effects of
the buildout condition of the Proposed Project would have been minimized with lower associated
impacts. Rather, the Project’s EIR conservatively analyzed the Project’s impacts based upon the
presence of HGV, thereby resulting in analysis truly focusing on the Project’s visual effect, rather
than it just being a small extension of a much larger disturbance area.

Also, the incorporation of full traffic loading onto area streets by HGV provided the most accurate
and most conservative (most impactful) assessment of traffic and traffic-reliant technical issues,
such as noise, air quality, and GHG, when combined with Project effects. In order for the traffic
analysis to be informative and not misleading, it was clear that all of HGV’s roadway
improvements were nearing completion and as such should be included in describing the
underlying roadway conditions. However, these roadway improvements would also provide
additional capacity at a number of the impacted locations, therefore the addition of HGV’s traffic
volumes to the overall street system both in the County and the City of Escondido would reduce
the available capacity area-wide that would otherwise be available for the Proposed Project,
creating a more accurate and conservative picture of the Project’s likely impacts. It also allowed
for incorporation of HGV-associated noise into modeling, which would have been less
conservative if only the number of existing community residences occupied in August 2015 were
used to provide baseline numbers relative to traffic-generated noise on area roadways.

The assumption that HGV will be present when the Project’s construction begins provides a more
conservative analysis in which impacts associated with the Proposed Project are given full weight
and the existing conditions effects were not underestimated due to rapidly changing conditions.
This approach is considered the most analytically conservative and to be of most informational
value. It does not tie analyses to a point in time which has already changed since the NOP issuance
and takes into consideration the already-approved development of HGV under construction, with
associated traffic levels also subject to constant flux. Thus the existing physical environmental
conditions would have been misleading and without informational value and would not provide a
reasonable baseline if HGV was not factored in the baseline in some fashion.

The assumption that construction of HGV will be completed and thus occupied is based on a
contemporaneous set of circumstances that have largely already occurred. By November 2013,
mass grading and initial lot preparation had occurred from Harmony Grove Road north to the
vicinity of Harmony Heights Road, as well as on both sides of Country Club Drive to west of
Wilgen Drive. The large central drainage feature bisecting the development and reconstructing
part of a drainage eliminated during on-site agricultural activities is already visible in photographs
from that period (now covered where it does not provide a central drainage feature and completed,
which presents a far less disturbed “existing condition”). Connections to off-site drainage features
south of Harmony Grove Road and associated with the HGV community park are also visible. By
the NOP, the wastewater reclamation facility was largely constructed, homes had been completed
and were for sale, Fourth of July Park, a community club house and pool facilities, etc. were all
available. At this point, all of HGV’s roadway improvements assumed in the Project’s traffic
analysis are in place except one (for which full width is already present to accommodate the last
restriping). The HGV wastewater reclamation facility has been completed, and there are enough
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residential uses on site to support operations. The HGV community park south of Harmony Grove
Road and the County equestrian park south of Harmony Grove Road) have been constructed and
are in use. HGV has reported the sale of 259 homes as of the third quarter last year. While it is
generally true that the construction of HGV is based upon market conditions as stated by one
commenter, in the backdrop of the present widespread regional housing scarcity, it is reasonable
and not speculative to assume that housing sales will continue toward ultimate HGV completion.
This is especially true in light of the immense cost incurred by the developers to date in
constructing that project’s many improvements and amenities.

8.3.6 Regional Plan Conformity

A number of comments addressed vehicular travel projected for the Project based on the locations
of planned growth anticipated under regional plans. Issues raised included the location of the
Project, the availability of services and amenities requiring travel, conformance to the County
General Plan and the SANDAG’s San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (Regional Plan), the
number of trips associated with the Project; and the use of on-site design features to reduce GHG
emissions. Each of the plan conformance issues is addressed below in more detail.

8.3.6.1 The Project Location is Consistent with Goals to Reduce Sprawl and Site New
Development Adjacent to Jobs, Services and Shopping

Several comments state that the General Plan (and the Regional Plan®) recognize that projects
should be built in appropriate locations. These comments go on to say that the Project is “several
miles from the nearest services and much further from job centers in and near the City of San
Diego,” that the County is planning development in “far flung areas” and that the EIR is
“disingenuous” in its analysis as it seeks to double the planned population in a rural location, far
from jobs, services, and shopping; and ignores state and County policies that expressly disfavor
sprawl and direct growth to locations that will minimize VMT.

The County agrees that the location of a project is directly related to the number of miles traveled
by future residents of that project in order to access these jobs, services and shopping opportunities.
Distance from those services and amenities plays an important role in trip length. The County
disagrees, however, with regard to conclusions about these issues relative to the HGV South
Project.

In order to respond to goals related to reductions in miles traveled and urban sprawl, the County
reduced development goals within eastern portions of the County by 20 percent in the 2011
General Plan. Figures 1-1 and 1-2 in Chapter 1.0 of the General Plan, (available at
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/generalplan.html and incorporated herein by reference),
depict the County as a whole, with areas under County (as opposed to incorporated cities)
jurisdiction as generally the eastern two-thirds of the County overall — and including all the area
from the eastern boundaries of the cities of Oceanside, Escondido, Poway, Santee, El Cajon, La
Mesa, Lemon Grove, and Chula Vista to the Imperial County line to the east. As described on
page 1-2 of the General Plan, growth was:

® The SANDAG Regional Plan incorporates the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) and the Regional
Transportation Plan and its Sustainable Community Strategy (RTP/SCS).
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targeted primarily in the western portions of the unincorporated County, where
there is the opportunity for additional development... [and] shifts 20 percent of
future growth from eastern backcountry areas to western communities. This change
reflects the County’s commitment to a sustainable growth model that facilitates
efficient development near infrastructure and services, while respecting sensitive
natural resources and protection of existing community character in its extensive
rural and semi-rural communities.

The Project is consistent with this focus. It is located between two incorporated cities at the western
extent of County jurisdiction (City land abuts the Project to the south and is within less than
950 feet to the east), and includes areas within the City of Escondido sphere of influence — which
also extends west and north of Harmony Grove Road west of Cordrey Drive.

Regarding access to jobs and shopping resources, a number of comments stated that the Project is
located a substantial distance from those services. It is acknowledged that the Project vicinity still
contains some semi-rural residential uses, that the Project parcels are identified for semi-rural
(0.5 acre) residential uses in the General Plan, and that there is immediately adjacent permanent
open space to the south and southeast. However, the area is not undeveloped or unserved, and
placement of the Project in this location does not constitute “sprawl.”

The Project consists of parcels identified for SR-0.5 uses in the adopted General Plan and is also
largely zoned with categories (A-70 and Rural Residential) assuming minimum 0.5 acre lots. This
allows general planning for approximately 220 homes without consideration for slopes or other
constraints. The Project is contiguous with HGV. Proximity to an existing village is identified in
the General Plan policies as an area to specifically review when looking at placement of housing
and the reader is referred to the Global Response “Project Consistency with General Plan Policy
LU-1.4” in Section 8.3.1 of this FEIR for more detailed discussion. It is in immediate proximity
to recreational amenities provided by the County (community parks), utilities (water lines and
potential hook into the HGV water reclamation facility [WRF; the HGV WREF is less than 600 feet
from the Project’s northern boundary]), paved roads, and HGV (additional parks and planned
limited commercial, as well as the above-noted WRF). Secondarily, it is located near the cities of
San Marcos and Escondido, both of which contain shopping, educational and job opportunities, as
well as public transit hubs. Proximity to these uses and amenities is depicted on Figure 8.3.6-1,
HGV + HGV South Adjacent Land Uses. The combination of location in the western extent of the
County, within less than 0.5 mile from developed uses in the City of Escondido, immediate
adjacency to City boundary on the south side and abutting County developed uses and City sphere
of influence on the west — combined with the contiguous nature of HGV existing and planned uses
— indicate that the EIR is not “disingenuous” in its analysis.

As noted above, City of Escondido lands abut the southern Project boundary, and developed City
uses are less than 0.5 mile from the Project boundary. The City of San Marcos uses are within
2.0 miles to the north and the closest City boundary is approximately 1.1 mile to the northwest.
The boundary of the incorporated city of Encinitas is approximately 4.0 miles westerly, and the
northern portions of the City of San Diego along the I-15 corridor, are within approximately
4.4 miles. Most of the jobs are aggregated along the SR 78 corridor, stretching from Carlsbad to
Escondido. This latter area provides approximately 300,000 jobs (Newstar 2017, based on U.S.
Census and State of California Department of Finance database).
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Review of the Project setting (see EIR Figures 1-1 and 1-3) clearly shows the developed nature of
the area. This is not a rural location far from jobs, services and shopping. As stated in the EIR:

Palomar Medical Center is located approximately 2 miles to the north and Stone
Brewery is located approximately 1.5 miles to the north as a crow flies. The
Escondido Research and Technology Center (ERTC), an industrial/commercial,
employment and services locus, is located within 1 mile north-northeast of the
Project, accessed by Harmony Grove Road. Other opportunities include the large
big box uses at Valley Parkway and I-15 and along Auto Park Way. ... this Project
is within 3.0 miles of the Nordahl Transit Station (EIR page 1-28).

Also, as shown on the 2016 SANDAG Smart Growth Concept Map and Smart Growth Concept
Map North County Subregion,'? south of SR 78, Harmony Grove Road at its connection with
Citracado Parkway accesses an “Existing Major Employment Area.” Just west of this area along
the northern extent of Country Club Drive is an area identified as a “Potential Special Use Area”
that already contains commercial/light industrial uses in the City of Escondido.

In conclusion on this point, one comment cites the Regional Plan Summary relative to sprawl, and
“growing out,” indicating that the Project does not comply. The text from the Regional Plan
Summary is:

Rather than growing “out” as we have in the past, more compact communities are
envisioned, providing housing, jobs, and services closer to one another, and giving
residents more choices in where to live and how to get around. At the same time,
the forecast anticipates an increase in land preserved as open space.

It is also noted that SANDAG provided a letter in response to the Revised DEIR that is part of
the FEIR. In that letter, they reiterate support for the vision and goals of the General Plan
Update, stating:

In 2011, SANDAG supported the vision and goals of the County of San Diego
General Plan Update, which shifted “20% of future growth from eastern
backcountry areas to western communities ... reflect[ing] the County’s commitment
to a sustainable growth model that facilitates efficient development near
infrastructure and services, while respecting natural resources and protection of
existing community character in its extensive rural and semi-rural communities.”

SANDAG supports the goals and objectives that are currently laid out in the 2011
County of San Diego General Plan, as they encourage smart, sustainable growth
and reinforce the principles set forth in the 2015 Regional Plan. Other County of
San Diego planning documents, such as the recently adopted Climate Action Plan,
reinforce the vision and goals of the County of San Diego’s General Plan. While
SANDAG realizes that general plans are meant to be dynamic documents
updated to reflect market forces and population growth and trends, SANDAG

10 Available at: http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?classid=12&projectid=296& fuseaction=projects.detail.
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supports key land-use principles that preserve natural resources and limit urban
sprawl (emphasis added.)

The Project is fully consistent with this — proposing village extension to incorporate the proposed
community, and located close to major travel thoroughfares such as I-15 and SR 78 and within
biking distance of two cities, while retaining approximately 35 percent of the site in permanently
preserved open space.

8.3.6.2 The Project is Clear in Impact Assessment and Provides Relevant Reductions in GHG
Emissions

Concern is voiced over increased density, and that Project increases were not identified in the RTP.
Please see the discussion above (“The Project Location is Consistent with Goals to Reduce Sprawl
and Site New Development Adjacent to Jobs, Services and Shopping”) regarding proximity of the
Project to other developed uses, jobs, shopping and amenities in general. The location of the
Project to those job and shopping opportunities and amenities are directly applicable to the topic
of vehicular emissions. Also relevant, is how those emissions contribute to other Project GHG
emissions and factors to make up the total of Project GHG emissions. In the end, it is the total
amount of GHGs emitted that must be addressed under CEQA. The sources only become relevant
as they vary in ways and methods with which they can be controlled. As such, each effort made
on site to reduce Project-related GHGs, regardless of source, is directly relevant to the ultimate
total of GHGs emitted. The reader is referred to the detailed list provided in FEIR Subchapter 2.7,
on Table 1-2, Project Design Features, and in Chapter 7.0, List of Mitigation Measures and Project
Design Features.

The differences in planned uses for the Project site between the 2011 General Plan and the
Proposed Project (the “plan to plan” comparison) are expressly detailed in Chapter 1.0, Project
Description, Location and Environmental Setting; Subchapters 2.6 and 2.7; Section 3.1.5, Land
Use and Planning; Chapter 4.0, Project Alternatives; and additionally mentioned in other sections
of the EIR. The effect of time between County approval of a project requiring a GPA and the time
that SANDAG documents update regional analyses to incorporate those development plans, is
discussed relative to planned land uses provided to SANDAG in Subchapter 2.6, Air Quality, and
the current disconnect between the planning agency documents is identified as a significant impact.
Relative to plan inconsistency being “clear evidence of significant GHG impacts,” the significance
of the GHG impacts is based on the analyzed threshold and the amount of GHG emissions. The
requested discussion of the “implications of this unplanned growth on regional and state climate
change and air quality goals,” is provided. As shown in Subchapter 2.6, the Project would not
result in emissions of criteria pollutants exceeding any of the noted thresholds. The “plan to
ground” analysis, therefore, reaches less than significant conclusions.

As noted in a recent study,!! the County is only projected to issue building permits for 26 percent
of the 22,412 units allocated to it by the state in its Regional Housing Needs Allocation process
by 2020. The County is therefore behind in provisions of projected housing. The associated
question is where that housing could be located. The reader is referred to the discussion above
(“The Project Location is Consistent with Goals to Reduce Sprawl and Site New Development

' Incorporated herein by this reference and available for public review at: http://www.sdchamber.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/03/Housing-Score-Card.pdf.
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Adjacent to Jobs, Services and Shopping”) regarding how the Project is planned in the western
portion of the County; located adjacent to and within 0.5 mile of developed uses in Escondido, and
within approximately 1.1 mile of the closest San Marcos boundary, as described in Section 8.3.6.1,
above. The analysis of Project efforts to reduce GHG emissions through design, coupled with its
location and minimization of off-site vehicular trips, complies with County planning efforts to
reduce sprawl and associated emissions.

8.3.6.3 Conclusion: The Project is Consistent with the SANDAG Regional Plan

Pursuant to State Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K), an SCS does not: (1) regulate the use
of land; (2) supersede the land use authority of cities and counties; or (3) require that a local
jurisdiction’s land use policies and regulations (such as the County General Plan), be consistent
with it. SB 375 does, however, make regional and local planning agencies responsible for
developing those strategies as part of the federally required metropolitan transportation planning
process and the state-mandated housing element process. In this case, the County looks to projects
within its jurisdiction to both support attainment of existing housing commitments as well as
demonstrate that the Project complies with County requirements to minimize contributions to
GHG emissions, as appropriate.

The Project also proposes implementation of on-site reductions, and, as discussed earlier, the
Project site is located in the vicinity of areas defined by SANDAG as an “Existing Major
Employment Area” and ‘“Potential Special Use Area.” The Smart Growth Concept Maps
(http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/Final PDFs/The Plan_combined.pdf) were developed by
SANDAG as part of the RCP, which was incorporated into the Regional Plan to illustrate the
location of existing, planned, and potential smart growth areas.

The 2011 General Plan assumed potential for approximately 220 homes (without consideration for
slopes or other constraints). That land designation was assumed in regional modeling completed
by SANDAG and incorporated into Regional Plan analyses and projections. Although the full
Proposed Project was not included in the 2011 General Plan and is therefore not part of the existing
and planned project listing provided by the County to SANDAG for inclusion in the Regional Plan,
it is included as a reasonably foreseeable (cumulative) project in the County CAP SEIR, certified
in February 2018.'? The Project also provides mitigation for Project-related emissions. Relevant
to the current discussion is the conservative nature of that mitigation. Projects proposing GPAs in
the County understand that GHG emissions associated with those projects’ development and
vehicular use are already incorporated into County and SANDAG planning efforts relative to use
patterns and vehicular emissions. Only those GPA-proposed uses exceeding the adopted General
Plan would result in emissions that are not currently specifically accounted for in the current
Regional Plan and require additional Applicant-provided mitigation. Nonetheless, the Project takes
a conservative approach and proposes to offset all of its Project-related vehicular GHG emissions,
to attain no net new emissions (i.e., carbon neutral). This would result in no increases in Project-
related emissions over those anticipated as part of the Regional Plan based on General Plan
approved growth assumptions, and, in fact, would result in reductions above and beyond what is

12 Tt is acknowledged that the CAP and SEIR are currently being challenged. However, the challenge does not require
an injunction against processing the proposed Project.
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required because some emissions for the Project were approved in the General Plan and, therefore,
anticipated in the Regional Plan. Therefore, the Project is consistent.

Additional information related to the topic of plan conformity is provided in Global Responses:
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4, and General Plan/Community Plan
Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis.

8.3.7 Climate Action Plan

A number of comments conflate concerns related to the County of San Diego’s Climate Action
Plan (CAP) with the Harmony Grove Village South Project (Project). In response to those
comments, this topical response provides further information regarding the County’s CAP, and its
effect with respect to the Project. As demonstrated below, the Project would not obstruct
implementation of the CAP or the County’s ability to attain the greenhouse gas GHG reduction
targets and goal set forth therein.

8.3.7.1 The County’s 2018 Climate Action Plan

On February 14, 2018, the County’s Board of Supervisors (Board) adopted a CAP to reduce GHG
emissions consistent with state legislative requirements. The County’s CAP includes strategies
and measures to reduce emissions in the unincorporated communities of San Diego County and
from County government operations. The Board’s adoption of the CAP is the culmination of a
multi-year plan development process that followed from the judicial invalidation (see Sierra Club
v. County of San Diego [Case No. D064243]) of the County’s prior CAP, which was previously
adopted in 2012 as directed by the 2011 General Plan Update.

The adopted CAP includes six chapters: (1) Introduction; (2) Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Inventory, Projections, and Reduction Targets; (3) Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies and
Measures; (4) Climate Change Vulnerability, Resiliency, and Adaptation; (5) Implementation and
Monitoring; and (6) Public Outreach and Engagement. The CAP sets the following County-
specific GHG reduction targets and a goal: by 2020, a 2 percent reduction from 2014 levels; by
2030, a 40 percent reduction from 2014 levels; and, a goal of 77 percent reduction from 2014
levels by 2050. The CAP is designed to achieve those targets by 2020 and 2030 and make progress
toward the 2050 GHG reduction goal through the implementation of multiple strategies and
measures applicable to five general categories of GHG emission sources: (1) Built Environment
and Transportation; (2) Energy; (3) Solid Waste; (4) Water and Wastewater; and (5) Agriculture
and Conservation. The Board also adopted Guidelines for Determining Significance: Climate
Change and Appendix A: Final Climate Action Plan Consistency Review Checklist (Checklist).
The County set forth the following threshold of significance:

A proposed project would have a less than significant cumulatively considerable
contribution to climate change impacts if it is found to be consistent with the
County’s Climate Action Plan; and, would normally have a cumulatively
considerable contribution to climate change impacts if it is found to be inconsistent
with the County’s Climate Action Plan.

To determine whether discretionary projects will have a significant impact, the County utilizes the
CAP’s Checklist; that sets forth a two-step process for determining significance. Step 1 (Land Use
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Consistency) assesses a project’s consistency with the growth projections and land use
assumptions made in the CAP. If a project is consistent with the projections in the CAP, its
associated growth (in terms of GHG emissions) was accounted for in the CAP’s emissions
projections and would not increase emissions beyond what is anticipated in the CAP or inhibit the
County from reaching its reduction targets. If a project is consistent with the existing General Plan
land use designation(s), it can be determined to be consistent with the CAP projections and can
move forward to Step 2 (CAP Measures Consistency) of the CAP Checklist. Step 2 of the Checklist
contains the CAP GHG reduction measures that projects are required to implement to ensure
compliance with the CAP. Also, a project that is inconsistent with existing General Plan or zoning
designations but which would propose an equivalent or less GHG-intensive project when
compared to the existing designations can move to Step 2.

If an amendment is proposed to the existing land use and/or zoning designation that would increase
density or intensity above that which is allowed under the existing General Plan designations, the
project must prepare a separate, more detailed project-level GHG analysis. The project also is
required to demonstrate compliance with each of the relevant CAP measures identified in the
Checklist. The intent of implementing all relevant measures in the CAP Checklist is to ensure GPA
projects are implementing measures required of General Plan consistent projects. Additionally, in
order to support a determination that such a project would not conflict with the CAP and would
not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to global climate change, the project is required
to demonstrate that it results either in “no net increase” in GHG emissions from additional density
or intensity above that identified in the County’s 2011 General Plan Update or “no net increase
over baseline conditions (i.e., carbon neutrality).” In doing so, a project must first demonstrate
compliance with relevant CAP measures in the Checklist and then achieve any feasible reductions
through on-site design features and mitigation measures, followed by off-site mitigation. The
specific applicable requirements outlined in the Checklist and additional feasible reductions shall
be required as a condition of project approval.

8.3.7.2 The Project’s Recirculated GHG analysis

As way of background, the Project’s Draft EIR (DEIR) was circulated for public comment in 2017.
It evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project’s GHG
emissions, based on the “County Efficiency Metric” of the 2016 Guidance Document. During the
public review period of the Project’s DEIR, the Superior Court in Sierra Club v. County of San
Diego, Case No. 2012-0101054/Golden Door Properties LLC v. County of San Diego, Case No.
2016-0037402 (April 28, 2017) ruled that the County’s Efficiency Metric could not be used to
provide the basis for CEQA review of GHG impacts for development proposals within the
unincorporated County. This ruling is currently under appeal by the County of San Diego. As a
result of the court’s ruling, the Project’s Greenhouse Gas Analyses Report was updated to reflect
this judicial decision even though it is currently under appeal. A supplemental analysis
(Supplement; included in the recirculated Revised DEIR as Appendix J) was prepared that utilized
the significance criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines as related to GHG emissions. The
revised GHG subchapter of the DEIR, as well as the amended Appendix J (Revised GHG
Analysis), was circulated for public comment from February 22 to April 9, 2018.

The Project was determined to have less than significant impacts as mitigated based on
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and did not rely on the threshold of significance using an
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efficiency metric, nor did it tier from the CAP. CEQA provides that the determination of whether
or not a project has a significant effect on the environment is based on the thresholds described in
the environmental document. These thresholds of significance can be adopted by the local agency
or can be based upon those standards set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal
Code Regs [“CEQA Guidelines”] Section 15064). In other words, CEQA allows individual
projects to be approved using thresholds developed on a project-by-project basis. CEQA
Guidelines 15064.4(a) states:

[t]he determination of the significance of greenhouse gas emissions calls for a
careful judgment by the lead agency consistent with the provisions in section 15064.
A lead agency should make a good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on
scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project. A lead agency shall have
discretion to determine, in the context of a particular project, whether to ... [use a
quantitative model or qualitative model].

Therefore, Subsection 2.7.2.1 of the RDEIR explains that consistent with CEQA Guidelines
15064.4, the GHG analysis for the Project appropriately relies upon a threshold based on the
exercise of careful judgement and believed to be appropriate in the context of this particular
project: net zero GHG emissions.

CARB in its release draft of its Proposed Scoping Plan Update for 2030, states that local
governments can consider discretionary approvals and entitlements for individual projects through
the CEQA process absent an adequate CAP by implementing all feasible measures to reduce GHG
emissions (see page 136 of CARB’s Draft Scoping Plan Update for 2030). Furthermore, the
contention that a project cannot be approved without an adopted CAP or that a project must wait
until a CAP is adopted, was recently rejected by the Superior Court in Sierra Club v. County of
San Diego, Case No. 2012-0101054/Golden Door Properties LLC v. County of San Diego, Case
No. 2016-0037402 (April 28, 2017; “Second Supplemental Petition”). The Court denied the Sierra
Club’s request for an injunction prohibiting the County from processing and approving new large-
scale developments on undeveloped land in San Diego County until the County approved a lawful
CAP and thresholds. The Court held that an injunction to prohibit the County from undertaking its
planning process is too broad, would embroil the court in County operations the court is not
equipped to oversee and raises due process concerns that could prejudice the applicants of such
projects. Therefore, the court in the Second Supplemental Petition specifically rejected the
assertion that the County could not process individual projects or make project-specific GHG
threshold determinations. In other words, there is no court order prohibiting the County from
approving development projects prior to completion of the CAP, or that only a CAP-based
significance threshold should be used by the County.

The CAP was adopted by the County’s Board of Supervisors approximately one week before the
Project’s Revised GHG Analysis was recirculated on February 22, 2018. Given the Project’s
unique situation of being processed while the County’s CAP has been in constant flux and is still
the subject of litigation; the most appropriate and conservative way for the Project to achieve less
than significant impacts is for the Applicant to commit to achieve carbon neutrality through all
feasible on-site design measures and off-site mitigation, such as through purchase of carbon
credits. Because the CAP is still under challenge, and it is uncertain if the CAP will remain exactly
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as currently proposed, the analysis takes a conservative approach and proves the Project achieves
less than significant impacts independently rather than relying on CAP consistency alone as a basis
for Project approval. Nonetheless, the Project does not conflict with the CAP because it would
achieve a no net increase in GHG emissions (i.e., carbon neutrality).

A comment also incorrectly implied that the Project’s Revised GHG Analysis somehow relied on
the CAP. As noted above, the Project was independently determined to have less than significant
impacts as mitigated based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.

8.3.7.3 The Project and The CAP

As discussed above, the Revised GHG Analysis did not tier from the CAP. However, it is
consistent with and does not conflict with the CAP. The Project would achieve no net increase in
GHG emissions (i.e., carbon neutrality) over existing baseline conditions (which are assumed to
be zero) with the implementation of the Project’s recommended design features and mitigation
measures. As the Project will achieve carbon neutrality, the Project will not interfere or affect
attainment of the CAP’s GHG reduction targets and goal. Also, the Project is consistent with and
would not conflict with the County’s CAP because the Project would implement all feasible and
applicable CAP measures (see Appendix D of the Supplement which contains the CAP Checklist
completed so as to provide a Project-specific evaluation)'®. Finally, Mitigation Measures M-GHG-
1 and M-GHG-2 that require the Project to purchase and retire carbon offsets in a quantity
sufficient to reduce emissions effects to net zero, is in accord with the Mitigation Measure M-
GHG-1 from the County’s Final Supplemental EIR (SCH No. 2016101055) for its CAP. (Please
see Global Response: Carbon Offsets in this chapter of this Final EIR [FEIR] for further
information regarding the Project’s use of carbon offsets.)

Specifically, in order to achieve net zero GHG emissions, the Project would implement numerous
on-site design features for which quantitative GHG reduction benefits were estimated, but in many
cases, no reduction was taken (see RDEIR, Table 2.7-3, Estimated Annual GHG Emissions with
Project Design Features and State and Federal Mandates). The Project includes numerous
feasible on-site design features as described in the Project’s Specific Plan, listed in FEIR Table 1-2
and in Chapter 7.0 of the Draft EIR, and required as conditions of approval from the County of
San Diego. These features include: (1) charging infrastructure for zero emission vehicles in
residential development areas (the Project will plumb for EV charging station for every residential
unit); (2) water conservation strategies; (3) solid waste diversion strategies; (4) solar/photovoltaic
systems for all residential units and the Center House; and (5) compliance with the California
Title 24 Energy Code in effect at time of building permit issuance. The following energy efficient
items will be included in all residential units: improved HVAC systems with sealed (tight) air
ducts; enhanced ceiling, attic and wall insulation; energy conserving appliances such as whole
house fans; high-efficiency water heaters; energy-efficient three coat stucco exteriors; energy
efficient appliances; programmable thermostat timers; roof anchors and pre-wiring to allow for the
installation of PV systems where such systems are not installed as part of Project implementation;
high-efficiency window glazing; and (6) installation of a minimum of 2,045 trees within the Project
site. In addition, the Project is conditioned to include all relevant measures in the CAP Checklist.
As such, the Project’s design features and implementation of the relevant measures in the CAP

13" Available for public review at https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/advance/climateactionplan.html.
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Checklist represent all feasible measures to reduce GHG emissions on site (Global Response:
Carbon Offsets and Appendix J to this FEIR).

Since the Project would mitigate its GHG emissions to a no net increase above baseline conditions
(i.e., carbon neutral), the Project’s mitigation framework for GHG emissions would not interfere
or affect attainment of the CAP’s GHG reduction targets and goal and, therefore, would be
consistent with and not conflict with the County’s recently adopted CAP. Since the mitigated
Project would have no net increase in the GHG emissions level, the Project would not result in a
considerable contribution to cumulative global GHG emissions. For information on carbon offsets
as a mechanism to mitigate Project-related GHG emissions as a feasible, established, and
commonly recognized approach utilized in the discretionary development review process please
see Global Response: Carbon Offsets. Regarding the Project’s consistency with the Regional Plan,
please see Global Response: Regional Plan Conformity in this chapter of this FEIR.) Finally,
because the Project will implement all feasible on-site measures to reduce GHG emissions, the
Project complies with the CARB’s Second Update to the Scoping Plan (CARB 2017),'* which
states that: “achieving no net additional increase in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution
to GHG impacts is an appropriate overall objective for new development.”

8.3.7.4 Consistency with the General Plan

Comments were received that incorrectly claim that the General Plan prevents the County from
approving projects that do not rely on a County approved CAP. Although General Plan Policy
COS-20.1 specifically required the County to prepare and implement a CAP, nothing in the
General Plan prohibits the County from approving development projects using project-specific
thresholds pending completion of the CAP. (See General Plan policies and mitigation measures
COS-20.1, COS-20.2, CC-1.2, and CC-1.8.)

The General Plan includes multiple goals and policies that would reduce the adverse effects of
climate change. Table I-1 in the General Plan identifies a number of policies that carry out the
primary objectives of compliance with AB 32 (see Global Responses: Regional Plan Conformity
and Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4; EIR Section 3.1.5, Land Use and
Planning; as well as Appendix J for Project-specific policies). The Goal COS-15 of the
Conservation and Open Space Element promotes sustainable architecture and building techniques
that reduce emissions of criteria pollutants and GHGs while protecting public health and
contributing to a more sustainable environment (see COS-15.1, COS-15.2, COS-15.3, COS-15.5,
and COS-15.7). Goal COS-14 would reduce emissions from GHG by promoting the application
of various land use development techniques. (See San Diego County General Plan Update Final
EIR (SCH) #2002111067, page 2-17-27, available for public review at:
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/gpupdate/docs/BOS_Aug2011/EIR/FEIR
_2.17_- Climate_Change 2011.pdf.)

The General Plan’s Final EIR also identified a number of mitigation measures that would minimize
the potentially significant impacts related to AB 32. The preparation of a CAP was one mitigation
measure to address GHG emissions from buildout under the General Plan. There were 17 other
mitigation measures that specifically dealt with climate change. The Board of Supervisors’

14 Available for public review at https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf.
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unchallenged findings indicated that the various measures in combination would mitigate the
impact related to GHG emissions and compliance with AB 32 to a less than significant level (id at
page 2-17-28). Therefore, nothing in the General Plan substantiates the claim that a project cannot
be found to be consistent with the General Plan until a new CAP is adopted. To the contrary, the
General Plan’s many policies can be applied on a project basis and all the project-level mitigation
measures that could be included in a CAP can be implemented at a project level without a CAP.

8.4 Individual Comments and Responses

Each comment letter is provided below in the order shown in Subchapter 8.2 of this chapter. The
letters are provided in side-by-side format with their responses. Each letter is identified as being
authored by representatives of a federal agency (F), state agency (S), local agency (L), organization
(O) or individual (I). Within those designations, the comments are identified by number (e.g., F1,
O3) and the issues within each comment letter are bracketed and numbered. Responses are
numbered to correspond with the bracketed comments and are located immediately adjacent to the
comments as possible, within a side-by-side format. Comment letters received during public
review of the recirculated RDEIR are prefaced with a capital “R.”
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Table 8.3.3-1

SUMMARY OF HGV SOUTH RESPONDING FIRE STATIONS

Maximum Travel
Station Location Equipment Staffing Travel .
. Time**
Distance*
Escondido FD | 310 North Quince St. Paramedic Engine 27 4.24 miles 7 min
Station 1 Escondido, California Truck Company 52 sec
92029 Brush Engine
Ambulance
Escondido FD | 1735 Del Dios Hwy Type 1 Engine 15 2.76 miles 5 min
Station 6 Escondido, California Brush Engine 21 sec
92029 Ambulance
Elfin Forest/ 20223 Elfin Forest Rd. 2- Type 1 Engines 9 4.97 miles 9 min
Harmony Elfin Forest, California 2-Brush Engines 6 sec
Grove 92029 BLS Ambulance
New Harmony | Country Club Dr. Type 1 Engine 9 1.28 miles 2 min
Grove Escondido, California 50 sec

Station 5

92029

* Distance measured to most remote portion of Project site.
** Assumes travel to the primary Project’s furthest structure in the southeast, and application of the ISO formula, T=0.65+1.7D
(T = time and D = distance). The ISO response travel time formula discounts speed for intersections, vehicle deceleration and

acceleration, and does not include turnout time.

Table 8.3.3-2

SUMMARY OF POPULATION AND ESTIMATED CALL GENERATION

Estimated Population | Calculated
. Number Total
Community of Residences (3.5 persons per Annual Calls/Da
residence) Call Load* y
Harmony Grove Village South 453 1,586 158.6 0.4
Harmony Grove Village 749 2,621 262.1 0.7
Existing Residential 60 210 21.0 <0.06
Totals 1,262 4,417 442 1.2%*

*Annual call load is determined based on RSFFPD’s average of 100 calls per 1,000 persons, or per capita call volume of 0.1/year.
** Automatic aid calls average between one and two per day, for a combined total of up to three calls per day
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Table 8.3.5-1
HARMONY GROVE VILLAGE ROADWAY NETWORK ASSUMPTION STATUS

Intersection #19.
Harmony Grove Road/Harmony Grove Village Parkway

Location Description/Permit Condition Assumption in TIA Current Status Aerial
Intersections
Intersection #6. Restrict left-turns Completed * — Partially Completed *
Citracado Parkway/Avenida Del Diablo Restricted left-turns: | — Restricted left-turns:
EB/WB/SB EB/WB/SB

Intersection #17. Install Signal Completed Completed
Harmony Grove Road/Country Club Drive

Install Signal Completed Completed
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Table 8.3.5-1
HARMONY GROVE VILLAGE ROADWAY NETWORK ASSUMPTION STATUS

Location Description/Permit Condition Assumption in TIA Current Status Aerial
Street Segments
Segment #8a. Improved to modified Rural Light Collector standards per Completed Completed
Country Club Drive: the previously adopted General Plan (corresponding with a
Kauana Loa Drive to Harmony Grove Village Northern Project | 2.2F Light Collector on the currently adopted General Plan)
Boundary with an LOS E capacity of 9,700 ADT.
Segment #8b. Improved to Rural Collector standards per the previously Completed Completed
Country Club Drive: Harmony Grove Village Northern adopted General Plan (corresponding to 2.2E Light
Boundary to Harmony Grove Village Parkway Collector on the currently adopted General Plan) with an
LOS E ADT capacity of 16,200. For the purposes of being
conservative, the LOS E capacity of 9,700 ADT was used
in the buildout assessment.
Segment #9. Improved to Town Collector standards per the previously Completed Completed
Country Club Drive: Harmony Grove Village Parkway to adopted General Plan (corresponding to 2.1C Community
Harmony Grove Road Collector on the currently adopted General Plan) with an
LOS E ADT capacity of 19,000.
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Table 8.3.5-1
HARMONY GROVE VILLAGE ROADWAY NETWORK ASSUMPTION STATUS

Current Status

Aerial

Location Description/Permit Condition Assumption in TIA
Segment #10. Paved width of 54 feet with curb and gutters foran LOS E | Completed — Completed —
Harmony Grove Road: capacity of 19,000 ADT. Although the County of San 2.2C Light Collector | 2.2C Light Collector
Wilgen Drive to Country Club Drive Diego General Plan Mobility Element, classifies this @ 19,000 ADT @ 19,000 ADT
segment as a 2.2E Light Collector with an LOS E capacity
of 16,200 ADT, because the roadway has been improved to
2.2C Light Collector standards (19,000 ADT), this capacity
was used in all near-term and buildout analyses.
Segment #11. Paved width of 28 feet where feasible. Built to these Completed ® Completed °
Harmony Grove Road: standards, the roadway functions as a modified Rural Light
Country Club Drive to Harmony Grove Village Parkway Collector with an LOS E capacity of 16,200 ADT.
Segment #14a. Paved width of 54 feet including curb, gutter and sidewalks | Completed Completed

Harmony Grove Village Parkway:
Country Club Drive to Harmony Grove Road
(not analyzed independently from Segment 14b)

for an LOS E capacity of 19,000 ADT.
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Table 8.3.5-1
HARMONY GROVE VILLAGE ROADWAY NETWORK ASSUMPTION STATUS

Description/Permit Condition

Assumption in TIA

Current Status

Aerial

Citracado Parkway:
Avenida Del Diablo to Harmony Grove Village Parkway

Location
Segment #14b. Paved width of 40 feet including curb, gutter and sidewalks | Completed Completed
Harmony Grove Village Parkway: for an LOS E capacity of 16,200 ADT.
Harmony Grove Road to Citracado Parkway
(not analyzed independently from Segment 14a)
Constructed to connect to Avenida Del Diablo. Completed Completed

Source: Harmony Grove Village South Traffic Impact Analysis - LLG Engineers (April 6, 2017)

Footnotes:
a.

configuration, no new impacts would occur at this intersection with the addition of Project traffic.

b.

Country Club Drive and Harmony Grove Village Parkway have been improved along this segment.

Two (2) northbound/southbound thru lanes were assumed at this intersection per the Citracado Parkway Extension EIR improvements. One (1) lane is constructed in each direction today and pavement is in place to support future restriping. With the existing

Harmony Grove Road from Country Club Drive to Harmony Grove Village Parkway has been improved to 28’ paved width “where feasible”, per Permit Condition “B” from TM 5365RPL, February 7, 2017. The Harmony Grove Road intersection approaches to
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COMMENTS

RESPONSE

Comment Letter F1
LS. Fish and Wildlife Service Califorma Department of Fish and Wikdlife
Carlshad Fish and Wildlife Office South Coast Region
2177 Salk Avenue, Suite 250 3883 Ruffin Road
Carlsbad, California 92008 San Diego, Californm 92123
760-431 9440 B58-467-4201
FAX 760-431-9624 FAX B58.467-4299
In Reply Refer To
FWS/CDFW-SD-16B0060-1 7CPAD1 23
June 6, 2017

Sent by Email
Ms. Michelle Irace
County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, Califormia 92123

Subject:  Draft Environmental Impact Report and Draft Habitat Loss Permit for the Proposed
Harmony Grove Village South Project, County of San Diego, California

Dear Ms. Irace

The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (Department), hereafler collectively referred 1o as the Wildlife Agencies, have
reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and draft Habitat Loss Permit (HLP)
for the proposed Harmony Grove South project received on April 20, 2017, The comments
provided in this letter are based on information provided in the DEIR and HLP, muliple
meetings and discussions with San Diego County (County) stafl and representatives of the
project applicant, our knowledge of sensitive and declining vegetation communities in the
County, and our participation in regional conservation planning efforts including the
County’s draft North County Multiple Species Conservation Plan (NC MSCP)

The primary concern and mandate of the Service is the protection of public fish and wildlife

ces and their habitats. The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory
birds, anadr fish, and endangered animals and plants occurring in the United States. As
such, the Service is responsible for administering the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918
(16 U.S.C. 703-712), Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (Eagle Act) (16 US.C. 668-668¢),
and the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16 US.C. 1531 ef seq.)
The Department is a Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant 1o the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Sections 15386 and 15381, respectively. The Department is
responsible for the conservation, protection, and management of the state’s biological resources,
including rare, threatened, and endangered plant and animal species, pursuant to the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) and other sections of the Fish and Game Code, and administers
the Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) program. The County has signed a
Planning Agreement with the Wildlife Agencies for the development of the draft NC MSCP, and
this NCCPTICP is currently in development for unincorporated lands in north San Diego County.

The 111-acre project site is located along the southern and eastern border of Country Club Drive
south of Harmony Grove Road in the Elfin Forest-Harmony Grove Planning Area of unincorporated

F1-2

Response to Comment F1-1

The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they do not
raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the EIR.
Please see the responses below to specific comments.

Response to Comment F1-2

Comment noted. This comment summarizes Project locational data and
information relative to the Draft Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP)
North County Plan document. The paragraph is consistent with information
provided in the EIR. No response is required.

RTC-F1-1




COMMENTS RESPONSE
Response to Comment F1-3
The stated intent to address impacts to 10.4 acres of coastal sage scrub and the
& il aikaribl federally listed coastal California gnatcatcher through the County’s HLP process
is correct. Also consistent with this comment, both the Project Biological
T T—— " Technical Report (BTR) and Subchapter 2.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR

San Diego County. The proposed project footprint for the preferred altemative is 76.2 acres with
the r 2 34.8 designated as biological open space. The project site is located within the
Pre-approved Mitigation Area (PAMA) of the draft NC MSCP, and as such, is of particular
concemn to the Wildlife Agencies in terms of potential project impacts to sensitive species, and
overall preserve design. The draft NC MSCP has identified a target level of conservation for
lands within the PAMA at 75 percent: however, the project, as proposed, would achieve about
31 percent conservation. We acknowledge that the 75 percent conservation larget is an average
across the PAMA, where some arcas will be conserved at higher levels and others at lower
levels. This level of conservation is our starting point as we review each proposed project that is
located within the PAMA boundaries. We then factor in other variables including the importance
of the project area to identified biological core and linkage areas within the preserve and the
presence of critical biological resources.

We offer the following « ts and recommendations to assist the County in avoiding.

ing. and adequately mitigating project-related impacts to biological resources and to
ensure that the Project is consistent with the HLP process, Federal and State endangered species
laws/regulations. and ongoing regional habitat conservation planning efforts:

1. The proposed project would impact 10.4 acres of coastal sage scrub vegetation (CSS),
which is a sensitive habitat covered by the State NCCP program. The applicant proposes
to address impacts to the CSS and the federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher
(Polioptila californica californica; gnatcatcher) through the County’s HLP process,

The draft HLP proposes to mitigate impacts to CSS and similar habitat (¢.g., 4.5 acres
of coastal sage-chaparral scrub) at a 2:1 ratio, primarily with off-site conservation:
however, no specific conservation parcels have been identified. Although the draft HLP
suggests the Red Mountain and Buena Vista Creek mitigation banks as potential sites
for the off-site conservation, the proposed project is outside of the primary service arca
for these banks. The proposed impacts are within an important area targeted for
conservation in the draft NC MSCP and is of particular importance for the gnatcatcher:
therefore, we recommend that the off-site mitigation target gnatcatcher-occupied CSS
and like habitat within the Elfin Forest-Harmony Grove Planning Area. The final HLP
should identify specific parcels that will be acquired for conservation and include
resource management plan(s) for County and Wildlife Agency review and approval.

Furthermore, the draft HLP proposes to restore 1.8 acres of CSS along portions of the
development-open space boundary as on-site mitigation. The Wildlife Agencies support
this restoration ¢ffort as it will provide a buffer from development and reduce
potentially harmful edge effects in the preserve; however, we recommend that this area
be removed from consideration as mitigation for permanent impacts as it is more
appropriately defined as restoralion to mitigate temporary project impacts in the
biological open space.

/

F1-2

F1-3

require the following as part of Mitigation Measure M-BI-1b for coastal sage
scrub and associated species (excerpted and emphasis added):

Off-site preservation of mitigation land, through the
recordation of a BOS easement, and preparation of an RMP
to address long-term monitoring, maintenance, management,

and reporting directives, in perpetuity, approved by the
County and Wildlife Agencies. To the extent the land is
available for preservation, off-site mitigation shall occur
within land designated as PAMA in the Draft MSCP North

County Plan and located in the Elfin Forest-Harmony
Grove Planning Area, northern coastal foothills ecoregion.

The location shall be deemed acceptable by the County and
Wildlife Agencies. Long-term management shall be funded
through a non-wasting endowment in an amount determined
through preparation of a Property Assessment Record (PAR)

or similar method for determining funding amount. The open
space easement shall be owned by a conservancy, the County
or other similar, experienced entity subject to approval by the
County. Should a regional entity to manage biological open
space be formed, the natural habitat areas within the Project
site could be dedicated to that entity and managed as part of
an overall preserve system for northern San Diego County
(BTR pg. 108 and EIR pg. 2.3-58).

The Applicant has identified several potential off-site mitigation parcels within
the Elfin Forest-Harmony Grove Planning Area and has reviewed the potential
parcels with the County and Wildlife Agency staff. Additional review is
anticipated as part of the planning process. It is not required and not the
Applicant’s intent to publish details and specifics in a public review document
regarding the potential parcels, including sensitive information such as parcel
location address and landowner contact information, for example. The final HLP
will identify such parcel(s) and a Resource Management Plan (RMP) also will be
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completed, consistent with this comment. The RMP shall be prepared by a
County-approved restoration specialist in accordance with the County’s Report
Format and Content Requirements for Conceptual Biological Resources
Management Plans, which requires implementation of site-specific restoration
directives for site preparation, installation, maintenance, monitoring and financial
assurances for the restoration effort. Restoration directives to be implemented
shall include, at a minimum, unless otherwise required by the County and
Wildlife Agencies, a mandatory plant establishment period (PEP); monthly,
quarterly, and annual technical monitoring of the restoration performance, as
appropriate, including plant survivorship, non-native species coverage, native
species coverage, and photographs; monthly, quarterly, and annual maintenance
of the restoration site for plant replacement, irrigation inspection, non-native
species control, and trash removal, as appropriate; and reporting of the restoration
effort’s progress toward achieving performance standards to be sent to the County
and Wildlife Agencies on an annual basis, until success criteria are met.

The comment is correct that the draft HLP circulated with the Draft EIR suggests
the Red Mountain and Buena Creek Conservation Banks; however, the
commenter is directed to the specific language included in Mitigation Measure
M-BI-1b acknowledging County and Wildlife Agency involvement in this
component of the mitigation, which states (excerpted and emphasis added):

If demonstrated to the satisfaction of the County and
Wildlife Agencies that off-site preservation of mitigation
land is not feasible to fulfill all or a portion of mitigation
obligations, then the Project shall include purchase of
occupied coastal sage scrub credits at an approved
conservation bank, such as the Red Mountain Conservation
Bank, Buena Creek Conservation Bank, or other bank
deemed acceptable by the County and Wildlife Agencies
(EIR pg. 2.3-58).

The stated intent to restore 1.8 acres of coastal sage scrub along portions of the
Project development-open space boundary as mitigation is correct. The County
would like to clarify that there are no impacts in areas originally identified as
biological open space (BOS). The original BOS boundary aligned with the edge
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of grading. Just before public review, agreement was reached with the Applicant
to allow restoration of acreage that would otherwise be included within irrigated
slope as part of Project landscaping. Commitment to seeding, planting, and
monitoring of this area rather than simply fencing it off from BOS was attained,
and the area was included within the BOS so that it would be ensured permanent
protection. As such, restoration is appropriate for mitigation. To ensure that
mitigation is successful, a 120-day PEP, followed by a maintenance, monitoring,
and reporting period is required. The duration of the maintenance, monitoring,
and reporting period is typically 5 years; the restoration effort will not be
approved or signed off by the County and Wildlife Agencies until success criteria
and performance standards are met, as explained below. To complete the 120-day
establishment period, irrigation must be functional, container plantings must have
100 percent survivorship, and all target invasive species (Cal-IPC moderate and
high species) must be removed from the restoration area. Any replacement
plantings added to attain the survivorship criterion must be installed prior to sign
off of the 120-day establishment period.

Success criteria provide specific standards to evaluate the progress of the
restoration effort. Attainment of these standards indicates that the restoration area
is progressing toward, and has the habitat function and services specified by, this
plan. Restoration success will be determined by comparing measures of planting
survivorship, vegetative cover, and native plant recruitment within the restoration
and enhancement areas to specified targets, based on visual observations. The
following parameters will determine success, unless otherwise required by the
County and Wildlife Agencies during review and approval of the restoration plan:

1. Native cover of at least 80 percent relative to a reference site(s)

2. Absolute non-native cover (excluding target species) of no more than
10 percent

3. No cover by target invasive plants (Cal-IPC moderate and high species; not
including annual grasses)

4. Recruitment (the successful, natural reproduction and/or establishment of
plants in a given area) of native species (see the matrix below, which reflects
general success criteria considered, all of which are subject to County and
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Wildlife Agency review and modification as part of the restoration plan
approval process)

These criteria are based on observations of intact native habitat located on site.
Interim success criteria, demonstrating that the restoration effort is on track to
meet the final criteria, are also provided for Years 1 through 5. No native cover
success criteria are specified for Years 1 and 2; however, the visual estimates
should indicate that the restoration effort is progressing towards final goals.

SUCCESS CRITERIA MILESTONES

TARGET PERCENTAGE
CRITERIA YEAR1 | YEAR?2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 YEAR 5
Plan_tlng . 90 80 - - -
survivorship
Mlnlmum nathf _ _ 45 65 80
vegetation cover
Maximum  non-
native vegetation | 10 10 10 10 10
cover
Maximum target
invasive species | 0 0 0 0 0
cover
Recruitment** - - 1 2 6

* Percent cover of native vegetation is relative to the reference site. For example, if cover is 100 percent it
is equal to the cover in the reference habitat.

** Shown as number of species. It is expected that at least six species will have recruited onto the site by
the end of Year 5.

Finally, please note that, in addition to being held to these standards, once the
restoration effort is “signed off” by the agencies, the mitigation site will be
maintained/managed in perpetuity within biological open space in accordance
with the Project’s RMP. The Project will be conditioned as a part of the approved
mitigation measures to complete and receive approval of the RMP in accordance
with the standards summarized above.
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Comment Letter F1

Ms. Michelle Irace (FWS/CDFW-SD-16B0060-17CPAD123) 3

-

Ihe proposed project would impact 44.2 acres of non-native grassland vegetation. To
offset impacts to this habitat type and foraging wildlife, ncluding raptors, the DEIR
proposes to mitigate at a 0.5:1 ratio, primarily of site. Because the proposed impacts
are within an arca that is targeted as an important conservation area for the drafl NC MSCP,
off-site mitigation should target similar habitat within the Elfin Forest-Harmony Grove
Planning Area. The final EIR should identify specific parcels targeted for conservation
and include resource management plan(s) for Wildlife Agency review and approval

The Wildlife Agencies do not agree that changes to the general plan designation for the
project site represent a less than significant impact to land use planning. The change in
land use designation from semi-rural residential to a combination of semi-rural
residential, village regional, and neighborhood commercial would nearly double the
allowable units from 220 to 453 and adds commercial facilities. The increase in units
within the property may require a larger project footprint and result in further loss of
native habitats on the project site

The DEIR identifies several project alternatives including the Biologically Superior
Alternative (BSA). The BSA reflects recommendations from the Wildlife Agencies
during previous discussions with the County and the applicant. By pulling development
away [rom the northeastern boundaries of the property, the BSA maintains more CSS
and chaparral habitat than the preferred altemative and reduces impacts to both live-in
habitat and connectivity for wildlife. Therefore, among the altermatives presented, the
Wildlife Agencies recommend adoption of the BSA as the project altemative,

Paragraph one of M-Bl-1a in the draft HLP states that the applicant would record a
conservation easement over the on-site open space: however, elsewhere in the draft
HLP and DEIR there is reference to an open space casement. We recommend that a
conservation ¢asement rather than an open space easement be the mechanism used to
protect both the on-site and off-site conservation areas and that the easement language
be provided to the County and Wildlife Agencies for review and approval. Ata
minimum, the instrument used to protect the conservation value of these lands should
include the following

a Easements should not expire regardless of the status of the project that was mitigated,

b The Wildlife Agencies should be granted the right to reasonably access the
property and enforce the terms of the casement;

¢ Easements should reference resource management plans that are approved by the
Wildlife Agencies: and

d Easements should include language that requires written consent from the
Wildlife Agencies before the casements can be terminated or abandoned through
County processes.

F1-4

F15

F1-6

F1-7

Response to Comment F1-4

Please see Response to Comment F1-3. Similar to Response to Comment F1-3,
and consistent with this comment, both the Project BTR (2017: 112) and the EIR
(2017:2.3-59-60) require the highlighted text shown in Response to Comment
F1-3 as part of Mitigation Measure M-BI-2b for non-native grassland. The
County agrees the Wildlife Agencies should review and approve the resource
management plan(s), this requirement is included in the EIR.

Response to Comment F1-5

The Project includes a General Plan/Community Plan Amendment addressing
refinement of the Village boundary line and additional density, which would be
considered as part of the Project during BOS consideration. The EIR concluded
a less than significant impact to land use planning. The mitigation for the land
use planning effect is incorporated into the Project (proposed General
Plan/Community Plan Amendment) (FEIR pages 3.1.5-22 to 3.1.5-27).

Relative to the potential biological effects of the General Plan/Community Plan
Amendment (increased density), potential Project impacts have been fully
evaluated in the Project BTR and EIR. The Project footprint has been
consolidated, as described and analyzed throughout those documents. Also as
shown in Chapter 4, Alternatives, of the EIR, construction of fewer units on site
(e.g., the General Plan Consistent with Septic Alternative) could result in a much
larger footprint with greater biological effects. There is no direct correlation
between the specific number of units and the Project footprint. As stated in
Mitigation Measure M-BI-1a, the biological open space also would be subject to
long-term monitoring, maintenance and management, as well as reporting
directives (BTR 2017:106; EIR 2017:2-3-57). Finally, Project consistency with
the General Plan relative to biological resources is specifically addressed in
Section 3.1.5, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR relative to the Conservation
and Open Space, and Land Use, elements of the General Plan 2017: 3.1.5-16-17,
with cross-references to EIR Subchapter 2.3, Biological Resources, as
appropriate. All of these considerations combined render the change in General
Plan designation as less than significant relative to land use planning.
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Response to Comment F1-6

The comment is correct in its characterization of the Biologically Superior
Alternative, and the comments that resource agency staff provided the resulted in
design of that alternative are appreciated. The Wildlife Agencies preference for
that alternative is noted.

Response to Comment F1-7

The comment is correct that M-BI-1a in the draft HLP states that the Applicant
would record a conservation easement over the on-site open space. The term
“conservation easement” is used synonymously with the County-specific term
“biological open space easement.” The required easement wording will be
determined by the County in coordination with the Wildlife Agencies, prior to
grading permit. Regarding the four items recommended in the comment, the first
three will be included (that the easement will not expire, that the Wildlife
Agencies may reasonably access the easement area, and that the easement will
reference the approved resource management plan[s]), consistent with the
comment. Regarding the request that written consent will be required from the
Wildlife Agencies prior to County termination or abandonment of the easement,
the County would follow the procedure outlined in the Government Code and as
required in Board of Supervisors Policy I-103, Open Space Easement Vacations.
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Ms. Michelle lrace (FWS/CDFW-SD-16B0060- 17CPA0123)

Comment Letter F1

4

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the subject project. Should you have any
questions regarding this letter, please contact Carol Williams (Department) at 858-637-3511 or
Eric Porter (Service) at 760-431-9440,

DOREEN
STADTLANDER
for Karen A. Gocbel
Assistant Field Supervisor
LS. Fish and Wildlife Service

ce:
State Cleannghousc

Sincerely,

Gal K. Sevrens

Enviror tal Program Manager
California Department of ish and Game

I 18

Response to Comment F1-8
The comment is a conclusion statement and provides identification of staff for
future communications. No further response is required.
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Comment Letter S1

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11
NG AND LOCAL ASSISTANCE

May 31, 2017

Ms. Michelle lrnce

Dear Ms. Irace

Caltrans has reviewe
Report (DEIR) aril 2017, for the Harmony G
5 (1-15) and State Route 78 (SR-78). Caltrans has the following

Table 9-1 traffic volumes are inconsistent with Synchro files, specifically for Nordahl Road/SR

The Direct Access Ramp (DAR) on 1-15 at Hale Avenue was not analyzed as part of the TIS

This sk = included in the Synchro n

Plea ¢t the West Valley Parkway Interchange i

configuration including the loop ramp

If you have any questions, please contact Roy Abboud at (619) 688-6968 or by email at

roy.abboudd dot.ca. gov

/ 4

4
MABRICE EATEN, Chief

Development Review Branct

Response to Comment S1-1
Comments noted. Please see responses to your comments in Responses to
Comments S1-2 through S1-5, below.

Response to Comment S1-2

Linscott, Law & Greenspan analyzed the entire Project study area, including
Intersections 3 & 4 and Intersections 9 & 10 as a complete network using the
Synchro software. The analysis in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), included
as Appendix D in the EIR, accurately represents the delay and level of service
(LOS) results from the complete Synchro network. The validity of the results
is demonstrated by comparing the results of the analysis tables in the TIA to
the intersection analysis worksheets provided in the technical appendices.
When requested, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)-only
intersections were isolated and provided to Caltrans staff for review.

Response to Comment S1-3

The County would like to clarify that Table 9-1 of the TIA provides intersection
delay and LOS and not traffic volumes. The comment is likely referring to the
delays shown in Table 9-1. As noted in Response to Comment S1-2, the
analysis in the TIA accurately represents the delay and LOS results from the
complete Synchro network, as shown by comparing the results of the analysis
tables in the TIA to the intersection analysis worksheets provided in the
technical appendices.

Response to Comment S1-4

The Direct Access Ramp (DAR) on Interstate 15 at Hale Avenue was not
analyzed because the Proposed Project adds fewer than 50 peak hour trips to
the direct access ramp (DAR) interchange, which is consistent with County and
SANTEC/ITE intersection analysis criteria.

Response to Comment S1-5

It is the County’s opinion that the West Valley Parkway interchange
configuration assumed in Synchro software provides the necessary geometry
and Caltrans signal timing inputs to result in an accurate representation of delay
and LOS at this interchange. For a freeway on-ramp, the software is not
sensitive to illustrating loop ramp geometry, and assuming the loop ramp
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geometry would solely be an aesthetic representation. No changes to the delay
or LOS would result from illustrating the loop ramp. For these reasons, the file
is being maintained as submitted.
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LAFCO

Comment Letter L1

9335 Hazard Way » Suite 200 « San Diego, CA 82123
(858) 614-7756 » FAX (858) 614-7766

San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission

Chris Cate
Councimembar
City of San Dvego
Racauel Vasquez

City of Lemon Grove

June 13, 2017

Michelle Irace

Department of Planning and Development Services
County of San Diego

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123

SUBJECT: Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report, General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan, and Draft
Habitat Loss Permit for the Harmony Grove Village South
Project (Log. No. PDS2015-ER-15-08-006;, SCH. No.
2015081071, PDS2015-GPA-15-002, PDS2015-SP-15-002;
PDS2015-REZ-15-003, PDS2015-TM-5560; PDS2015-MUP-
15-008; PDSXOOXX-HLP-XXX)

Ms. Irace,

Thank you for allowing the San Diego Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) to provide comments on the above referenced
project. LAFCO is responsible for encouraging the efficient provision of
public services and has purview over changes to local government
organization and any associated sphere of influence actions. Usually,
LAFCO is a responsible agency for environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) when jurisdictional changes
andl/or sphere amendments are proposed.

As a responsible agency, LAFCO's discretionary review of proposed
sphere of influence and/or jurisdictional boundary changes requires the
associated environmental documents to contain, at a minimum: a
discussion of the required jurisdictional and/or sphere of influence
changes; a description of the ability of existing agencies to provide
services; a detailed description of existing and proposed infrastructure;
and a discussion of the proposed provision of public services to the
subject territory. Therefore, we offer the following comments:

N

Website: www.sdlafco.org

L1-1

Response to Comment L1-1

The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they do not
raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the EIR.

Please see the responses below to specific comments.

RTC-L1-1




COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Comment Letter L1

The proposed "Harmony Grove Village South” project involves the development of 453}\
residential dwelling units on approximately 111.0 acres within the unincorporated
community of Harmony Grove, including the retention of approximately 75.0 acres, or
68% of the project site, as dedicated green space. The proposed project is presently
located within the adopted sphere of influence and authorized service area of the
Rincon del Diablo Municipal Water District (MWD) for the provision of imported water
service; and is presently located within the adopted sphere of influence and authorized
service area of the Rancho Santa Fe Fire Protection District (FPD) for the provision of
fire protection services. No changes to the fire protection or water service provision
arrangements are proposed as part of the project.

The proposed project area is not presently located within the adopted sphere of
influence or authorized service area of a public wastewater service provider. The
project proposes two sewer options for the provision of wastewater collection and
treatment services to the project site: the construction and operation of an on-site
stand-alone wastewater treatment and water reclamation facility (WTWRF), or,
connection to the existing Harmony Grove Village WRF. The Harmony Grove Village
WRF is located within the adopted sphere of influence and authorized service area of
the San Diego County Sanitation District (SD), which owns and operates the facility.

Both of the sewer service options identified in the project’s Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) would require LAFCO review and approvals for inclusion of the project
area within the San Diego County SD sphere of influence, and for annexation of the
project area to the SD's authorized service area. Therefore, the DEIR should be
revised to disclose and discuss all needed LAFCO approvals for changes to adopted
spheres of influence and authorized service area boundaries, as well as to identify the
project’s connection distances to existing service infrastructure. In addition, the subject
agency maps in the DEIR should include the respective agency's adopted sphere of
influence

Section 1.8.4 Growth Inducement Due to Extension of Public Utilittes does not]
adequately disclose or discuss the project area and the unincorporated vicinity in
terms of being presently unserved by an authorized sewer service provider. This
section should be revised to quantify and provide additional discussion on the potential
growth inducement impacts due to the extension of sewer services into currently
unserved unincorporated territory.

Section 3.2.1 Agriculture should be revised to identify and discuss the LAFCO statutes T
and local policies for preservation of Prime Agricultural Lands and Open space.
References to and discussions of the project in relation to Government Code Sections
56064 and 56377; and San Diego LAFCO Policy L-101 (Preservation of Open space
and Agricultural Lands) should be included in the DEIR.

v

L1-1

L1-3

L1-4

{con't
onpg. 7)

Response to Comment L1-2

The commenter requests that the EIR disclose and discuss all needed Local
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) approvals for changes to adopted
spheres of influence and authorized service area boundaries as well as to
identify the Project’s connection distances to existing service infrastructure.

Factors such as topography, drainage basins, future growth in the area, public
service and utilities impacts, agricultural resource impacts, and conformity
with General Plan policies are described in the EIR. A Sewer Master Plan
prepared for the Project provides an overall sewer service plan and determines
the requirements for an on-site collection system (Dexter Wilson Engineering
2016). With respect to the Project’s connection distances to existing service
infrastructure, Figure 3-1 of the Sewer Master Plan (Appendix Q) shows the
proposed sewage conveyance system for all of the alternatives described for
the Project, including the connection distances. Specifics regarding the sewer
system scenarios are provided in Section 1.2.2.2 and Subchapter 4.7 of the EIR
and in the Sewer Master Plan contained in Appendix Q. Figure 1-6b, Off-site
Utilities, depicts the sewer connections required to implement the Project.

With respect to the needed LAFCO approvals, the County acknowledges that
LAFCO would have discretion over governmental structure changes associated
with the Proposed Project and would be a responsible agency for the related
environmental review. This is consistent with the information in the EIR in
Chapter 1.0, Project Description, Location and Environmental Setting,
Section 1.5.1, Matrix of Project Approvals/Permits and Section 1.5.2, Related
Review and Consultation Requirements, where LAFCO 1is identified as a
Responsible Agency for approval of annexation and formation approval (water,
sewer district, fire district) as necessary. Chapter 1.0, Project Description,
Location and Environmental Setting, Section 1.5.2 provides that additional
coordination will be required with water/sewer utilities and the school districts,
regarding annexation, detachment, and authorization for sewer and fire, if the
Project requires expansion of a service area or creation of a new service
provider for sewer and reclaimed water. A completed Project Facility
Availability — Sewer form dated March 3, 2015, was received from the San
Diego County Sanitation District (CSD) (Appendix O). An updated Project
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Facility Availability form was received, dated March 7, 2018 (Appendix O).
The form notes that the Project is not in the CSD and is not within its sphere of
influence boundary, but facilities to serve the Project are reasonably expected
to be available within the next 5 years and would be available subject to the
conditions in the attachment provided with the form. As described above, a
Sewer Master Plan has been prepared for the Project that determines the best
sewer service plan alternatives for the Project and determines the requirements
for all the identified sewer system scenarios, including an on-site collection
system (Dexter Wilson Engineering 2016). Specifics regarding the sewer
system scenarios are also provided in Section 1.2.2.2 and Subchapter 4.7 of the
EIR. It is noted that LAFCO took action to extend Rincon MWD latent sewer
powers to HGV on June 4, 2018. The HGV South Project was included within
a “Special Study Area,” but no action was proposed to extend the service area
to incorporate the Project. It is anticipated that the Project will request
annexation into a sewer service as appropriate, subsequent to LAFCO’s
approval of the Project’s amendment to the sphere of influence for a district.
Since the treatment system could be owned and operated by the County, it
would be designed to County standards. When a final wastewater treatment
scenario is selected, a more detailed design report outlining the specific design
requirements and associated infrastructure would be prepared and submitted to
the County as a condition of Project approval (EIR, Section 3.1.10).

Response to Comment L1-3

The County disagrees that the EIR did not adequately disclose or describe the
Project area and the unincorporated vicinity in terms of being presently
unserved by an authorized sewer service provider. As described in DEIR
Section 3.1.11, Utilities and Service Systems, the Project is not located within
a current sanitation district. A wastewater treatment facility that is sized to
serve only the Proposed Project will be built and the Project Applicant will
apply to be annexed into the appropriate district. The option of utilizing the
Harmony Grove Village (HGV) Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) for the
Proposed Project’s wastewater treatment needs is also discussed in EIR
Subchapter 4.7, in lieu of the proposed on-site Water Treatment and Water
Reclamation Facility (WTWRF) and related facilities. As described in EIR, the
Project is located immediately south of (within approximately 550 feet of) the
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HGV WRF. HGV South is closer to public HGV park facilities south of
Harmony Grove Road. The CSD provides sewer service for approximately
50,000 customers within the unincorporated communities of the County of San
Diego. Collectively, the County’s wastewater collection and conveyance
system includes approximately 432 miles of pipeline, 8,200 manholes, and 12
lift stations. A discussion of facility needs related to wastewater treatment for
the HGV South Project necessary in all scenarios is provided in Appendix Q,
including administration, operations building, recycled water use areas, and
solids disposal needs.

The County disagrees that the EIR did not adequately disclose potential growth
inducement impacts due to extension of sewer services, nor does this comment
provide further specifics as to why the information is inadequate. Section 1.8.4,
Growth Inducement due to Extension of Public Facilities, adequately discloses
these potential impact as follows:

With regard to sewer services, most existing County residences in
the Project vicinity use septic systems for treatment of wastewater,
with the exception of future HGV residents who will be served by
the HGV WRF. Similarly, the Proposed Project would construct
an on-site sewer system to serve future HGV South residents
through one of several scenarios. These include a stand-alone
WTWRF proposed as part of Project design and described above,
or one of the alternatives described in Chapter 4.0 of this EIR that
could include the provision of private sewer mains linking to the
existing Harmony Grove Village WRF. If the Project provides an
on-site WTWRF, it would be a small treatment facility that based
on current use rates, would accommodate only the wastewater
generated by the Project and would not include the processing
equipment or capacity to treat effluent from other areas or future
growth. No upgrades to the existing HGV pump station are
anticipated. Capacity would be provided for Project needs only as
determined based on current technology and would not be
extended to future development. In addition, there are no known
large blocks of land equivalent to HGV South in the Harmony
Grove community that owners could propose for development.
Should that occur, however, future efforts to tie into any facilities
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by off-site users would be required to undergo independent
environmental review and approval by the Board of Supervisors.

Response to Comment L1-4

The County disagrees that the EIR, Section 3.2.1, Agriculture, should be
revised to discuss the LAFCO statutes for preservation of Prime Agricultural
Lands and Open Space. The County acknowledges that San Diego LAFCO
Policy L-101 encourages preservation of open space and prime agricultural
land and that state law and LAFCO policy require the evaluation of how
spheres of influence changes and/or changes of local governmental
organization may affect open space and prime agricultural lands. However, the
Project site does not support Prime Farmland or Prime Agricultural Lands,
pursuant to County or LAFCO definitions, and as addressed in the attachment
to the letter providing the definition of “prime agricultural land” under
California Government Code Section 56064. Therefore, a conformance
discussion is not warranted.

Section 3.2.1 of the EIR states:

The Project site does not contain Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.
According to the State Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program (FMMP), only Farmland of Local Importance
(approximately 20 acres) and "Other" (approximately 91
acres) are present. Farmland of Local Importance is land
that meets all the characteristics of prime and statewide
Sfarmland, with the exception of irrigation. “Other”
includes timber, brush, wetlands, riparian habitats not
suitable for cattle grazing, vacant and non-agricultural
land surrounded by development, etc.

Based on a site visit and a review of historic aerial
photography, as well as a prior agricultural report
prepared for the property (RECON 2006), there is no
evidence of agricultural use on the project site for over 65
years. In order to qualify for the Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance
designations, land must have been cropped at some time
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during the four years prior to the last FMMP mapping
date. Given the lack of agricultural use on the site, the
Farmland of Local Importance designation of this area
according to the State is incorrect. As noted in Appendix A,
the Farmland designation was likely misapplied as a result
of the large scale of the Statewide mapping effort—which
assigns  Farmland designations based on aerial
photography and limited ground verification.
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Comment Letter L1

Accordingly, San Diego LAFCO would serve as a Responsible Agency under CEQA
for the proposed project's environmental review. The suggested revisions will help to
ensure that the project's Final EIR is germane to LAFCO's responsibilities and will be
adequate for subsequent use as a Responsible Agency

Should you have any questions, or if San Diego LAFCO may be of any further
assistance, please contact me at (B58) 614-7788.

Sincerely,

ROBERT BARRY, AICP
Chief Analyst

Attachment: LAFCO Policy L-101

Response to Comment L1-5

These are conclusion comments. They do not raise specific issues regarding
the content of the DEIR, but will be included as part of the administrative
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on

the Proposed Project.
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Comment Letter L1

g

LEGISLATIVE POLICY  L-101"

Subject
PRESERVATION OF OPEN SPACE AND AGRICULTURAL LANDS

Purpose

To further the policies and priorities of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 regarding the preservation of open space
and prime agricultural lands.

Background

The State Legislature has instructed Local Agency Formation Commissions to
establish policies that address the preservation of open space (Govt. Codes §
56300 and 56377). LAFCOs are required to consider how spheres of influence or
changes of local governmental organization could affect open space and prime
agricultural lands. Commissions are directed to guide development away from prime
agricultural lands — unless that action would not promote the planned, orderly and
efficient development of an area — and to encourage development of existing vacant
or non-prime agricultural lands within a jurisdiction before approving any proposal |(con't from
that would allow development of open-space lands outside of an agency’s boundary (pg 2)
(Gowvt. Code § 56377). Proposals must be further reviewed for their effect on
masgginim the physical and economic integrity of agricultural lands (Govt. Code
§ 8).

Gov. Code § 56064 contains a definition of “Prime Agricultural Land." “Prime
agricultural land” means an area of land, whether a single parcel or contiguous
parcels, that has not been developed for a use other than an agricultural use and
that meets any of the following qualifications:

(a) Land that qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class | or class Il in the USDA
Natural Resources Conservation Service land use capability classification,
whether or not land is actually irrigated, provided that irrigation is feasible.

(b) Land that qualifies for rating 80 through 100 Storie Index Rating.

(c) Land that supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and
that has an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit

per acre as defined by the United States Department of Agriculture in the
National Range and Pasture Handbook, Revision 1, December 2003.

SAN DIEGO LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION Page 10f2
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L-101 LEGISLATIVE POLICY

Comment Letter L1

(d) Land planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops that have
a nonbearing period of less than five years and that will return during the
commercial bearing period on an annual basis from the production of
unprocessed agricultural plant production not less than four hundred dollars

($400) per acre.

(e) Land that has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plan
products an annual gross value of not less than four hundred dollars ($400)
per acre for three of the previous five calendar years.

Policy

It is the policy of the San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission to:

1 Discourage proposals that would convert prime agricultural or open space
lands to other uses unless such an action would not promote the planned,

orderly, efficient development of an area or the affected jurisdiction has L14

identified all prime agricultural lands within its sphere of influence and
adopted measures that would effectively preserve prime agricultural lands for

agricultural use;

2. Require prezoning of territory (city only) to identify areas subject to
agriculturalipreservation and planned development;

3 Follow San Diego LAFCO's adopted procedures to define agricultural and
open space lands and to determine when a proposal may adversely affect

such lands.
Adopted: November 6, 1978
Amended: June 4, 1990
Amended: May 4, 1598
Technically U y 1, 2001
Technically Updated:  June 16, 2018
Cross-roference
SAN DIEGO LAFCO d

Page 2 of 2

SAN DIEGO LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
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Response to Comment L2-1
The County acknowledges these introductory comments. The County similarly
o R Lo L2 appreciates the cooperative relationship with the staff of the City of Escondido.
B(P.N\D;LQ_O Please see the responses below to specific comments.
;am Froc;o:lo. PE
201 North Brosdwey, Escondige, GA $2025 Response to Comment L2-2
Phone: T60-839-4001 Fax: 760-839-4311 . . . . .
The City’s comment regarding Escondido Fire Department’s engine and truck
e L total response times is noted. However, the response times to the Project from
S o the Escondido Fire Stations are listed for informational purposes only to show

County of San Diego

Planning and Development Services
5510 Overiand Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

RE:  Harmony Grove Village South Draft EIR (PDS2015-ER-15-08-006)

Dear Ms. Irace

Thank you for the opportunity to submit our comments regarding the Draft EIR for the proposed

Harmony Grove Village South project. The City of Escondido Planning and Engineering Divisions
value the cooperative reiationship we have eslablished with County stal, particularly during the
project review process.

The Project proposes 453 dwelling units at an overall density of 4.08 dwelling units per acre; a
5,000 square foot community clubhouse building with 1,500 square feet of commercial uses;
public and private parks, two miles of trails and pathways, and 35 acres of dedicated biclogical
open space. The project site is located oulside the City of Escondido Sphere of Influence, but is
within the Escondido General Plan area

The following comments are provided for your review and consideration

The response times from Escondido Fire Depariment (Engine and Truck) do not take into account
the manual communication/processing time between North Comm and Escondido Dispatch
Centers. Our goal is to have RCIP CAD to CAD established in the near future, but until that
happens the response time assumptions should be increased 2-3 minutes

Comments on the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)
1 Existing lane configurations are incorrectly evaluated/shown at the following
intersections located with the City of Escondido
a. Country Club Dr/Auto Park Way (SB)
b. Citracado Pkwy/Avenida Del Diablo (NB and SB)
c. 11th Ave/Valley Pkwy (SB)

[

Club Dr. is incorrect. The capacity should be 37,000 for a 4-lane divided major road
per City's TIA guidelines. A S-lane roadway capacity does not comrectly reflect the
existing roadway conditions. The 6-lane portion south of the intersection at Mission
Rd provides transition from a 6-lane roadway in San Marcos to 4-lane roadway in the

Existing roadway capacity used for Auto Park Way between Mission Rd and Country T

N

Sam Abed, Mayor Michael Morasco, Deputy Mayor Olga Dlax Ed Galle lohn Masson

L2

L2-2

L2-4

that there are additional resources that can respond within an acceptable time
frame, as a secondary response in accordance with automatic and mutual aid
agreements. It is acknowledged that, currently, there may be additional time
required for manual communication/processing time between North Command
and Escondido Dispatch Centers. As the comment indicates, there is an effort
underway to transition “in the near future” the current system to a form of
automatic aid/drop boundary where CAD to CAD dispatches the nearest engine
and minimizes delays.

Even if the system is not yet operational when Harmony Grove Village South
(HGV South) is built and occupied, the Project still meets the Fire Authority
Having Jurisdiction’s requirements. Fire protection will be provided to the
Project by the Rancho Santa Fe Fire Protection District (RSFFPD), as recently
approved by the Local Area Formation Committee (LAFCO). As described in
the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) prepared for the Project (Dudek 2016; included
as Appendix L of this EIR), travel times were calculated for the Project using
the nationally recognized National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1710
and Insurance Services Office (ISO) Public Protection Classification
Program’s Response Time Standard. The required travel time for Village areas
and limited Semi-Rural Residential areas, per the Safety Element of the County
General Plan, is 5 minutes or less. Travel time to the HGV South site for the
first responding engine from the new station to the most remote area of the
Project would be within 3 minutes.
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Response to Comment L2-3

The comment lists three locations within the City of Escondido in which the
City believes the existing lane configurations were incorrectly evaluated. The
following response addresses each of these intersections:

County Club Drive/Auto Park Way. The SB right-turn lane from Auto
Parkway Way to Country Club Drive was striped as a dedicated turn lane
subsequent to the analysis being performed for that intersection. Thus, the
Project’s traffic analysis correctly reflected the existing condition at the
time of NOP publication (CEQA Guidelines section 15125). However,
with the addition of this right-turn lane, delays actually improved at this
location. Therefore, the subsequent change to the intersection at this
location would not result in any change to the conclusions of significance
described in the Project’s Traffic analysis and thus the traffic study
represents a more conservative analysis.

Citracado Parkway/Avenida Del Diablo. The improvements to the
Citracado Parkway/Avenida Del Diablo intersection were included in the
existing street network assumptions and represent the full improvements
required to be built by the Harmony Grove Village (HGV) project. The
County approved HGV in 2007, the entire site has been rough graded, and
approximately half of the site has been finish-graded. Homes have been
available for sale since May 2015 and the construction of more homes is
under way. The Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) that will serve HGV
has been constructed and the majority of the required roadway
improvements are completed, including one restricted left-turn lane in
east-, west-, and southbound directions at Citracado and Avenida del
Diablo. That improvement accommodates projected Project traffic. The
roadway surface to support ultimate width is currently present. Because the
development of HGV had been initiated during traffic study preparation,
and physical, on-the-ground roadway improvements were already being
implemented, the presence of that project was included as a baseline
environmental condition (an existing condition) in the HGV South EIR
(see also Global Response Baseline Conditions for additional discussion).

In brief, however, this represents a conservative approach because
acknowledging implementation of the roadway network upgrades assumed
as part of that project’s design or mitigation, but not assuming that the total
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traffic generated by HGV would be on the street system prior to the
opening day of the Proposed Project, would have would have discounted
potential HGV South direct impacts as described below. Appendix A of
the TIA contains a copy of the HGV Conditions of Approval (COA), which
required the improvements discussed above.

If the presence of the HGV project was not included in the existing
condition, the baseline would be misleading or without informational value
and would not best define the Harmony Grove Valley which is subject to
rapidly changing environmental conditions. In any event, while all of the
HGV project design or mitigation measures were assumed and have
subsequently been implemented as described above (which does provide
additional capacity at the impacted locations), the addition of HGV’s
traffic volumes to the overall street system both in the County and the City
of Escondido also commensurately reduces the available capacity area-
wide that would otherwise be available for the Proposed Project. As such,
the assumed baseline conditions do not result in the Project’s traffic effects
being underestimated.

11th Ave/Valley Pkwy (SB). The Existing Conditions Diagram in the EIR
traffic study contains a typographical error that erroneously depicts two
southbound left-turn lanes at the 11th Avenue/Valley Parkway signalized
intersection. In fact, there is only one southbound left-turn lane. Linscott,
Law & Greenspan, Engineers (LLG) has reviewed the analysis, and the
intersection was analyzed using the correct single southbound left-turn
lane. No changes to the analysis are required as a result of this comment,
because only the graphic was in error and the actual analysis and results
are based on the correct geometry. The updated figure (TTIA Figure 3-1)
has been updated in the Final TIA and FEIR.

Response to Comment L2-4

Auto Park Way between Mission Road and Country Club Drive is
approximately 810 feet in length. South of Mission Road for approximately
365 feet, Auto Park Way provides a minimum of five lanes, with a maximum
of nine total lanes south of the Mission Avenue/Auto Park Way intersection
(six northbound through/turn lanes and three southbound through lanes). North
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of Country Club Drive, five lanes are provided for approximately 120 feet
(three southbound through/turn lanes and two northbound through lanes).
Thus, over half the length of the roadway provides five or more lanes. With
respect to additional capacity enhancing features, the length of the roadway
includes Class II bike lanes, a raised median, and turn lanes approaching
intersections. Bike lanes separate drivers from cyclists (decreasing
vehicular/cyclist conflicts), and raised medians preclude left turns to/from
minor streets which can create friction and impede arterial flow. Turn lanes at
intersections provide additional capacity separating slower moving vehicles
out of the free flow of through traffic. These features are all indicative of a
high-capacity roadway. Based on roadway features described above, an
average five-lane capacity is most accurate and was therefore assumed in the
analysis.
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Comment Letter L2

Letter to Ms. Irace
Harmony Grove Village South — Draft EIR

Page 2

Engineering staff is available to discuss comments or assist wilh determining required

City of Escondido. The evaluation should be correct to reflect that the majority of Ih{ L2-4

segment is 4-lane

Per City of Escondido’s TIA Guidelines, the following intersections and re

segments should be included in the study because the amount of traffic added lo these]
facilities would exceed the City's thresholds.

Intersections:
a. Sth Ave/Auto Park Way
b. Valley Pkwy/Avenida Del Diablo
c. Citracado Pkwy/Johnston Rd
d. Citracado Pkwy/Mobile Home Park Driveways

Roadway Segments:
a. Valley Pkwy south of Citracado Pkwy.
b. Harmony Grove Rd between Harmony Grove Rd and Hale Ave.

The traffic study should evaluate a scenario thal includes the completion of the|

Citracado Pkwy extension project. This important Regional Arterial Roadway is
included in both the County of San Diego's and City of Escondido's Circulation
Element. It is anticipaled thal impacts to the roadways and intersections in the area
would be different with the extended Citracado Pkwy. The number of trips diverted to
Citracado Parkway in near term (after Citracado Parkway project completion) would
be the basis for determining fair share contribution towards future Citracado Parkway
project

The traffic study should consider improvement of Country Club Drive between Auto

Parkway and Progress Place to Local Collector Standards to provide adequate
capacity to handle project traffic in addition to previous Harmony Grove Village and
Valiano projects. City and County staff worked cooperatively on the Valiano project to
determine appropriate improvements to ensure safe access and adeguate capacity for
the volumes of anticipated Iraffic.

The traffic study should consider project traffic impact on Kauana Loa (Oak View Way

to Harmony Grove Road) and propose improvement to handle the additional traffic
from the project. This segment of Kauana Loa lacks adequate width and structural

section lo handle any additional traffic by the project without improvements.

improvements and determining fair share contribution amount.

g Lm(;a ;’%L%\

Dveclcr of Engineering Services/City Engineer

L2-6

L2-7

L2-8

Response to Comment L2-5
The project is located within the County’s jurisdiction. As such, the Project
study area was selected using two sets of guidelines:

1. The County of San Diego’s Traffic Report Format Guidelines for locations
within the County’s jurisdiction; and

2. The regional SANTEC/ITE guidelines for locations outside of the
County’s jurisdiction (i.e., City of Escondido).

For consistency and as a standard of practice, the regional SANTEC/ITE
guidelines (not adjacent local jurisdictions’ guidelines) are used to determine
the extents of the project study area outside of the County when project traffic
may affect a neighboring jurisdiction. These guidelines set the minimum study
area based on locations affected by 50 or more peak-hour trips in either
direction. If and when traffic volumes meet this 50 peak-hour directional trip
warrant, the standard of practice is then to evaluate only the intersections of
circulation element (classified) roadways. Typically, unsignalized
intersections, non-circulation element roadways, local driveways, and minor
intersections where project traffic does not contribute to conflicting (turning)
movements are not included in analyses. The pertinent section of these
guidelines is attached (see Attachment A to the responses to this letter).

It should be noted that professional engineering judgment is relied upon in
determining which intersections and segments should be analyzed within the
context of these guidelines. Typically, circulation element roadway segments
are analyzed, as well as the signalized intersections where these circulation
element roadways intersect. Lesser intersections (signalized or unsignalized)
affected directly by Project access or substantial “critical” turning volumes
may also be considered, but typically only in the vicinity of project access. It
is impractical and provides little value to analyze each minor-street and local
driveway intersection along all circulation element roadways; therefore, a
reasonable study area is determined by using these guidelines, standards of
practice and reliance on engineering judgment.

RTC-L2-5




COMMENTS

RESPONSES

1.

2.
3.
4.

5.
6.

The comment specifically requests that the following four additional
intersections and two additional street segments be analyzed within the City of
Escondido.

Intersections:

9th Avenue/Auto Park Way (signalized)
Valley Parkway/ Avenida del Diablo (signalized)
Citracado Parkway/ Johntson Road (unsignalized)

Citracado Parkway/ Mobile Home Park Driveways (unsignalized)

Street Segments:

Valley Parkway from Citracado Parkway to Claudan Road

Harmony Grove Road from Harmony Grove Road to Hale Avenue

Therefore, in response to this comment, LLG evaluated these intersections and
segments against the criteria summarized as follows:

The SANTEC 50 peak-hour directional trip threshold (using traffic
volumes from Figure 7-2, Project Traffic Volumes of the traffic study)

The circulation element status of the roadways, and

The presence of Project trips affecting critical (turning) movements at
unsignalized locations

9th Ave/Auto Park Way: Intersection No. 13 (W. 9th Ave/I-15 SB Ramps)
shows that fewer than 50 peak-hour directional trips would be westbound
at this intersection. A maximum of 47 directional peak-hour trips (WB
thru, PM peak hour) would affect this segment (see TIA Figure 7-2).
Therefore, it would not meet the standards for inclusion based on the
SANTEC guidelines described above. No further analysis is warranted.

Valley Pkwy/Avenida Del Diablo: Intersection No. 11 (W. 11th Ave/W.
Valley Parkway) shows that 58 northbound AM peak-hour trips and 72
southbound PM peak-hour trips would be oriented to the south at the
subject intersection (see TIA Figure 7-2). This exceeds the 50 peak-hour
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directional trip threshold described in the SANTEC guidelines above. Both
roadways are classified as circulation element roadways, and the
intersection is signalized, which would satisfy the regional standards of
practice for consideration in the study area as described above. Despite
these features, the intersection was not originally included since the Project
does not add turning trips to the conflicting movements at this intersection.
Moreover, substantial traffic calming measures have been completed for
Avenida Del Diablo at Citracado Parkway to restrict through traffic onto
Avenida Del Diablo, effectively negating its function as a circulation
element roadway on the City of Escondido’s Circulation Element.
Nonetheless, the intersection meets the criteria for analysis described
above, and a supplemental analysis has been prepared in response to this
comment. The supplemental analysis concludes there would be no new
impacts with the addition of Project and cumulative projects’ traffic
volumes (see Attachment B to the responses to this letter).

Citracado Pkwy/Johnston Rd: Intersection No. 6 (Citracado Parkway
/Avenida del Diablo) shows that 101 southbound AM peak-hour trips and
126 northbound PM peak-hour trips would be oriented to the north through
the subject intersection. While this exceeds the 50 peak-hour directional
trips described in the SANTEC guidelines above, Johnston Road is not a
classified circulation element roadway. Furthermore, the intersection is
unsignalized, and the project does not add peak-hour turning volumes to
the critical movements. Given the overall characteristics described above,
Johnston Road is not included in the analysis based on the SANTEC
guidelines described above, just as numerous other minor street
intersections along the other County or City of Escondido circulation
element roadways were not included. No further analysis is warranted.

Citracado Pkwy/Mobile Home Park Driveways: The same conditions that
describe the Citracado Parkway/Johnston Road intersection above apply to
the Citracado Parkway/Mobile Home Park Driveways. The same number
of Project volumes affect these driveway intersections, both of which are
unsignalized and are also not circulation element roadways. As with
Johnston Road, the Project does not contribute left-or-right turning trips
to/from these unclassified driveways, so no additional trips to critical
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movements occur due to the Project. Given the above characteristics, the
driveways are excluded from analysis just as numerous other minor street
intersections along the other circulation element roadways were excluded
in both the County and the City of Escondido.

Valley Pkwy from Citracado Pkwy to Claudan Rd: Intersection No. 12 (W.
Valley Parkway/Citracado Parkway) shows that 54 northbound AM peak-
hour trips enter the intersection. This intersection sets the outer boundary
of the overall study area, as it serves just over 50 peak-hour directional
trips, and fewer than 50 peak-hour directional trips would occur at further
outlying intersections. Therefore, additional circulation element segments
and intersections beyond this location would not be analyzed. Nonetheless,
as the roadway is a circulation element roadway and the Project volumes
immediately adjacent this intersection on the subject segment are slightly
above the threshold, a supplemental analysis has been prepared in response
to this comment that shows no new impacts with the addition of Project
and cumulative projects’ traffic volumes would occur to this segment (see
Attachment C to the responses to this letter).

(City of Escondido - Segment) Harmony Grove Rd between Harmony
Grove Rd and Hale Ave: Intersection No. 5 (Harmony Grove
Road/Enterprise Street) shows that fewer than 50 peak-hour directional
trips would be added to this portion of Harmony Grove Road. A maximum
of 44 directional peak-hour trips (WB left, PM peak hour) would affect this
segment. Therefore, these volumes do not meet the threshold for inclusion
based on the SANTEC guidelines described above.

In summary, of the six locations identified by the City for potential inclusion
and analysis:

Two locations do not meet the minimum SANTEC/ITE volume thresholds
to consider analysis;

Two locations do meet the minimum SANTEC/ITE volume thresholds, but
do not meet the circulation element roadway classification requirements to
consider analysis;
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e Two locations do meet the volume and classification thresholds. These
have been analyzed and no new significant impacts were calculated.

Response to Comment L2-6

As stated in the EIR traffic study and described in Subsection 2.2.3.1 of the
EIR, funding has yet to be identified for the Citracado Parkway Extension
Project. Therefore, the traffic study correctly assumes that Citracado Parkway
is not constructed in the near-term baseline condition since it is not fully
funded. The study does, however, include a long-term Year 2035 analysis and
the Citracado Parkway extension is fully included.

Per the Citracado Parkway Extension Project EIR, certified by the City of
Escondido in February 2012, this future roadway is planned to be built to Four
Lane Major Road standards with a carrying capacity of 37,000 Average Daily
Trips (ADT). The forecasted volume in Year 2035 per the Citracado Parkway
Extension Project EIR is around 19,000 ADT, equating to Level of Service
(LOS) B operations. Even if 100 percent of Project trips (4500 ADT) were to
use this roadway, which is not the case, 23,500 ADT continues to result in
acceptable LOS C operations of this roadway. Regardless, the City has no
financing plan to fund this improvement for the Project to pay a fair share
toward, and the County is without jurisdiction to ensure construction. Potential
mitigation is therefore not feasible at this time.

Response to Comment L2-7

The commenter suggests that the Project’s Traffic Study consider improvement
of Country Club Drive between Auto Parkway and Progress Place to local
collector standards to provide adequate capacity to handle Project traffic in
addition to HGV and Valiano projects.

As shown in Figure 2.2-5, Existing Plus Project Traffic Volumes, and Table
2.2-6, Roadway Segment Operations Under Existing and Existing Plus
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions, one segment on Country Club Drive
would operate at unacceptable LOS in the City of Escondido due to the addition
of Project traffic: Auto Park Way to Hill Valley Drive. The Proposed Project
would add direct and cumulative traffic to the segment of Country Club Drive
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from Auto Park Way to Hill Valley Drive in the City of Escondido, resulting
in direct and cumulative impacts (TR-1a and 1b).

CEQA requires identification of possible mitigation measures for significant
impacts. Therefore, potential mitigation measures adequate to lower significant
impacts to less than significant levels have been developed and were included
within the circulated DEIR. M-TR-1a and M-TR-1b would improve operations
on Country Club Drive between Auto Park Way and Hill Valley Drive segment
(south of Progress Place). Project effects could be mitigated through the
widening of Country Club Drive to provide a paved width of 36 feet consisting
of two travel lanes and a 10-foot striped center turn lane starting 220 feet
southwest of Auto Park Way for a length of approximately 830 feet.
Improvements would include connecting the existing sidewalk along the
northern side of this roadway section with a 5-foot sidewalk complete with a
6-inch curb and gutter and providing a 4-foot decomposed granite pathway
along the south side of this segment with a 6-inch asphalt berm. With the
additional 12 feet added to the paved width, the roadway capacity of would
increase to 15,000 ADT. This mitigation was analyzed with the addition of
Harmony Grove Village and Valiano project traffic under the cumulative
scenario and was shown in the EIR traffic study to improve operations to
acceptable LOS C. However, the County cannot ensure mitigation occurring
within a separate CEQA lead agency’s jurisdiction (the City of Escondido).
The County has no jurisdiction to ensure that the mitigation is implemented,
and therefore these mitigation measures are identified as significant and
unavoidable and are infeasible. Nevertheless, the Applicant will work with the
City regarding these mitigation measures, and, should these mitigation
measures be approved by the City, they will be implemented as described. If
the Proposed Project would complete the improvements, then once
constructed, the Project would no longer have a significant impact as the
increase in capacity to 15,000 ADT would sufficiently carry the 10,655 ADT
expected under the Existing + Project + Cumulative Projects traffic condition.

Response to Comment L2-8
The County concurs with this comment and the information is consistent with
the conclusions of the EIR. Kauana Loa Drive is listed in the County of San
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Diego Road System 2012 Index of the County Maintained Road System. As a
County roadway, it does not receive 25 peak-hour directional trips from the
Project, and therefore was not analyzed on a daily roadway segment basis. The
Kauana Loa Drive/Harmony Grove Road intersection, however, was analyzed
in the EIR and for the cumulative impact at this intersection, the EIR concluded
appropriate mitigation to be payment into the County Transportation Impact
Fee (TIF) program.
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SANTEC//ITE
GUIDELINES FOR TRAFFIC
IMPACT STUDIES [TIS]
IN THE SAN DIEGO REGION

MARCH 2,2000 FINAL DRAFT

PREFACE

These guidelines are subject to continual update, as future technology
and documentation become available. Always check with local jurisdic-
tions for their preferred or applicable procedures.

Committee Compilation by Kent A. Whitson
Reviewed by committee members: Hank Morris (co-chair),

Tom Parry (co-chair), Arnold Torma (co-chair), Susan O’'Rourke,
Bill Darnell, Labib Qasem, John Boarman, Ralph Leyva, and Erik Ruehr

Additional review by: Ann French Gonsalves, Bill Figge,
Bob Goralka, and Gary Halbert
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LOS objectives. For example, the Regional Growth Management Strategy for San Diego
has a level-of-service objective of “D;” while the Congestion Management Program has
established a minimum level-of-service of “E”, or “F” if that is the existing 1990 base
year LOS. In other words, if the existing LOS is “D” or worse, preservation of the exist-
ing LOS must be maintained or acceptable mitigation must be identified.

These guidelines do not establish a legal standard for these functions, but are intended to
supplement any individual TIS manuals or level-of-service objectives for the various
jurisdictions. These guidelines attempt to consolidate regional efforts to identify when a
TIS is needed, what professional procedures should be followed, and what constitutes a
significant traffic impact.

The instructions outlined in these guidelines are subject to update as future conditions
and experience become available. Special situations may call for variation from these
guidelines. Caltrans and lead agencies should agree on the specific methods used in
traffic impact studies involving any State Route facilities, including metered and un-
metered freeway ramps.

NEED FOR A STUDY

A TIS should be prepared for all projects which generate traffic greater than 1,000 total
average daily trips (ADT) or 100 peak-hour trips. If a proposed project is not in confor-
mance with the land use and/or transportation element of the general or community plan,
use threshold rates of 500 ADT or 50 peak-hour trips. Early consultation with any
affected jurisdictions is strongly encouraged since a “focused” or “abbreviated” TIS may
still be required — even if the above threshold rates are not met.

Currently, a Congestion Management Program (CMP) analysis is required for all large
projects, which are defined as generating 2,400 or more average daily trips or 200 or
more peak-hour trips. This size of study would usually include computerized long-range
forecasts and select zone assignments. Please refer to the following flow chart (Figure 1)
for TIS requirements.

The geographic area examined in the TIS must include the following:

o All local roadway segments (including all State surface routes), intersections, and
mainline freeway locations where the proposed project will add 50 or more peak-hour
trips in either direction to the existing roadway traffic.

o All freeway entrance and exit ramps where the proposed project will add a significant
number of peak-hour trips to cause any traffic queues to exceed ramp storage capaci-
ties (see Figure 1). (NOTE: - Care must be taken to include other ramps and inter-
sections that may receive project traffic diverted as a result of already existing, or
project causing congestion at freeway entrances and exits.)
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RTC-L2-5 - ATTACHMENT B
SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS — AVENIDA DEL DIABLOf VALLEY PARKWAY
PeAK HOUR INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE OPERATIONS

Control | Peak Existing Existing + Project
Intersection Jur. Af
Type | Hour Delay * LOS"® Delay LOS
Sional AM 10.2 B 10.2 B 0.0
igna
g pm 12.7 B 134 B 0.7
: Existing +
Existing +
Avenida Del Diablo/ City of Control | Peak Cumu]ativegProjects Cumulative Projects + Ac
Valley Parkway Escondido Type | Hour Project
Déelay * LOS® Delay LOS
: AM 10.3 B 10.3 B 0.0
Signal
PM 133 B 133 B 0.0
Footeotes: SIGNALIZED
a  Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle
b Level of Service DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
¢ “A" denctes the Project-induced mecrease in delay Delay S
General Notes: 00 <100 A
1. Peak hour data collected 1n August 2017 while schools were in session 10.1t0 200 B
201t 350 c
351t 550 D
5511t 300 E
> 80.1 F

3-14-2314 Harmony Grove Village South
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Prepared by National Data & Surveying Services

Valley Pkwy & Avenida Del Diablo

Peak Hour Turning Movement Count
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ATTACHMENT C

VALLEY PARKWAY: CITRACADO PARKWAY TO CLAUDAN ROAD
STREET SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
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RTC-L2-5 - ATTACHMENT C
SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS =VALLEY PARKWAY: CITRACADO PARKWAY TO CLAUDAN ROAD
DAILY STREET SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE OPERATIONS

Capacity Existing Existing + Project
Street Sezment Jurisdiction o st
ApT® | Los‘ | vt ADT LOS vic A*
37,000 19,687 B 0.532 20,452 C 0.553 0.021
Valley Parkway & Existing + Cumulative Existing +
Citracado Parkway to City of Escondido (L’(‘)’Sxi;y L Projects Cumulative Projects + Project
Claudan Road ADT® | Los‘ | vice ADT | LOS viIC A
37,000 23,187 4 0.627 23,952 C 0.647 0,021
Footnotes:

a  Capacity based on the City of Escondido Roadway Classification Table Roadway is currently built as a four-lane road divided by a center turn lane The
curb-to-curt distance of 82 feet corresponds to a four-lane Major Road per the City's roadway design standands

b Awverage Daily Traffic Volumes Data collected in August 2017 while schools were in session

¢  Level of Service

d  Volume to Capacity

€ “A" denctes the Project-induced increase in V/C

3-14-2314 Harmony Grove Village South
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Prepared by NDS/ATD
VOLUME
Valley Pkwy Bet. Citracado Pkwy & Claudan Rd

Day: Wednesday City: Escondido
Date: 8/9/2017 Project #: CA17_4268_001

ILY TOTALS

26

AM Period NB SB TOTAL PM Period NB
00:00 10 7 17 12:00 126 268
00:15 15 4 19 12:15 132 142 274
00:30 6 : 13 12:30 157 140 297
00:45 4 35 9 27 13 62 12:45 135 550 145 569 280 1119
01:00 8 5 13 13:00 138 151 289
01:15 3 0 3 13:15 129 152 281
01:30 4 3 7 13:30 145 132 277
01:45 6 21 2 10 8 31 13:45 144 556 136 571 280 1127
02:00 2 1 3 14:00 170 135 305
02:15 3 ' 3 4 14:15 196 123 319
02:30 1] 6 ] 14:30 196 131 327
02:45 4 9 6 14 10 23 14:45 209 771 122 511 331 1282
03:00 2 3 5 15:00 219 143 362
03:15 0 3 & 15:15 252 136 E
03:30 2 8 10 15:30 248 157 405
03:45 1 5 F 21 g 26 15:45 247 966 164 600 411 1566 |
04:00 2 6 E] 16:00 269 148 417
04:15 2 14 16 16:15 273 150 423
04:30 6 19 25 16:30 259 140 399
04:45 7. 17 22 61 29 78 16:45 271 1072 146 584 417 1656 |
05:00 10 35 45 17:00 257 155 412
05:15 12 62 74 17:15 257 157 414
05:30 19 98 117 17:30 245 141 386
05:45 18 59 101 296 119 355 17:45 241 1000 132 58S 373 1585 |
06:00 29 167 196 18:00 209 117 326
06:15 50 260 310 18:15 239 111 350
06:30 62 330 392 18:30 204 97 301
06:45 75 216 308 1065 383 1281 18:45 194 846 91 416 285 1262
07:00 62 304 366 19:00 133 65 198
07:15 84 336 420 19:15 139 47 186
07:30 114 319 433 19:30 125 73 198
07:45 128 388 294 1253 422 1641 19:45 103 S00 59 244 162 744
08:00 g8 315 403 20:00 86 55 141
08:15 120 291 411 20:15 87 i 158
08:30 126 263 389 20:30 65 60 125
08:45 103 437 191 1060 294 1497 20:45 75 313 40 226 115 539 |
09:00 118 172 290 21:00 61 a7 98
09:15 111 208 319 21:15 48 29 7
09:30 101 166 267 21:30 50 41 91
09:45 112 442 178 724 290 1166 21:45 45 204 37 144 82 348 |
10:00 113 144 257 22:00 36 26 62
10:15 107 133 240 22:15 36 23 59
10:30 110 150 260 22:30 3 18 49
10:45 109 439 115 542 224 981 22:45 22 125 20 87 42 212
11:00 129 153 282 23:00 26 14 40
11:15 120 151 n 23:15 19 23 42
11:30 121 138 259 23:30 23 14 37
11:45 138 508 152 3594 23:45 23 91 12 63
TOTALS 2576 5667 8243 TOTALS 6994 4600 11594
SPLIT % 31.3% 68.7% 41.696' SPLIT % 60.3% 39.7% 58.4!6]
NB EB | Total
DAILY TOTALS 9,570 ] 19,837
AM Peak Hour 11:45 06:30 07:15 | PM Peak Hour 16:00 15:30
AM Pk Volume 553 1278 1678 | PM Pk Volume 1072 619
Pk Hr Factor Uim 0.951 0.969 | Pk Hr Factor U.Bﬂ_.! 0.944
7 -8 Volume BS 213 3138 | 4-6Volume 2072 1169
7 -9 Peak Hour 07:45 07:15 07:15 |4 -6 Peak Hour 16:00 16:45
7 -9Pk Volume Ab2 1264 1678 4 - 6Pk Volume 1072 599
Ph He Factor 0.902 0.940 9960 | PkHe Foctor o082 0.954
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment L3-1

Comments noted. These comments agree with, and are not at variance with,

RN the EIR. No additional response is required.

NORTH COUNTY -_"'"

TRANSIT DISTRICT

010 Bivsion brewue Apm 26. 2017

Ouesnnide, (A ¥I054
(7600 ib-4 300

(7805 ¥67-3001 (hes)

www e {1D.om Ms. Mld'lolle Ifau

County of San Diego

Planning and Development Services

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 82123

RE: Harmony Grove Village South

Dear Ms. Irace :

sounn of omictoss | Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Harmony Grove
sobeentoees | Village South Project at the southeast intersection of Harmony Grove Road
ot O N and Country Club Drive within the unincorporated area of San Diego County.
sk 1 s | Upon review of the notice received by North County Transit District (NCTD) on
T " | April 20, 2017, NCTD finds the design as proposed appears to be consistent L34
with NCTD standards, and does not appear to impact the bus stops in the
Harteded | vicinity of the project. :

e | Thank you again for allowing NCTD to review and comment on this project.
Should you have any questions related to this review, feel free to contact me
e s | ot (760) 966-6708 or via email at dblythe@nctd.org.

Ld Galla

Sincerely,

== b

N Blythe , , _
s Deputy Chief of Transit Operations, Planning
FCUTIVE MRECTON
cc : Ron Kilcoyne, Chief of Transit Planning and Bus Operations, NCTD
GENERAL COUNSEL

RTC-L3-1
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Comment Letter O1

San Dieguito Planning Group
P.O. Box 2789, Rancho Santa Fe, CA, 92067

June 19, 2017

Ashley Smith,

Land Use Environmental Planner
Planning & Development Services
Caunty of San Diego

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 110
San Diego, CA 92123

RE: Response to DEIR for the Harmony Grove Village South Project — Log No. PDS2015-ER-15-08-006,
SCH No. 2015081071, PDS2015-GPA-15-002, PDS2015-5P-15-002, PDS-REZ-15-003, PDS2015-TM-5600;
PD52015-MUP-15-00, and a draft Habitat Loss Permit (PDSXXGO(-HLP-XXX)

Dear Ms. Smith

The San Dieguito Planning Group appreciates the opportunily to comment on the Draft Environmental | 9.4
Impact Report for the project referenced above [Project).

Project Description. The Project description refers to Project location as a “fourth quadront ofHﬂrma\ny“
Grove Village™: this description prematurely assumes that the Project will be deemed to be a bona fide
expansion of the original Harmony Grove Village (HGV), and therefore can be misleading to readers.
Please revise this wording. This concern about willful confusion of the public carries to the very name of
the Project, which is clearly meant to assowate it with an existing approved project that has a different
awnership and entitlement status.

In the Summary, the Project is said to “complete the Village” in conformance with the Community
Development Model (CDM) Featured in the County General Plan (GP). However, HGV was designed by
the County through a series of visioning workshops with the community as a complete village with a
perimeter of large lot horse-keeping homes precisely to fimit further urbanization by implementing the
inherent density gradation of the COM. The County staff proposed this village development model and
withdrew their ariginal proposal of 7.3 DUs per acre throughout this valley in 2002 during the GP 2020
process [see Community Working Copy Map - September 2002, page 5 of Choporral
http://ethgtc.org/chaparral®20archives/JanuaryD3Chaparral. pdf]. County staff explained at three
County-sponsored visioning workshops that this pattern of a higher density urban core allowed the
peripheral low density rural homes to remain while accommaodating considerable population growth.
The CDM preserves the urban-rural balance so critical to maintaining the community character.

01-2

To realize this goal of preserving the local rural community, the County approved a Specific Plan in .?l:l}?ﬁ
with as condition of approval a restriction on the HGV Water Reclamation Facility to prevent any future
expansion, and limited the sewer district to within the County-established Village Limit Line, beyand 01-3
which only estate residences on septic sy were all 1. Ta further clarify this objective, the
County approved the HG CP on August 3™, 2011, which states on page 19: “The Harmany Grove

1

Response to Comment O1-1

The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they do not
raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the EIR.
Please see the responses below to specific comments.

Response to Comment O1-2

It is not the intention of the EIR to mislead or otherwise misinform the readers
or interested parties. The name of the Project describes a geographic and
neighborhood location. The name of the Project was chosen because it is
proposed as an extension of the village. The same design would not have been
proposed if the Project parcels were not contiguous to the existing village. The
presence of Harmony Grove Village (HGV), including the completed parks
and planned Equestrian Ranch across the street from HGV South, provides
physical context.

The comments on the history of HGV entitlement are noted, but not material
to the Project’s proposal to amend the General Plan.

The General Plan on page 2-7 recognizes the need to accommodate future
growth by planning and facilitating housing in existing and planned villages.
The General Plan on page 1-15 states that it is intended to be a dynamic
document and there are numerous policies in the General Plan that
accommodate planning for future growth, such as M-2.1 (require development
projects to provide road improvements), M-3.1 (require development to
dedicate right-of-way), S-3.1 (require development to be located to provide
adequate defensibility) and COS-2.2 (requiring development to be sited in least
biologically sensitive areas). In addition, General Plan Policy LU-1.4 permits
an expansion of existing or planned villages that are consistent with the
Community Development Model (CDM) and meet the requirements set forth
therein. Therefore, the language in the General Plan clearly allows for future
amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional Categories Map. Please see
the Global Responses to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4
and General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis for a
thorough discussion on related topics. The County agrees that the CDM is a
tool to preserve the urban-rural balance and community character.

RTC-O1-1
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Comment Letter 01

community, working with County staff, designed o Villoge Develo t Pattern Model os represented in /
the Generol Pian Lond Use Map. There still exist many lorge undeveloped parcels of land within

Hermony Grove outside the footprint of the opproved Villoge. Development of these parcels with an
urban, clustered or suburban design would threaten the continued existence of the rural residentiol and
equestrion character of Hormony Grove.” Because the Project claims to be an expansion of HGV, the
history of HGV should be included in the background information for this project to allow the public and
the decision makers to evaluate its claim to be a part.

We are disappointed that a number of requests made by this group in the NOP comment letters have
been ignored. Section 1.2.1 Existing Conditions, continues to fail to describe the historic, over 120-year-
old Harmony Grove rural © tanding representative citizen's group, the Elfin
Forest Harmony Grove Town Council, Again, we ask that this important background infarmation be
added so that the reader can properly interpret the impacts of the Praject within its historical and
municipal context. We also asked for a discussion of the likely consequences of a breach of trust
because the overall planning scheme proposed by the County for the valley is disregarded and nullified
by the Project. Approval of this GPA, given the County's integral and leading role in the planning of the
Harmony Grove Village area, will have repercussions on community faith in their planning documents,
not just for this area, but for every planning area in the County, From an overall planning perspective,
this backfill clustered housing Project could result in checkerboard development that contravenes the
adopted goals and maps of the General Plan. The impact of this possibility should be identified,
discussed, and adequately mitigated.

ity and its long:

Page 1-36: The DEIR states of the Project that “It supports planning agencies goals to reduce "leap frog”
development, urban sprawl and increased traffic congestion as residents of far-flung communities
compete for access to centralized resources.” In fact this Project introduces leap frog development, as it
provides high-density multifamily units located beyond the lowest density Hillside Farmhouses in HGV,
beyond the Village Limit Line, and outside of established water and sewer service boundaries. It creates
urban sprawl by introducing 453 units where only 25 were allowed under the previous General Plan, and
increases traffic congestion on the surrounding rural two-lane roads. Please delete this misleading
~based support for retaining it.

or provide
Land Use and Planning

Page 3.1.6-14. Policy LU-6.4 requires [among other things) protection of agricultural operations for
residential subdivision projects. The EIR concludes that there are no existing agricultural operations on,
or adjacent to, the Project site, and therefore, the Project would not result in indirect canversion of
agricultural resources and no impacts would occur, However, family farms, which can be a significant
source of agricultural resources, already exist in the HG community and are encouraged by the CP,
Current zoning would allow for such land uses on the Project site, but these land uses are not allowed by
the Project. This reduction in land use diversity creates a significant impact that should be analyzed and

>

mitigated.

014

Response to Comment O1-3

Comments noted. The history of HGV is not necessary to an understanding of
the existing and planned conditions within the Harmony Grove Valley. The
Project is amending the General Plan by expanding an existing Village and
meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.4. Please see the Global Responses to Project
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4 and General Plan/Community
Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis for a thorough discussion on related
topics. Please also note that review was specifically undertaken to evaluate the
potential for additional parcels with development potential. As noted in EIR
Chapter 4.0, Alternatives, on page 4-4, no other similarly sized property is
available in the community. Additionally, as stated in the EIR:

...most of the land west of the Project is already developed
or lies within an approved development plan, with the
exception of a small section of Semi-Rural (4) to the west
of the Project, and south of Country Club Drive. Scattered
within that area, there are seven unbuilt parcels, all in
individual ownerships, that range in size from 0.81 acre to
3.46 acres. At this time, there are no known plans for
development in this area. Parcels to the east are primarily
developed as privately owned estate residential, to the west
with large lot residential, and to the south (and east of the
southern part of the Project site), there is existing open
space preserves... (EIR pgs. 1-36 to 1-37).

Response to Comment O1-4

This comment generally contends that Notice of Preparation (NOP) comments
provided by the commenter and others were not addressed. However, the DEIR
adequately analyzes potential environmental impacts and relevant NOP
comments in Chapters 2.0 through 4.0 of the EIR. Please refer to Response to
Comment O1-3 regarding area history relative to HGV. Subchapter 1.4,
Environmental Setting, of the EIR specifically addresses the historic nature of
the Harmony Grove Spiritualist Association. Relevant discussion of the site is
also provided in the Project Cultural Resources Technical Report (Appendix F
to the EIR) with summary conclusions provided in Subchapter 2.4, Cultural
Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources.

RTC-O1-2




Response to Comment O1-5

The County acknowledges this comment; however, it does not address
environmental evaluations or the adequacy of the EIR and therefore does not
require a response. The EIR, pursuant to CEQA, is required to analyze and
disclose physical impacts on the environment due to the Proposed Project. In
reference to the comments regarding the perceived “breach of trust” issues and
“checkerboard development” please see the Global Responses to Project
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4 and General Plan/Community
Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis. This comment will be made a part
of the administrative record and will be available to the decision makers during
consideration of the Project for approval or denial.

Response to Comment O1-6

The County respectfully disagrees that the Project would result in leapfrog
development or urban sprawl. The Project does not meet the definition of
leapfrog development under Policy LU-1.2 because the Project proposes to be
designated as a “village” by expanding the existing or planned village of HGV
pursuant to the criteria outlined in policy LU-1.4. Therefore, the Project’s
village densities will not be located away from an established village. Rather,
the Project will expand the existing village of HGV consistent with the CDM.
It is acknowledged that the Project would require sewer service and
modification of the village limit line. These are expressly addressed as part of
the analyses in the FEIR Chapter 1.0, Project Description, Section 3.1.5, Land
Use and Planning, Section 3.1.8, Public Services, and Section 3.1.10, Utilities
and Service Systems. Project Facility Availability Forms, or “will serve”
letters, have already been obtained from water and sewer providers (see
Appendix O of the EIR). However, placing additional housing in close
proximity to an existing village provides an efficient development pattern by
allowing the County to maximize existing infrastructure, provides for efficient
service delivery, and strengthens town center areas (see County of San Diego
General Plan, page 3-2).

Response to Comment O1-7

Potential direct and indirect agricultural impacts are addressed in EIR Section
3.2.1, Agriculture. These impacts were identified as less than significant during
preparation of the Project Initial Study, for reasons explained in that
discussion. Similar to the direction in LU-6.4 to “conserve open space and

RTC-O1-3
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natural resources,” the goal is addressing preservation of existing conditions.
There are no existing on-site agricultural uses to conserve, as indicated in the
both Figure 2.3-1, Vegetation and Sensitive Resources, and in Chapter 4.0,
Alternatives, in the description of the Section 4.2.1, No Project, No
Development Alternative Description and Setting, which references the “native
and non-native habitat throughout the site.” There is no need to additionally
address impacts related to “reduction in land use diversity,” which is not an
element of the policy.

RTC-O1-4
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Comment Letter 01

Water Quality S
sewer services are not all

dards and Requi GP Policy LU-14.4 (Sewer Facilities), states that

1 to induce d growth and shall not be extended beyond Village
boundaries except when necessary for public health, safety, or welfare; when within existing sewer
district boundaries; when necessary for a conservation subdivision adjacent to existing sewer facilities;
or where specifically allowed in the CP. None of these conditions are present in the Project case. Please
explain which LU-14.4 exemption applies to the Project. Note that extending the Village imit line is
growth inducing of itself, violates General Plan Guiding Principles, and is not justification for evading the
intent of the growth restriction imposed by this policy. In fact, the Project has not provided a single
compelling reason for the expansion of HGV. The latest GP Progress Report shows no hausing shortage.
The applicant must demonstrate, with supporting evidence, a significant improvement for the
community and the County to justify this GPA,

Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans (page 3,1.6-19). The DEIR states the Project will comply with T
current policies in the Maobility and Safety elements and therefore would “reduce impacts associated
with emergency response and evacuation plans from Project implementation.” But all stated mitigation
is only within the project footprint or the short road to Harmony Grove Road. The significant local area
impact of thousands of additional vehicles using Country Club Drive during evacuations is not addressed
or mitigated. This oversight represents a critical impact with life-th ing conseq es for existing
residents of Harmony Grove that must be identified, analyzed, and appropriately mitigaled outside the
Project footprint. Please see further specific comments in the addendum on fire protection plan.

Wildland Fires. Although the DEIR identifies the Project as introducing additional ignition sources, it
does not mitigate for this increased fire risk outside of the Project footprint. This area-wide increase in
fire risk is not proven to be “less than significant” and must be identified, analyzed, and appropriately
mitigated outside the Project footprint. Please see article about residents’ concerns over evacuation
routes during the Cocos fire to understand baseline conditions in the area:

http://www. kpbs.org/news/ 2015/ may/1 3/ karmony- grove-residents-worry-about-evatuation-rou/

Land Use Policies and Regulations Conformance. “Policy LU-1.1 states that land use designations on
the Land Use Map are to be assigned in accordance with the COM and boundaries established by the
Regional Categories Map.” Project is said to be consistent with the COM: “The Project’s most intense
uses are located within 0.5 mile of the adjacent HGV Village Center where HGV's highest densities are
also located.” In accordance with the COM, HGV has its lowest density, horse-keeping models, the
Hillside Farmh sited at its peri
Project. Therefore, the Praject’s multifamily units would considerably increase density from its nearest
Village neighbors and would not re-establish these low-density borders and harse-keeping land uses on
its own property to conform to the COM. If this Project begins its own CDM it would be starting its own
village, which would be an instance of leapfrog development prohibited by GP LU 1.2, Please clarify how
this project complies with LU-1.1 and LU 1.2.

along Harmony Grove Road across the street from the

Consistency with the Scale and Orderly and Contiguous Growth of HGV. Once again, the Project makes
P based on
development, rather than an expansion of an existing village. The EIR should be consistent with the

ing its own CDOM, which would mean it is a new village, indeed, leap frog

3

01-8

Response to Comment O1-8

The comment states that the Project is inconsistent with LU-14.4. However,
the Project will be consistent with LU-14.4 upon its designation as a village.
The Project is proposing to amend the General Plan Regional Land Use Map
to redesignate the portion of the site served by the Project sewer as “village”
pursuant to Policy LU-1.4 (expansion of existing HGV Village). Once the
Project is designated as a village, it would fall within the criteria of LU-14.4.

With respect to the comment regarding extending the village limit line as
violating General Plan guiding principles, please see the Global Responses to
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4 and General
Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis for a thorough
discussion on this issue.

The assertion that a housing shortage must be demonstrated or significant
improvement for the community must be shown to “justify” or support a
General Plan/Community Plan amendment is incorrect. Nothing in the General
Plan requires that such factors be considered or demonstrated before approving
a General Plan/Community Plan Amendment.

To the broader issue, while the San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) Regional Housing Needs Assessment shows that the County has
planned for the necessary number of housing units over the assessment period,
the County is behind in the number of approvals one would expect per year if
housing availability is averaged over the planning period (see the Housing
Scorecard at: http://www.sdchamber.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/
Housing-Score-Card.pdf). Without approval of a substantial number of
residential units over the next few years, the County will have a housing
shortage.

The County respectfully disagrees that the Project is growth-inducing, please
refer to discussions in Subchapter 1.8 of the EIR. The discussion addresses
potential for growth-inducement impacts relative to land use policy changes
and construction of housing, provision of public utilities or services, roadway

RTC-O1-5
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improvements, and extension of public utilities, concluding that Project-related
growth-inducing impacts would be less than significant.

Please also see the Global Responses to Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.4 and General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact
Analysis.

Response to Comment O1-9

The Fire Protection Plan (FPP) analyzes evacuation from the Project. The
Project would widen Country Club Drive from its intersection with Harmony
Grove Road to the southernmost HGV South Project entrance to three
minimum 12-foot-wide travel lanes. This provides additional capacity for
evacuation. The three access points into the Project from Country Club Drive
provide the ability to move vehicles out while responding emergency
personnel travel inbound. The FPP includes a conservative estimate of the
number of vehicles, which accounts for existing residents, as stated in the FPP
on page 34:

The project’s traffic engineer states that each lane can
effectively handle 1,900 vehicles per hour. There are
roughly 60 existing residential units that rely on Country
Club Drive as their only means of ingress/egress. With the
maximum unit site plan for HGVS, an additional 453
residences would be added. If a conservative estimate of
three cars per household is used (the California average is
roughly 2.7 vehicles — U.S. Census Bureau 2016), there
would be a total of approximately 1,584 vehicles seeking
egress, assuming worst case. The actual number of
vehicles would likely be much lower than this. For
example, if a fire occurred during the daylight hours, many
of the vehicles would already be off-site. If a fire occurred
at night, families are likely to evacuate in one or two
vehicles. Conservatively assuming three vehicles per
household are evacuating, with one lane, all existing and
proposed residences could evacuate within one hour and
still be approximately 316 vehicles below the capacity. The
extra evacuation lane essentially doubles the capacity and

RTC-O1-6
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provides a significant buffer of 2,216 vehicles per hour
over what would otherwise be necessary.

Please also see the Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and
Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access for this and additional
information about mass evacuation. Please also see the Rohde & Associates
report on the Project website for additional analysis on evacuation.

Section 3.1.3, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the FEIR concludes that
impacts associated with wildland fire hazards would be less than significant.
The statement that the EIR “identifies the Project as introducing additional
ignition sources” is not understood. Searches were run for the words
“additional,” “ignition,” and “increase.” No reference to increased ignition
danger was found. Rather, discussion was of ignition-resistant construction
elements or reductions in vegetation prone to ignition due to the Project.
Indirect impacts also were not identified as significant.

The Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death from wildland fires. The Project would comply with the FPP
that has been prepared in conformance with the County Consolidated Fire
Code, and would be in compliance with the fire codes by including as design
features of the Project, the specifically developed measures and features
(detailed in Section 5.2.1.2 of the FPP). Please also see the Global Responses
to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and
Access.

HGYV did not place its lowest-density and horse-keeping properties along
Harmony Grove Road across from the Project. HGV lowest-density units are
located in “The Groves” area at the northern extent of that project. Please see
the Global Responses to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4
and General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis.

The commenter incorrectly states that the Project is establishing its own CDM,
making it a new village under LU-1.2. The Project does not meet the definition
of leapfrog development under Policy LU-1.2 because the Project proposes to
be designated as a “village” by expanding the existing or planned village of

RTC-O1-7
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HGV pursuant to the criteria outlined in policy LU-1.4. Therefore, the
Project’s Village densities will not be located away from an established
Village. Rather, the Project will expand the existing village of HGV consistent
with CDM. This Project proposes to amend the General Plan Regional Land
Use Map to redesignate a portion of the Project site to “village” pursuant to
Policy LU-1.4. In particular, the Project proposes an expansion to an existing
Village commonly identified as the HGV that would comply with the CDM
(Harmony Grove Subarea Community Plan, page 48). Please see the Global
Responses to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4 and
General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis for a
thorough discussion on this issue.

RTC-O1-8
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Comment Letter O1

character of this application for a GPA either as an expansion continuing the
new village establishing a second COM.

Consistency with Community Character, The Project assumes that because HGV was approved, an
expansion of that village would be similarly approved. However, HGV was designed by the County to
accommodate a population increase while limiting further urbanization through the density pattern of
the COM. The DEIR states that “HGV South would pravide a transition from the existing surrounding
community by maintaining these perimeter areas within the existing Semi-Rural regional category.” But
in fact, the Project destroys the tr | buffer and violates the COM by re-establishing urban
densities outside of the village limit line and beyond the lowest-density horse keeping properties within
HGV.

For these , we strongly disagree with the Project conclusion that “impacts associated with the
goals and policies of the County General Plan related to land use would be less than significant.” The
impact on the community character of the destruction of the original COM and the alteration of the
critical urban/rural balance should be identified, analyzed, and mitigated. We believe that the General
Plan Consistent with Septic Alternative is more harmonious with community character and is supenior to
the Project in meeting project objectives. Please see further comments on the General Plan Consistent
with Septic Alternative in the addenda,

Emergency Access. The Project states it would be consistent with relevant palicies by implementing a
fire protection plan and traffic mitigation to reduce impacts to below a level of significance. Please
provide evidence to support this statement. We believe that without a secondary access route, the
project is unable to mitigate the significant public safety risks of traffic congestion during evacuation for
wildfire or earthquake emergencies. See further specific comments in the addenda on the fire
protection plan,

Elfin Forest and Harmony Grove Portion of the San Dieguite Community Plan (3.1,6-35)

The Project notes it is consistent with the Community Growth Policy because it would be “proposing a
cl d residential develop tin accordance with the CDM. " This is not the case because the
Project’s multifamily unit density is located beyond the lowest density housing in HGV, violating the
COM pattern. Therefore, these assumptions are not supported and new evidence must be provided to
support these claims.

The Project is inconsistent with many goals and policies of the HG CP, but proposes to simply amend the
CP to add the Project as an independent but compatible comp t of the HGV Specific Plan, However,
the CP specifically prohibits this expansion and cannot be disregarded simply because the Project js
inconsistent {from page 21 of the County-approved HG CP, emphasis added):

ISSUES THAT NEED TO BE CONFRONTED
= The Villoge development pattern as shown in the General Plan Land Use Moap must be strictly

adhered to as the formal development mode| tor the area,

CDM,orasa T 018

01-10

O1-11

01-12

Response to Comment O1-10

The County respectfully disagrees the Project would impact community
character or is inconsistent with the CDM for reasons explained in the Global
Responses to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4 and
General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis. The
preference for the General Plan Consistent with Sewer Alternative is noted.
The aesthetic effects of the alternative, and the comparison with those of the
Project, were addressed in Section 4.3.2 of the DEIR. As noted, the alternative
would provide housing more consistent with uses to the east and west, but not
as consistent with uses to the north. There could be greater variation among lot
uses, but the lots would extend further into areas retained as open space under
the Project, and increasingly visible to off-site viewers. There is also a
possibility that those homes would experience less dense landscaping than the
Project due to individual homeowner preference. Finally, when all grading and
construction is complete, this alternative would place 50 percent of the site into
residential lots and streets, whereas the Proposed Project would place
31 percent of the site into residential lots and streets. Balancing these issues
overall, the alternative and Project were found similar under CEQA, and both
less than significant relative to long-term effects. The difference in objective
attainment for each of the eight objectives is also detailed in the section. The
alternative would not meet objectives to the same extent as the Proposed
Project due to the smaller number and more uniform nature of the homes, the
encroachment farther south into sensitive habitat, etc.

Response to Comment O1-11
Please see the Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and
Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access.

Response to Comment O1-12
Please see the Global Responses to General Plan/Community Plan
Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis.
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rural heritage of this historic community.

»  Urban homes must not outnumber the rurol homes to maintain the rural voice and preserve theT 01-12

rural community development standards and must be discouraged

+ Annexation of Harmony Grove properties into adjacent cities allows landowners to escape the :[
0113

Indeed, the GP LU-2.4 (Relationship of Land Uses to Community Character), requires projects to "'Ensule"

that the land uses and densities within any Regional Category or Land Use Designation depicted on the
Land Use Map reflect the unique issues, character, and development objectives for a Community Plan
area, in addition to the General Plan Guiding Principles.” The Project cannot change the CP solely to
meet the Project needs, but rather, the Project must change to reflect the objectives of the CP.
Therefore, the claim that the Project may amend the County-approved, GP-consistent CP to avoid its
own inconsistencies is unfounded and should be withdrawn, as it would violate LU-2.4.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
Douglas Dill

Chair, Seat 15
San Dieguito Planning Group

cc: EFHGTC

01-14

Response to Comment O1-13
The Project does not propose annexation into any adjacent city. No further
response is required.

Response to Comment O1-14

LU-2.4 has to be considered in the context of other General Plan policies,
which allow for land use changes, such as and expansion to an existing village
(LU-1.4) or establishment of a new village (LU-1.2). It has been well
established that state law does not require a precise match between a project
and the General Plan, nor does a project need to be in perfect conformity with
each and every General Plan policy. Rather, to be consistent, a project must be
compatible or in harmony with a General Plan’s objectives, goals, and policies.
A project is considered to be compatible with the General Plan if considering
all aspects of the project, it will further the objectives and policies of the
General Plan (Corona-Norco Unified Sch. Dist. V. City of Corona [2001] 13
Cal.App.4th 1577; see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Ass’n v. City of
Oakland [1993] 23 Cal.App.4th 704).

The land use and densities being proposed by the Project reflect the unique
issues, character, and development objectives of the Harmony Grove/Elfin
Forest Community Plan area, in addition to the General Plan Guiding
Principles. The Project is located contiguous to the HGV area of the Harmony
Grove/Elfin Forest Community Plan. HGV South will expand HGV Village
pursuant to the requirements set forth in General Plan Policy LU-1.4, and will
further implement the CDM by concentrating the highest densities of uses
closest to HGV while decreasing intensities adjacent to semi—rural land uses
and nearby open space areas. The Project also proposes to amend the
Community Plan to add the Project as an independent but compatible
component of the HGV Specific Plan. The Project will follow as appropriate
the policies described in the Community Plan and the HGV Specific Plan Area
of the Community Plan. For example: (1) the Project will provide a transition
from the Village portion of HGV South and HGV Village Center to the existing
surrounding residential and rural uses by maintaining approximately 58 acres
around the perimeter of the site within the existing Semi-Rural regional
category (Goal SPA-1.1); (2) the Project also incorporates various design
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features to reduce visual effects along the Project perimeter by preserving
biological open space areas around the southern portion of the property (CO
S-3.2); (3) the Project provides a system of trails that connect the Project with
HGYV and the surrounding community (Policy SPA-2.2.3); (4) the Project will
provide a range of housing, a local-serving commercial area and walkable core
(Goal SPA-4.1); and (5) the Project will comply the County’s dark nightline
sky ordinance (Goal SPA-2.3).
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Addenda
General Plan Consistent with Septic Aiternative

According to this DEIR, the General Plan Consistent with Septic Alternative (Septic Alternative), which
was suggested by this planning groop among others, failed to meet Project Objective 1 of “Efficiently
develop property in close proximity to an existing villoge ¢ with the Cor tity Develop t
Model to create one complete and vibrant community that would enhance ond support the economic
and social success of the villoge and Project by increasing the number and diversity of residential
opportunities.” The Saptic Alternative does efficiently develop in proximity to an ing village
consistent with the current CDM, which was carefully planned by the County to surround the existing
Village with estate-style rural ranchettes. From the GP, page 3-5: “The Lond Use Element establishes o
model for community development based on a physicol structure defining communities by a “village
center” surrounded by semi-rurel or rurel lond.. Semi-rural ded by g belts,
agricultural uses, or ether rural fonds would be located outside the more urbanized portion of the
community’ and on page 3-6: “The Community Development Model directs the highest intensities end
greatest mix of uses to Villoge areas, while directing lower-intensity uses, such as estote-style residentiol
lots and agricultural operations, ta Semi- Rurol areos, The Semi-Rural cotegory may effectively serve os
onedge to the Villoge, os well as o tronsition to the lowest-density category, Rural Lands, which
represents large open spoce areas where only limited development may occur.” The Septic Alternative is
thus more consistent with the COM, while the Project is less consistent,

hoods Sur

The Septic Alternative, with hemes similar to existing Harmony Grove homes, also supports the vibrant
Harmony Grove rural historic community better than does the much more urban Project. The Septic
Alternative certainly will accommodate "o portion of the projected population growth.” And by providing
the much needed low-density rural residences called for by the COM and with possible secondary home
sites, all on large lots with horse-keeping privileges, this alternative increases the number and diversity
of residential opportunities as least as much as does the project, which provides only two types of high-
density urban units, In addition, this alternative, and not the Project, meets the Community Plan
objective of providing a balance of urban and rural homes so that the rural voice is not lost.

Because this 49-home development is designed in full compliance with the G ity Plan and GP
COM, it supports the success of the community-planned, approved Village. Because the Project places
many high-density urban units within the promised rural buffer zone, it may actually threaten the
success of Harmony Grove Village, which is advertised as “a master planned community that blends 4
rural landscape with modern design sensibility” (HGV website) “Rural meets Urban” and “Nature meets
Home" [HGY banners). The Project, which does not comply with the planned lower-density rural buffer
called for by the County’s COM, upsets the carefully planned rural-urban balance, threatens the rural
setting promised for the HGV, requires a GPA, and does not comply with the Community plan,
Therefore, the Project does not meet Objective 1 as well as does the Septic Alternative,

The DEIR concludes the Septic Alternative is also less consistent with Objective 2 because it would not
contribute to multi-modal

tation including walking or bicycling by locating near transportation

01-15

01-186

0147

-

l 01-18

Response to Comment O1-15

Please note that while the general introduction text on EIR page 4-13 states
that the alternative would not support the goal, the detailed part of the
objectives consistency text expands upon the concept and provides rationale,
stating that:

The low density, dispersed pattern of development
provided in this alternative would limit the ability to fully
meet Objective 1 because it would not provide an efficient
development pattern in close proximity to an existing
village consistent with the Community Development Model
(CDM)” (emphasis added). The General Plan Consistent
with Septic Alternative has a limited ability to support the
economic and social success of the existing village
(Objective 1) when compared to the Proposed Project
because the substantial decrease in number of residents
would not provide the same level of support to HGV's
commercial uses and the alternative would lack the
diversity in land uses needed to promote social interaction.

In the full analysis, it is not that the alternative fully fails, but rather that it does
not satisfy Objective 1 to the same extent as the Proposed Project. In this
instance, the alternative design does not represent an efficient residential
development model that enhances and supports the economic and social
success of the village or the surrounding areas to the same extent as does the
Project. The Project provides greater support to the existing village uses, and
increases the number and diversity of residential options, more efficiently by
a greater number of residences, and a greater diversity of residence types, than
a smaller number of single-family residences.

The County agrees that the General Plan Consistent with Septic Alternative is
consistent with the CDM. The County also finds the Proposed Project
consistent with the CDM development pattern. Please see the Global
Responses to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4 and
General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis.
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Response to Comment O1-16

The comment asserts that the alternative supports a vibrant Harmony Grove
“rural historic community” better than the “urban” Project. However,
supporting a vibrant “rural historic community” is not a Project objective.
Rather the first Project objective expresses the desire to create one complete
and vibrant community that would enhance and support the economic and
social success of the village and Project by increasing the number and diversity
of residential opportunities.” As explained in Chapter 4.0 of the EIR, the
alternative, with only 49 single-family residential units, has only a limited
ability to support the economic and social success of the existing village when
compared to the Proposed Project because the substantial decrease in number
of residents would not provide the same level of support to HGV’s commercial
uses and the alternative would lack the diversity in land uses needed to promote
social interaction.

The commenter also asserts that the alternative will accommodate a portion of
projected population growth. While this statement is correct that the alternative
would provide a minimal amount of housing to satisfy “a portion” of projected
population growth, this is not the underlying purpose of the Project. Although
a part of the underlying purpose of the Project is to accommodate a portion of
the projected population growth and housing needs in San Diego County, the
overall purpose of the Project is to accommodate population growth by
expanding an existing village that will further enhance and support the success
of that village and create a complete and vibrant pedestrian-oriented
sustainable community that provides a variety of housing types for a diverse
range of incomes and lifestyles.

The alternative would not increase “the number and diversity of residential
opportunities at least as much as does the Project” as stated in the comment. In
terms of number of residences, even if one assumes that each home would
incorporate “possible secondary home sites” the total number of residences
would be 98, less than 25 percent of the number proposed under the Project.
Relative to diversity, those homes would all be single-family residences, as
compared to the Project, which would provide single-family residences on a
variety of lot sizes, as well as options for multi-family housing, which is
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currently lacking in HGV. Also, there is nothing that substantiates the
commenter’s assertion that there is a “much needed” demand for low-density
rural residences.

Finally, with respect to the comment that the alternative meets the Harmony
Grove community plan objective of providing a balance of urban and rural
homes so rural voice is not lost, please see the Global Responses to General
Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis. This comment is
related to a project’s consistency to the County’s General Plan and Community
Plan, not to the question of whether an alternative would meet the Project’s
objectives relative to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c¢).

Response to Comment O1-17

Please refer to Response to Comment O1-19 regarding why the alternative
would not meet Objective 1 to the same extent as the Proposed Project, and
Response to Comment O1-2 regarding consistency with the CDM. Please also
see the Global Responses to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.4 and General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis.

Response to Comment O1-18

The County does not agree that the alternative would meet Objective 2 in the
same manner as the Proposed Project. While there would be potential for
residents to have horses in the alternative (and that would certainly provide a
non-motorized form of transportation), the focus of the discussion was on the
lack of trails or pathways that would be provided by the alternative. As an
alternative that could be developed by individuals following sale of individual
lots, and with no Homeowners Association to construct and maintain trails, the
alternative would not support the ability to walk, bike, or even ride horses in
the same way as the Proposed Project as there would not be any alternative-
related community trail, primitive trail, or pathway implementation that would
support those activities out of roadbed and out of potential conflict with
vehicular uses.
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centers. This is not supported by the facts, as this alternative would be just as close to regional
transportation centers as is the Project, similarly allows walking and bicycling, and would add another
means of transportation via horseback riding, thereby increasing the diversity of transport methods
more than the Project does.

The DEIR concludes the Septic Alternative is similar to the Project for Objective 3. We can expect the
alternative to be similar to the Project for Objective 4, where the large lot sizes and nearby trail system
that connects to County parks would provide ample space for a variety of active and passive recreational
oppartunities.

The DEIR also concludes this alternative is less consistent with Objective 5, which requires a diversity of T

housing choices and land uses that support a diversity of residents. The Septic Alternative proposes 49
custom home sites that accommodate many leisure and recreational diversions and agricultural uses on-
site with the possibility of smaller secondary dwelling units (5DUs) for elderly or young adult family
members. As such, it may encourage at least as much resident diversity as the Project’s urban
multifamily apartments and high-density urban homes, two choices that arguably attract the same type
of city home buyer. Because high-density urban units are already plentiful in the Village, the Project
does not add mare true diversity as well as does the Septic Alternative, where the large lots support
more variety in housing styles. In addition, the large lots allow for more diverse land uses such as small
family Farming opportunities and can provide additional family income sources through horse boarding
or small scale farming

The Septic Alternative is more consistent with Objective & that requires development compatible with
existing and planned development in the immediate vicinity, which is currently designed as a rural
buffer. Surrounding homes of large lot, on-septic ranchettes with horses and the larger HGV Hillside
Farmhouses are very compatible with the Septic Alternative. There is a planned public equestrian ranch
in the immediate vicinity as weil.

Objective 7 is well met by the Septic Alternative in that it encourages walkability and social interaction
with the existing close-knit, established rural community, This alternative also meets the Community
Plan objective of providing a balance of urban and rural homes so that the rural voice is not lost. This
balance is critical to the success of the Village,

Missing in the Alternative Analysis ks the relative impact on the safety of current and future residents of T

a project with fewer dwelling units, It stands to reason that in the likely case of an evacuation 49 homes
would pose less of an impact on evacuating traffic and provide a greater chance for the existing
residents to avoid fatal entrapment, than would the 453 homes proposed by the Project

The Septic Alternative will also avoid the adverse “edge effects” that can degrade sensitive habitat. This
impact occurs when high-density urban development is situated immediately next to protected open
space preserves, in this case, the Del Dios Highlands County Park and the Effin Forest Recreational
Reserve.

01-18

01-19

01-20

01-21

01-22

01-23

01-24

Response to Comment O1-19

Relative to Objective 4 being obtained to the same extent under both the
alternative and the Proposed Project, the County respectfully disagrees. The
comment is correct that the number of planned trails (and existing trails in Del
Dios Highlands Preserve and Elfin Forest Recreational Reserve) would remain
the same under both scenarios. A key difference, however, is related to the fact
that none of the planned trails would be improved and provided for use under
the alternative, whereas the Proposed Project would implement a pathway
down Country Club Drive, connect to multi-use trails off-site, complete multi-
use trail portions and a trail head on-site, and reinforce/improve the existing
primitive trail accessing the Del Dios Fire Road, none of which would occur
under the alternative (please see EIR Figure 1-17, Trails and Pathways Plan,
and rationale in Response to Comment R-O1-22 of this letter). Similarly, the
objective also refers to the park opportunities provided by the Proposed Project
(please refer to EIR Figures 1-20c, Conceptual Park Plans, and 3.10-1,
Proposed Public and Private Park Locations), for recreational opportunities
that would be provided to the public under the Proposed Project and which
would not be available under the alternative development. For these reasons,
the EIR correctly stated that “the alternative would be less effective in meeting
Objective 4.”

Response to Comment O1-20

The alternative would provide residential uses with some ancillary potential
uses (private agricultural or large animal keeping consistent with the
alternative lot sizes), as suggested in the comment. The alternative, however,
would be uniform in providing single-family housing on larger lots.
Additionally, potential ancillary uses are speculative, as the potential for their
occurrence is not the same thing as their provision and there is no guarantee
that homeowners would use their lots for anything other than residential
purposes. The Proposed Project is considered more diverse in that it is designed
to (and would be required to) provide single-family and multi-family
residential uses of varying sizes and formats, recreational uses for both Project
residents and community members, as well as some limited commercial and
civic opportunities. This is a more diverse group of uses that would more fully
contribute to residential options and support uses (such as recreational
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opportunities) within the Project versus the alternative, which offers large lot
single-family residential uses that allow unguaranteed potential for some
ancillary uses of agricultural or large animal keeping consistent with the
alternative lot sizes).

Response to Comment O1-21

The County agrees that the alternative is consistent with Objective 6 relative
to compatibility with existing and planned land uses. But unlike the Project,
the alternative is not more compatible with the adjacent HGV. Also, similar to
Response to Comment O1-20, that does not comprise the total objective.
Objective 6 is to:

Create a mixed-use development that is compatible with
existing and planned development in the immediate vicinity
of the property while optimizing the operational
effectiveness of public facilities and services of the Project
and the existing village by increasing the number and
diversity of residents within the Project.

Please refer to Response to Comment O1-20 regarding mixed uses and
increases in number and diversity of residents within the Project and its
increased consistency with the objective.

Specific to the HGV planned Equestrian Ranch across Country Club Drive,
both the alternative and the Proposed Project would be compatible with this
planned private facility (described as private in the HGV EIR 2007:1-7). As
described in Section 3.2.1, Agriculture, under “Indirect Effects” of the HGV
South EIR:

...potential nuisance effects would be reduced to below a
level of significance through the use of an environmental
design feature. Disclosure statements would be included in
sales documentation for all proposed residential units. The
statements would notify potential owners that the adjacent
property could potentially be used for agricultural
operations and that there could be associated issues such
as odors, noise, and vectors. Indirect impacts were found
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less than significant with the inclusion of this
environmental design feature. The small potential number
of large animals associated with abutting residential lots,
the buffer provided by Country Club Drive and associated
landscaping that would provide a buffer between the future
Equestrian Ranch and HGV South, and the disclosure
statement regarding the future equestrian ranch required
as an environmental design feature (see Table 1-2 and
Chapter 7.0), all combine to render indirect Project
impacts to agricultural resources as less than significant.

Response to Comment O1-22

It is unclear how the alternative would encourage walkability etc. without
trails. Please refer to Response to Comment O1-19. The alternative also would
not provide a destination gathering place as part of Project design, which is an
explicit part of the Proposed Project description. Please refer to Response to
Comment O1-16 regarding the urban quality. This is not an element of
Objective 7. Rather, this comment is related to a project’s consistency to the
County’s General Plan and Community Plan, not to the question of whether an
alternative would meet the Project’s objectives in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c¢).

Response to Comment O1-23

The alternatives section proposes reasonable alternatives that address
significant impacts assessed to the Project through proposing alternatives
“which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project”
in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. Safety issues were
found to be less than significant, in accordance with analysis provided in
Section 3.1.3, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the FEIR. As such, the
topic was not one identified for discussion in Chapter 4.0.

Response to Comment O1-24

Project edge effects were extensively addressed in the Project Biological
Technical Report (Appendix E to the EIR) as well as the EIR. Potential edge
effects have been fully discussed in Subchapter 2.3, Biological Resources,
under the headings “Core Wildlife Area (Guideline 7),” “Indirect
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Impacts/Edge Effects (Guideline 8),” Wildlife Access (Guideline 19),” “Local
and Regional Wildlife Corridors and Linkages (Guideline 20),” and
“Cumulative Impacts to Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites.” Guideline 8
discussion in particular specifically addresses increased human activity,
domesticated animal effects, introduction of invasive non-native plant species,
and night lighting. The conclusion was that Project-related long-term impacts
to sensitive species from indirect edge effects would be less than significant.
In addition, “Required installation of fencing and signage around the BOS,
dedication of a BOS easement, protection of the BOS by a limited building
zone easement, and implementation of the RMP for the Proposed Project,
would further minimize potential edge effects over the long-term.” The
approximately 35 acres of biological open space located between the
development footprint and the Del Dios Highlands Preserve (DDHP) would
lower potential effects on DDHP open space. The Elfin Forest Recreational
Reserve is located further away and therefore less than significant impacts
would be even further diminished. This distance between the Project and
DDHP would not be the case with the alternative, which would place
residential uses and associated human and human-related activities closer to
the DDHP boundaries.

RTC-0O1-18




COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Comment Letter O1

Therefore, we believe that the General Plan Consistent with Septic Alternative is superior to the Project
in meeting project objectives, inflicting less environmental impacts, and ensuring greater public safety,
and should thus replace the Project as the most suitable alternative for future development of this site.

01-25

Response to Comment O1-25

Comments noted. Please refer to Responses to Comments O1-15 through
01-24.
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Comments an Fire Safety and Emergency Access/Egress
HGVS Fire Protection Plan

This report states that the Project would "introduce potential ignition sources” but is “less susceptible 1o
wildfire.” While this development may have a lower flammability landscape, the surrounding
neighborhoods do not. The increase in fire risk to area residents impased by this introduction of
additional potential ignition sources should be thoroughly analyzred and adequately mitigated.
Evacuation is typically commenced before there is any immediate danger from fire, so the relative
durability of the Project landscape cannot be considered a factor in “Tacilitating” evacuation. The Project
is located in a very high fire severity zone area and the Project would substantially increase the use and
congestion of the existing evacuation routes. Please describe how the Project, which requires that an
additional 453 residential units use the only exit route together with thousands of HGV residents and
hundreds of orig

Please provide reference sources of data supporting this statement,

| rural r

would “focilitote resident evacuation in o wildlife emergency.”

According to the County's own commissioned Rhode Wildfire Risk Assessment study (page 14), Harmony [

Grove Road cannot be considered as an evacuation route: " This route has criticol exposures to heavy
wildiand fuels in both directions from the intersection of Country Club Dr., ond poses severe entrapment
potential during wildfire movement. This donger begins immediately east bound (towards Escondido)
and approximately 1/2 mile west (towards Elfin Forest) Similar routes hove contributed to numerous
deaths to wildfire exposure In Son Diego County. (Wildcat Canyon, Cedar Fire, 2003). There is olso
potential for long ronge spotting to develop Jire reloted obstructions on this rood well ohead of the main
Jire. The road will also be subject to downed power lines, rock foll ond refated hatards. Outside of the
area of Harmony Grove Villoge, no safety tones are located olong this roed. This rood i not
recommended for fire evacuation *

From the fhode study (page 15): “Cancern hod been expressed thot only one route wos proposed for
access/egress to the proposed development site rother than the code required construction of two, and
thot a variance would be requested/required for the project to move forwaid. In contrast, the consultant
staff and public safety officials who participated in the field tour of the site unaonimously agreed that the
site has 4 potentiol routes of egress during evocuation, two with strong viabdlity. All participonts
expressed comfort that the proposed variance for the 800 foot single access rood was occeptable. ™
According to this study and the expressed opinion of all consulting fire safety experts, two of these
routes, sast- and west-bound Harmaony Grove Rload, are too dangerous to be considered evacuation
routes. The third route, Harmony Grove Village Parkway, is also compromised and is not considered sale
enough to be a principal evacuation route (Rhode study, page 15): “The rood troverses through troct
homes initiolly, but presents on areo of risk where the bridge over Escondido Creek offers brief exposure
to heovy wildiond fuels, however the burn-out time for these fueis may be 15 minutes and the durotion
of any required closure could be short. This condition would only pase risk during extreme fire behavior,
and should be pcceptoble during lesser fire events. Consultants and public safety staff evaluators
recormend this route as the alternate escape route. ™ However, the only route t© Harmaony Grove Village
Parkway from the Project & Country Club Drive, which means Country Club Drive northbound is the

9

D1-26

01-27

Response to Comment O1-26

Please see the Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and
Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access. It is noted that the
commenter states that the FPP should have analyzed the increase in fire risk to
area residents resulting from the Project’s introduction of additional potential
ignition sources and should identify adequate mitigation measures. Potential
“risk” that is related to the Project site would be attenuated by Project design,
as described in the FPP and alluded to in the comment.

Response to Comment O1-27

The comment provides extensive text from the Wildland Fire Risk Analysis
Report (Rohde & Associates 2016). However, the text is presented out of
context and then used to suggest that there is only one possible evacuation
route available in the Harmony Grove area—Country Club Drive—and that
even it is not safe. However, the Rohde & Associates report indicates that there
are four potential evacuation routes available for ingress/egress from the area
during evacuations: The conclusion of that report’s analysis was:

In contrast, the consultant staff and public safety officials
who participated in the field tour of the site unanimously
agreed that the site has 4 [sic] potential routes of egress
during evacuation, two with strong viability. All
participants expressed comfort that the proposed variance
for the 800 foot single access road was acceptable.

There are four potential evacuation routes. Route 1 is Harmony Grove Road to
the west into developed areas of coastal cities. This option would be viable for
evacuation unless a wildfire were threatening the fuels throughout the canyons
west of Harmony Grove. Route 2 is Harmony Grove Road into Escondido.
This route is viable for evacuation unless fires were burning in the native fuels
to the south or east of the roadway. Route 3 is Country Club Drive to the north,
then east to Harmony Grove Road, into Escondido. This route is viable and
bypasses some of the large expanses of native fuels east of Harmony Grove
Road. Route 4 is Country Club Drive to the north into Escondido. This viable
route passes through developed and maintained landscapes with some larger
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ONLY safe route for evacuation for this severe high fire rish area. If this one road is blocked, fatal
entrapment could result. This eventuality is not discussed or mitigated in this report and must be
addressed.

Country Club Drive is also the mam evacuation route for HGV, and Project evacuees must share this
route with an additional 3,000 cars from HGV evacuating of the same time. Cumulative traffic analyses
should be provided to ensure that the anticipated load (~5000 cars/h) on this two-lane rural collector is
within safe levels, and this would be a minimum, not considering the hundreds of vehicles that may be
using this route to evacuate from other fire-prone areas. Given this scenario, the burn history of the
area, and the high potential for loss of life, the wisdom of a waiver for a secondary access road for the
Project must be more strongly defended.

Please describe how the proposed mitigation measures reduce the potential for impairment of this
single exit road, Country Club Drive, by vehicle congestion, condition of terrain, climatic conditions or
other factors that could limit access, Proposed mitigation (#1) includes an additional travel lane for
increased evacuation within the Project, but does nothing to lessen the inherent risks of a single exit
route for thousands of vehicles. From the Rhode study (page 15): “Per troffic engineering stondords
cited by Dudek, this improvement will provide capacity for 1,828 vehicies/haur It appears however that
the report didd not include legocy users of this route in addition to the proposed odditional use. Given the
proposed development sizte of 457 units + 60 legocy housing units = 517 dwelling units x 4 cars per unit
(avg ), provides o demand of 2,068 cars per hour on this road, or slightly in excess o the carry copacity of
1,972 cors/hour cited by Dudek ofter proposed improvements.”

Please explain how increased parking (mitigation #2) within the Project will “eliminate the potentiol for

roodway obstructions.” Please choose ther word for "ell . This st fails to ©
other common obstructions such as blockage by horse trailers or recreational vehicles or vehicles trying
to turn around for alternate routes. Please explain how features designed to reduce susceptibility to

landscape or structure fire (mitigation #s 3, 4, or 5) or to provide excessive water flows and extra fire

hydrants to respond to on-site fires will affect congestion on evacuation routes or ingress of emergency
vehicles. Please include consideration of influx of many County Animal Service and other large vehicles
towing horse trailers. Please analyze how prioritizing evacuation routes available to the Project may
adversely impact other residents living outside of the Project.

Please analyze the possibility that gridlock on the only exit routes may force use of the “temporary
refuge area” that is designed to hold only 330 people. This is fewer than the anticipated number of
residents of the Project, let alone the area residents who may be trapped by traffic congestion from the
Project. Will this refuge be restricted to only Project residents? How will this be enforced? Residents will
nat want to abandon their pets, so how will this refuge deal with cats, dogs, and maybe chickens and
pigmy goats owned by many in this rural area?

Harmony Grove WU Evacuation Plan

Harmony Grove s a Wildland- Urban Interface (WUI) community, which means itis at a very high risk for
wildfires. As such “This WUI zone poses tremendous risks to life, property, and infrastructure in
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Response to Comment O1-28

Please see the Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis for
information on why the modification to the dead-end road length code standard
was found to not lessen life, health, or safety. Please also see the Global
Responses to Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access.

Response to Comment O1-29

The provided fire protection features referred to in the comment and defined
in the FPP (pages 33 to 40) combine to provide a system of fire protection that
results in a fire-hardened community. This fire hardening, and ongoing
maintenance and inspections that ensure that it remains as designed, enable
contingency options to evacuation if the evacuation is considered less safe than
temporarily (until the fire front burns through) refuging people in their
protected homes or the Project’s clubhouse. This directly affects evacuation of
the area by potentially resulting in fewer vehicles using the roads to evacuate
and providing a safer area for neighboring existing residents. This would, in
effect, reduce the distance existing residents would have to travel to a safer
site, particularly during a late evacuation where a wildfire is encroaching upon
the area’s roads. The Rohde & Associates (2016) report is incorrect regarding
its assumption that Dudek had not considered existing residents in its
calculation of traffic (vehicles per hour). The study included the 60 existing
residents and a conservative three cars per household, and the number of
vehicles per hour was over 300 per hour fewer than the road is designed to
flow.

Response to Comment O1-30

The comment on parking eliminating roadway obstructions is noted and it is
agreed that the term “eliminate” should be changed to “minimizes” in FPP
Section 5.2.1.2, Measures Exceeding the Code, item 2. The additional parking
and third lanes into the Project are designed to minimize the likelihood that fire
department access is slowed or prevented by illegally parked vehicles. This
further applies to wildfire evacuations in that illegally parked vehicles can
interfere with evacuations and slow emergency responder ingress into the
Project. Providing numerous parking spots and wider roads with an additional
lane to Harmony Grove Road facilitates emergency evacuation from the
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Project area to the point where up to four evacuation routes are available
(Harmony Grove Road and Country Club Drive intersection).
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associated communities and is one of the most dangerous and complicated situations firefighters face.’
(from "Preparing o Community Wildfire Protecton Plan” by the Nationel Associotion of State Foresters,
among others). The HG WUI analysis was completed in 2015

(http://www sandiegocounty. gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/ProjectPlanning/hgvs/ Harmony % 20Grove %620V
illage% 2050uth%20Publici2 OReview,/ PDS2015-GPA-15-002-WUIFERP _v3.pdl) and was based on only
735 homes and a population of 2,087. The HGV alone has 742 homes, there are about 100 original
homes in Harmony Grove, and the Project will add another 453 hames, for a total of 1,300 homes, or
nearly double the amount analyzed in the WUL The nearby Valiano project, if approved, would add 380
homes 1o an existing 80 Eden Valley homes, all using the same evacuation route, Country Club Drive, for
a grand total of 1,735 homes and a population of nearly 5000, An updated WUI should be created that
uses the anticipated number of homes and population at buildout of all the proposed communities to
ensure that the area roads can sately accommodate this population during an evacuation.

11

01-32

Please refer to response O1-33 for more discussion regarding how the Project’s
design features influence evacuation traffic. Please also see the Global
Responses to Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access.

Response to Comment O1-31

Please see the Global Responses to Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and
Access. As described in more detail in that response, emergency evacuations
are completed per direction from emergency personnel, who will decide when
to evacuate, and when (as necessary and as a last point of refuge) it could be
safer to remain on property rather than to leave. If there are many hours before
a fire threatens the area, evacuation will occur and could include congestion,
but there would be time to move all vehicles to urban areas in Escondido or
elsewhere. However, if there were a short-notice evacuation scenario, that
would be when fire and law enforcement personnel might make a decision to
keep residents of HGV South (and HGV) in their well-protected, defensible
homes. This would remove traffic from the roadways and leave them available
to residents who do not have the ability to shelter in their homes during a
wildfire. As necessary and directed, Harmony Grove community residents
may be directed to shelter at the Center House or HGV. When time permits,
animals are included within regional evacuation plans.

Response to Comment O1-32

The comment requesting that a new Wildland Urban Interface (SIC Wildland
Urban Interface Plan or Community Wildfire Protection Plan) be prepared is
noted. Updating these plans is recommended on at least a 5-year basis to
account for changing conditions within the planning area. With conversion of
fuel beds to ignition-resistant communities, priority hazard areas may change,
evacuation options may be available that previously were not, and areas
requiring additional focus may be identified. Please note that region-wide plans
are not subject to individual development CEQA documents; these are greater
planning efforts. As stated in the EIR (2017:3.1.3-14, 15):

The Unified San Diego County Emergency Services
Organization has the primary responsibility for
preparedness and response activities, and addresses
disasters and emergency situations within  the
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unincorporated area of San Diego County. The County of
San Diego Office of Emergency Services (OES) serves as
staff to the Unified Disaster Council (UDC), the governing
body of the Unified San Diego County Emergency Services
Organization.

Emergency response and preparedness plans include the
Operational Area Emergency Response Plan and the San
Diego County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation
Plan. Both of these plans develop goals and objectives for
OES in regards to large-scale natural or man-made
disasters.

The Operational Area Emergency Plan provides guidance

for emergency planning and requires subsequent plans to
be established by each jurisdiction that has responsibilities
in a disaster situation. The Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard
Mitigation Plan provides the framework for emergency
response throughout the County, including at the Project
site. It includes an overview of the risk assessment process,
identifies hazards present in the jurisdiction, hazard
profiles, and vulnerability assessments. The plan also
identifies goals, objectives, and actions for each
Jurisdiction in the County of San Diego, including all cities
and the County unincorporated areas.

A representative of the HGV South Project would be a participant in the
updating of the Harmony Grove Wildland-Urban Interface/Community
Wildfire Protection Plan report to reflect changing conditions.
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Comment Letter 02

NDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE

Junc 17, 2017

Ms. Ashley Smith

Planning & Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Swite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

Ashley Smith2(a sdcounty.ca gov

RE: Harmony Grove Village South Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Ms. Smith:

Endangered Habitats League (EHL ) appreciates the opportunity to comment on
the DEIR for this proposed project. For reference, EHL is a long term stakeholder in
County planning endeavors and served on the advisory committee for the 2011 General
Plan

As vou know, the current General Plan accommodates the County’s fair share of
regional population growth and identifies towns and villages within whose boundaries the
bulk of such growth will be accommodated. These boundaries were devised after
extensive community impul. In the case of Harmony Grove, the community accepted a
new village core. But that village came with boundarics that also identified the locations
for continued rural uses. 02-2

Without any showing that there is now a deficit in housing capacity, or that the
project would alleviate a shortage of housing affordable to these with median incomes
the actual source of the region’s housing shortage—this project proposes to nullify the
village boundary of the General Plan. EHL opposes this change.

I'he DEIR"s deficiencies are manifold, and documented in comments from the 02-3
Elfin Forest Town Council. We incorporate these comments by reference. Among the ¥
deficiencies are General Plan and Community Plan inconsistency, violation of Land Use
Policy 1.4, failure to use the proper baseline of existing conditions for analysis, fire 02-4
safety, traffic, biological impacts, and greenhouse gas emissions

We urge developers to help build out the current General Plan rather than
undermine it by speculating on rural land. We furthermore urge the Department of
Planning and Development Services to expeditiously complete Community Plans for all 02-5
the towns and villages, a task wocfully delayed. If trends continue, the current General
Plan’s sustainable vision for discrete towns and greenbelts could transform into the worst
of both worlds—loss of rural lands as well as loss of higher density villages.

Response to Comment O2-1

The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they do not
raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the EIR.
Please see the responses below to specific comments.

Response to Comment O2-2

The comments regarding the current General Plan and Endangered Habitats
League’s (EHL’s) opposition to amending the General Plan/Community Plan
are noted. The County respectively disagrees with the comment that showing
of a deficit in housing capacity or shortage of affordable housing is required in
order to propose a General Plan/Community Plan amendment. The Regional
Categories Map and Land Use Maps are graphic representations of the Land
Use Framework and the related goals and policies of the General Plan
(Chapter 3.)

The General Plan, on page 2-7, recognizes the need to accommodate future
growth by planning and facilitating housing in existing and planned villages.
The General Plan, on page 1-15, states that it is intended to be a dynamic
document and there are numerous policies in the General Plan that
accommodate planning for future growth, such as M-2.1 (require development
projects to provide road improvements), M-3.1 (require development to
dedicate right-of-way), S-3.1 (require development to be located to provide
adequate defensibility), and COS-2.2 (requiring development to be sited in
least biologically sensitive areas).

General Plan Policy LU-1.4 permits an expansion of existing or planned
villages that are consistent with the community development model and meet
the requirements set forth therein. Therefore, the language in the General Plan
clearly allows for future amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional
Categories Map. The project is amending the General Plan/Community Plan
by expanding an existing Village and meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.4.
Please see the Global Response to Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.4 for a thorough discussion on related topic.
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Response to Comment O2-3
The County disagrees that the EIR is deficient. The comment notes that the
deficiencies are documented in the letter from the Elfin Forest Town Council.

Please refer to Response to Comment Letters O3a through O3c¢, which provides
specific responses to those letters.

Response to Comment O2-4

The comment lists several general environmental issues and perceived
deficiencies but does not provide any specifics as to how or why these items
are deficient. Therefore, no specific response is possible. Each of the items
noted, however, is subject to substantial discussion in the EIR. The Project’s
relationship to the General Plan and Community Plan is addressed in detail in
the FEIR Chapter 1.0, Project Description, Location and Environmental
Setting, and Section 3.1.5, Land Use and Planning, which also includes detail
as to Project consistency with Policy LU-1.4. Project baseline, and the reasons
why it is the correct baseline, are detailed on pages 3.1.5-1 and -2. Fire safety
is addressed in Section 3.1.3, Hazards and Hazardous Materials as well as
Section 3.1.8, Public Services. Traffic is addressed in Subchapter 2.2,
Transportation/Traffic; biological effects are detailed in Subchapter 2.3,
Biological Resources; and greenhouse gas emissions are evaluated in
Subchapter 2.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Each of these topics is also cross-
referenced within applicable portions of the Section 3.1.5, Land Use and
Planning, discussions. Project design features relevant to each of these topics
are presented in Table 1-2, Project Design Features, and both the features and
mitigation measures, as applicable, are provided in Chapter 7.0, List of
Mitigation Measures and Design Features. Each of these sections
appropriately addresses the topics. Please also refer to Response to Comment
Letters O3a through O3c for more information provided in response to specific
comments provided by the Elfin Forest Town Council.

Response to Comment O2-5
This comment does not raise an issue pertaining to the environmental analysis
or adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no further response is warranted.
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Thank you for considering our comments,

Yours truly,

L )

Dan Silver
Executive Director
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Comment Letter O3a
SHUTE, MIHALY
WEINBERGER iy
396 HAYES STRLLET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 WINTER KING
T: (415) 552-F271 ¥: (415) 551-5816 Artarney

wewnw, smwlaw oo ong@®smwlaw. com

June 20, 2017

Via Electronic Mail

Ms. Ashley Smith

Land Use & Environmental Planner
Planning & Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

Ashley Smith2ta sdeounty.ca.gov

Re

I' -l 5 " 1 n Ta SN
(PDS20] 5-GPA-15-002; PDS2015-SP-15-002.PDS2015-TM-5600
PDS20]5-REZ-15-003; PDS2015-MUP-13-008; PDS2015-ER-135-
O8-006 )

Dear Ms. Smith

This firm represents the Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Town Counail in
matters related to the County’s consideration of the proposed Harmony Grove Village
South project (“Project™ or “HGVS"). The purpose of this letter is 1o mform the County
that the Dralt Environmental Impact Report (“DETR™) for the Project violates the
minimum standards of adequacy under the California Fnvironmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”). Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq., and the "CEQA Guidelines,”
Calitormia Code of Regulations. utle 14 § 13000 et seq

As desenibed below, the Ellin Forest Harmony Grove Town Couneil is
deeply concemed about the far-ranging impacts the Project will have on environmenial
resources, land use planning, and public satety, Afier years of negotiations and hard
work, the County and the communities of Elfin Forest and Harmony Grove agreed upon a
plan for development in the region that struck a fair balance between conserving the
aren’s outstanding natural resources and rural besuty while allowing substantial new
development that was properly sited and mitigated, including public investment ol
millons of dollars in open space in the project vicinity. recognizing both the habitat value
and the extreme lire risk which renders the area unsuitable lor dense housing. Now,
however, the County is contemplating approval of a Project that would permanently

03a-1

Response to Comment O3a-1

The comment overall addresses general subject areas but does not raise specific
issues regarding those subject areas. Therefore, no more specific response can
be provided or is required. The comment also expresses the opinions of the
commentator only and as such the comment will be included as part of the record
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
proposed Project. With respect to comments regarding the Project’s General
Plan/Community Plan Amendments please see the Global Response to Project
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4 for a full discussion relevant to
this issue. Specific to the summary climate-change comment, this letter includes
specific focused discussion of this issue in Response to Comment O3a-41
through Response to Comment O3a-49, below.

RTC-O3a-1
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Comment Letter O3a

Ashley Smmth
June 20, 2017
I"age 2

destroy that balance. For example, the proposed Project would build a new village
heyond the exasting Village Limit Line and outside established sewer service houndaries.
Tt would create urban sprawl, by introducing 453 units where only 220 are allowed under
the County s General Plan, and substantially inereases tralhic congestion.

Not only would approval of the Project betray the trust and confidence of
the communities that just worked so closely with the County to develop a conumunity
plan, it would also violate stale Planning and Zoning Law and the Subdivision Map Act.
As detailed below and in our pnor correspondenee wath the County. this urban-scale
Projeet 1s patently inconsistent with numerous provisions of the General Plan,
Community Plan, and Zoning Ordinance.

In addition, the DEIR for the Project fails to provide the public and deession
makers with erucial information about the Project, its impacts, altematives, and feasible
mitigation measures, in direct violation of CEQA. For example, the DEIRs analysis off
chimate change impacts for this large, car-dependent subdivision, relies on a methodology
that has been mvalidated repeatedly by the courts and contradicts the County’s own
general plan policies. The Legislature and the Supreme Court have provided gudance on
how 1o analyze that contribution, but the DEIR ignores those rules. As desenbed further
below and i the Supreme Court’s deeision 1 Center for Biological Diversity v.
California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal 4th 204, environmental impact reports
(“EIRs™) for new developments like this one must acknowledge their heightened
responsibility for meeting the State’s ambitious (but achievable) emissions-reduction
goals

In another stnking exumple, the DEIR fails (o provide an adequate
evaluation of the Praject’s fire hazard impacts. I'he Projeet, along with the previously
approved lammony Grove Village project, would add thousands ol new residents (o the
area that has been designated Limited Agriculture und Rural Residential. In an
emergency, such as a wildfire or earthquoke, evacuation would require use ol Country
Club Drive, which is the only sale route available for ingress/egress 1o the Project site.
DEIR ut 1-2: Harmony Grove Wildland Urbun Interface Fire Emergency Plan, Rohde &
Associates (Apr. 14, 2016) at 2 (“Rohde Fire Kmergency Plan™), available at
www sandiegocounty gov/content/damysde/pds/Project Planning hevs/Harmony%e 2000y
¢%20Village%20South%20Public%20Review/PDS2015-GPA-15-002 -

WUIFERDE v3pdf. Yel, the DEIR [mls entirely 1o evaluate salety hazards related 1o
evacualing these new residents in an emergency, as well as the risks the Project
introduces to the safe evacuation of the surrounding residents. This 1s not a mere

SHUTE, MIFEALY
WEINKERGLR W

Response to Comment O3a-2

The County disagrees that the EIR failed to evaluate safety hazards related to
the Project and that the Rohde Report suggests that Country Club Drive is the
only safe route available for ingress/egress to the Project site. Fire safety is
addressed in Section 3.1.3, Hazards and Hazardous Materials as well as Section
3.1.8, Public Services, of the FEIR. The Rohde Report does state that Country
Club Drive is the fastest route to safety, on Page 15 it also states:

Concern had been expressed that only one route was
proposed for access/egress to the proposed development site
rather than the code required construction of two, and that
a variance would be requested/required for the project to
move forward. In contrast, the consultant staff and public
safety officials who participated in the field tour of the site
03a1 unanimously agreed that the site has 4 potential routes of
egress during evacuation, two with strong viability. All
participants expressed comfort that the proposed variance
for the 800-foot single access road was acceptable.

Please see the Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and Adequacy
of Emergency Evacuation and Access for a thorough analysis on this topic.

03a-2
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Comment Letter O3a

Ashley Smith
June 20, 2017
I"age 3

techmical violation of CHOQA, it is a dangerous, callous latlure lo consider the real effects
of this oversized Project

Similarly. the DEIR s unalysis of the Project’s tralTic mmpacts employs
ouldated trafTic data and methodology (hat skews the analysis ol project -related vehicle
mp inereases, thus masking sigmibicant impacts. In um, relisnce on un insceurate trallic
analysis undermunes the DEIR s air quality and chmate change analvses.

As a result of the DEIR s numerous and senoas inadequucies, there hay
been no mesnmglul public review of the Project, and there cannot be such review unless
and until the DEIR is wholly revised The County decision makers cannot reasonably
consider approval of the proposed Project withoul an sdequate understimding ol s
emvaronmental costs and potential alternatives

Thus letter 1s submutted along with the reports prepared w Neal Liddicoat
PE., of MRO Engaineers, Inc.. attached as Exiabit A (“MRO Report™), and Dr. Matthew
Rahn, Ph.D, M.S., 11D, of Rahn Conservation Consultmg, [LC, attached as FExlnbn B
(“Rahn Report”). We respectlully refer the County to the aforementioned altuched
reports, both here and throughout these comments, for further detail and discussion of the
DEIR s madequacies. We request that the County reply to each of the comments in this
letter and to cach of the comments i the attached reports

L Background

Just a few years ago, the County invested o substantial amount of time and
mullions of laxpayer dollars updating s Geeneral Plun 10 establish o blueprint for [ulure
land developmenl projects in the unincorporated County thal meels community destres
and balances the environmental protection goals with the need for housing, agriculture,
wnfrastructure, and economie vitality.” Generul Plan EIR ot 5-2. Al the same tume, the
County developed the Ellin Forest and Harmony Grove Commumity Plun (“Communily
Plan” or “CP”) as a subarea plan of the Sun Dieguito Community Plan

This years-long process, which mvolved countless hours of commumaty
meelings, culminated in a General Plan and Communily Plun thul curefully selected
growth areas i the Harmony Grove commumity winle assiduously protecting the rural
character of the remamng land. The Ellin Forest and [Tarmony Grove communities
worked hard 1o develop the Commumty Plan and have worked for years 1o enforee it. The
communibies were willing to accept thewr share of growth in the form of Harmony Girove

SHUTE. MIHALY

WhEINBERGER

T 03a-2

03a-3

O3a-4

O3a-5

03a-6

Response to Comment O3a-3

The County disagrees that the Project’s traffic impact analysis employs outdated
traffic data and methodology. Please see detailed Response to Comment O3a-
19.

Response to Comment O3a-4

The County acknowledges the comment but disagrees. The County finds the
EIR provides full discussion, relevant detail and analysis, and is adequate under
CEQA. The County also finds that the document supported full and informed
review. Specific to obligations to respond under CEQA, his comment does not
raise specific issues regarding the content of the EIR. A comment that does not
raise a specific environmental issue does not require a response. Under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the lead agency is obligated to
respond to timely comments with “good faith, reasoned analysis” (CEQA
Guidelines 15088[c]). These responses ‘“shall describe the disposition of the
significant environmental issues raised ... [and] giv[e] reasons why specific
comments and suggestions were not accepted” (CEQA Guidelines, 15088[c]).
To the extent that specific comments and suggestions are not made, specific
responses cannot be provided and, indeed, are not required (Browning-Ferris
Industries of California, Inc. v. City Council of the City of San Jose [1986] 181
Cal.App.3d 852 [Where a general comment is made, a general response is
sufficient]).

Response to Comment O3a-5

Please see Response to Comment O3b for a response to Exhibit A (“MRO
Report”) and Response to Comment O3c for a response to Exhibit B (“Rahn
Report™). As primary sources for traffic and fire-related comments in this letter,
those reports and responses to comments provided for those reports are cross-
referenced in a number of the responses below.

Response to Comment O3a-6

The Project is amending the General Plan/Community Plan by expanding an
existing or planned village in accordance with the requirements set forth in
Policy LU-1.4.
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The Regional Categories Map and Land Use Maps are graphic representations
of the Land Use Framework and the related goals and policies of the General
Plan (Chapter 3). General Plan Policy LU-1.4 specifically permits expansions
of villages. Therefore, the language in the General Plan clearly allows for future
amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional Categories Map in such
instances. Please see the Global Response to Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.4 for a full discussion relevant to this issue.

With respect to the Community Plan, the hierarchical relationship between the
General Plan and the County’s many community plans is described in General
Plan Policy LU-2.2; that makes it clear that General Plan policies take
precedence over community plan policies and that community plans cannot be
interpreted in a manner that would undermine the policies of the General Plan.
General Plan Policy LU-2.2 states:

Community Plans are part of the General Plan. These plans

focus on a particular region or community within the overall
General Plan area. They are meant to refine the policies of
the General Plan as they apply to a smaller geographic
region and provide a forum for resolving local conflicts. As
legally required by State law, Community Plans must be
internally consistent with General Plan goals and policies
of which they are apart. They cannot undermine the policies
of the General Plan. Community Plans are subject to
adoption, review, and amendment by the Board of
Supervisors in the same manner as the General Plan.

Therefore, even though community plans are an integral part of the County’s
General Plan, these documents must still be internally consistent with the
General Plan’s goals and policies of which they are a part. This means that
community plans must be read and interpreted in the context of the goals and
policies set forth in the General Plan and cannot be interpreted in isolation.
Although Community Plans are an important component of the General Plan,
General Plan Policy LU-1.4 specifically permits expansions of villages.

The logic behind the commenter’s assertion would lead to the conclusion that
no general plan amendments would be allowed. However, the General Plan on
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page 2-7 recognizes the need to accommodate future growth by planning and
facilitating housing in existing and planned villages. The General Plan states:

As growth continues in the region, the County will
accommodate a reasonable share in the unincorporated
County in a manner that sustains the natural setting,
characteristics, and qualities that distinguish the County, its
communities, and rural places as special places to live. The
County will implement this guiding principle by planning
and facilitating housing in and adjacent to existing and
planned villages.

Also, the General Plan on page 1-15 states that it is intended to be a dynamic
document, and numerous policies in the General Plan accommodate planning
for future growth, such as M-2.1 (require development projects to provide road
improvements), M-3.1 (require development to dedicate right-of-way), S-3.1
(require development to be located to provide adequate defensibility), COS-2.2
(requiring development to be sited in least biologically sensitive areas) and
Policy LU 1.2 (establishment of a new village) and Policy LU-1.4 (expansion of
an existing or planned village).
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Comment Letter O3a

Ashlev Snuth
June 20, 2017

I'age 4

Village. in exchange for striet and enfirceable restrictions harring high-density, urban /4
stvle development elsewhere DEIR at 1-3

Now the County is contemplating a proposal thal would up-end the delicate
balance struck m the Commumity Plan: an whan-scale, dense residential development
(e, 437 li\\L‘”illb‘ urits and 3,000 squure leet of commercial use) m an ares ll(“\l!.!l'l.']ll‘d
bw the General Plan for agneultural and rural wses wath a maxumum of 220 dwelling
unils. DEIR at 1-3. Approval of this Project would undermine the General Plan update
and betray the commumty”s trust in the County’s process O3a-6

The County may not ygnore the Community Plan that the County and
commnunily worked so hard on. Rather, it must uphold the clewr, mundalory policies ol
the General Plan and Community Plan that protect the Elfin Forest/Harmony Cirove
community from ereeping urbamzation snd developments such as TTGVS, In short. the
proposed Project 15 trreparably inconsistent with the General lan and Community Plan
and the County must reject it on this basis alone

In addition, the DEIR provides no evidence that hundreds ol addinonal
housing units are needed m the Harmony Girove ares. According 1o area residents,
construetion of houses i the Harmony Grove Villuge development only begen in 2013
vears behind the antictipated schedule of full bwld-out m 2008 DEIR at 1-26 Moreover
the region has muluple planned housing projecis in Lhe area that wall resull 1o the
construchon of more than 15,494 housing units in the area. DEIR at 1-34 Thus, this is
not a case where the County could justify approving a project with sigmficant
envirenmental impacts due to 1 need for more housing

03a-7

County deciston makers have a responsibility 1o represent the long term
interest of the entire community and not just the short term interest and gam of a lew
inchviduals, In ths cuse, (hal responsibility ineludes achieving o balance between the
profection of resources and quality of lile ol the estublished commmunity and approval ol
addinonal development putside the carefully considered General Plan envelope. As 03a-8
discussed throughout tns letier, the County determuined years ago tust the proposed
Projeel siie would be designated lor rural resideniial uses 1o preserve environmenial
resoilrees and the rural churacter off e ElGn Forest and Harmony Grove: commuimbies
The proposed Project 1s inconsistent with ths vision, For this reason the Elfin Forest
Harmony Grove Town Council urges the County 10 rework the proposed development o
better address these meonsistencies and lo reflect the recently adopled General Plan

SHUTE, MIH ALY
WEiINBERCGER

Response to Comment O3a-7

It is important to note that a private property owner can propose any lawful use
of their property and have it evaluated for environmental impacts. Although one
of the Project’s objectives is to provide housing, a showing of a deficit in
housing capacity or shortage of housing is not required in order for the County
to consider approval of a project. Please see Response to Comment O3a-6
above.

The County concurs that Harmony Grove Village (HGV) is building out and
that the cumulative projects list totals approximately 15,500 housing units.
However, the numbers cited include County, City of Escondido, and City of San
Marcos numbers. In fact, the comment fails to cite the very next sentence from
the EIR, “Specifically within County jurisdiction, the cumulative projects
(including the Proposed Project) would result in a total of 2,403 units in the
Project site vicinity.”

With respect to the need for additional housing units, the San Diego Association
of Governments (SANDAG) Regional Housing Needs Assessment shows that
although the County has planned for the necessary number of housing units over
the assessment period, the County is behind in the number of approvals one
would expect per year if housing availability is averaged over the planning
period. Without approval of a substantial number of residential units over the
next few years, the County will have a housing shortage. The County has
responsibility for providing a percentage of projected required housing. As
noted in a recent study,!!! the County has only issued building permits for 26
percent of the 22,412 units allocated to it by the state in its Regional Housing
Needs Allocation process. The lack of housing supply can be considered to
contribute to scarcity and high housing prices that put a strain on the general
welfare of County residents. Guiding Principle 1 of the County General Plan
(Chapter 2, pages 2-6 and 2-7) calls for the County to accommodate a reasonable
share of regional growth. Accordingly, given the current widespread regional
housing scarcity, the County finds increasing housing supply to be within the
general welfare of County residents.

RTC-O3a-6




COMMENTS

RESPONSES

[1] http://www.sdchamber.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Housing-

Score-Card.pdf (incorporated herein by this reference, such report is
available for public review at the aforementioned cite.
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Comment Letter O3a

Ashley Smilh
June 20, 2017
I'age 5

I, The Project Cannot Be Approved Because It Violates State Planning and
Zoning Law.

e Project violates stale Planmung and Zomng Law in two distinel ways
First, the proposed amendments to local land use niles are incompalible with Lhe CGeneral
Plan. Second. even if the proposed amendments were valid, the proposed development
would still vielate numerous local land use regulations and policies. Thus, the County
musl reject Lhe propused smendments

A. Land Use Decisions Must Be Consistent with the General Plan,

The state Planning and Zonng Law requires development decistons (o be
consstent with the junsdiction”s general plan, See Resonrce Defense Fund v County of
Santa Cruz (1982) 133 Cal App 3d 800, 806 (“propnety”™ of land use and development
decisions depends on consistency with the general plan). Famelies Unafraid to Uphold
Rural Kl Daorade County v. B, of Supervisors CFUTURE™Y (1998) 62 Cul. App 4th 1332
1336 (“The consistency doctrine [15] the hnehpm of Califorma’s land use and
development laws; it is the principle which infuses the concept of plunned growth with
the force of law ). As the “constitution” for future development. the general plan
provides the overarching framework for a region’s development /esher
Commumications, Tnc. v. City of Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal 3d 531, 340

10 45 an abuse of discretion o approve u project thal “frustmte]s| the Generm
Plan’s goals and pohicies ™ Napa Citizens for IHonest Gov. v. Napa County (2001) 91
Cal. App.4th 342, 379. A project need not present an “outright contliet” with o general
plan provision lo be considered imconsistent. ol Rather, the determinative yuestion is
whether the project "is compatible with and will not frustrate the General Plan’s goals
and policies.” fd. Courts will invahdate a project approval that 15 inconsistent with
lundamental, mandstory, snd clear general plun policies, regardless ol wheiber the
project 1s consistent with olher general plun policies, FUTURE, 62 Cal. App 4l al 134]-
42, Endangered Habitots League, Ine. v. Cownty of Orange (2005) 131 Cal App 4th 777
783

B.  The Proposed Land Use Amendments Are Invalid Because They Are
1 patible and 1 t with the General Plan.

e DEIR acknowledges that the proposed development 1s meonsistent
with the current Cieneral Plan, Community Plan. and Zoming Ordimance. DEIR at 1-33
Thus. the Project proposes amendments to cach of these /d. The amendments would: re-,

SHLTE SIHALY

WEINBERGER

03a-8

In addition, there is no commitment to solely place any specific number of the
22,412 projected units on any precise property within the County, however, this
particular location, on an already disturbed site near employment centers and
shopping opportunities in the cities of Escondido and San Marcos, and in
proximity to SR-78, I-15, and the Nordahl Transit Station, is consistent with
General Plan policies to site growth adjacent to existing amenities and not
extend built environments into pristine areas of the County.

Response to Comment O3a-8

The County disagrees with the comment that the Project is incompatible with
the General Plan and would create internal inconsistencies in the General Plan.
Please see Response to Comment O3a-6 and O3a-7 above and the Global
Responses to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4 and General
Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis.
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Comment Letter 03a
Ashlev Smith
June 20, 2017
l‘agc 0
A

classily the Project urea from Serm-Rurul to Village, extend the HGY boundary
sigmficantly. to encompass the entire proposed development area and surrounding open
space;, ehminate numerous stnet limitations on growth from the Community Plan: and
change the Project ures [rom an agricultursl, open space, und Jurge-lot rurul residentiul
land use desygnation to a designation that allows dense residential, retail/commercial.
utiliies/mstitutional, and recreational uses. Id, ut 14, 1-33, 3,1.6-42. The proposed
wmendments are incompatible wilh other General Plan provigions and would create
inlernal inconsistencies i the General Plan, Accordingly, they connot be upproved.

5 The Proposed Amendments Are Incompatible with the General
Plan’s Guiding Principle for Development.

The General Plan establishes the Comaunity Development Model as the
guding prnciple for development in the County San Dhego County General Plan (Aug.
2011) CGIP) at 2-8. The General Plan uses three regional land use categonies 1o
implement the Model* Village, Sermi-Rural. and Rural /d. st 2-8, 3-6 In the County’s
version of the Model, dense Village cores are surrounded by arcas of less mtense Senm-
Rural and Rural use. Jd.

The land Use Element of the (reneral Plan allocates land uses based on the
Commumty Development Model /el at 3-2 In particular, Pohiey LU-11 direets the
Counly 1o assign land use designations “in accordance with the Commumty Development|
Madel.” und Policy 1.1)-]1 2 prohibits “leapfrog development which is inconsistent with
the Community Developmem Model. " /d. at 3-23. Similarly, Policy T.U-2 5 (“Tdenufy
and maintuin greenbelts between communities Lo remforce the identity of neighboring
communities.”) promotes defined communities, rather than sprawl. and Poliey LU-2.6
directs the County 1o use “buffers or other techniques™ to maintain separation between
unincorporited commumbies and neighbonng jurisdichions. . al 3-25.

Pursuani lo the Communty Development Model, the General Plan und
Community Plan currently designate TIGV as a dense Village. surrounded by Semi-Rural
and Ruril uses. GP. San Diegunto Regional Category Map, CP ut 25 The Communuty
Plan notes that the HGV Boundery shown on County land use maps “is a growth
boundary that identifies land o winch development should be directed ™ C1 at 27, 1L also
states that ~[ajress outside thus linnt hme are ol intended 1o expand and should retain the
origmal armony Grove rural residential and agnealiural chameter.” ld. These land use
designalions place o Semu-Rural bufTer belween HGV and neighbormg Escondido, us
dirccted by the General Plan GP, San Dieguito Regional Catogory Map, 3-25 (Policies
LU-25, LU-2.6)

N
SHLTE, MIHALY
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Comment Letter O3a

Ashlev Snuth
June 20, 2017

"age 7

A

Because these land use designutions were established (o conform to the
Comrnumity Development Model and direet gronth to HGY, not the areas outside it
amendments that allow the opposite result are mcompatible wath the General Plan and
cannol be adopled. Napa Cirizens, 91 Cal App 4th ol 379 'he redesignation of (he
Project area from Semi-Rural to Village would allow dense development outside HOGV
rather than the Semi-Rural and Rural buffer required by the Community Development
Model. Likewise, the A70 (Limited Agnculture) zonng for most of the Project ares
conforms (o the Community Development Model by limiting the wrea outside HGY (o
agniculiural, open space, and lurge-lot rural ressdential uses. See DEIR at 3.1.6-9. The
shufl 1o S-88 (Specific Plan), which would sllow lor dense residential, retal/commereial,
ubliiesAmstitutional, and vpen space/recreahon uses, would also be inconsistent with the
Commumty Development Model See id. In addition, the amendments would extend the
HGV Boundary all the way to Escondido, elimmating the buffer between [GV and this
newghboring junsdichon. Figure 111, Proposed Regonal Categones, LIGVS. The Siate
Planming and Zoming Laws prohibit such inconsistencies. Napa Citizens, 21 Cal App 4th
at 379 FUTURE, 62 Cal App.dth ot 134 1-42: Endangered Habitats [eague. 131
Cal. App 4that 783

r 3 The Propused Designation of the Project Arca as “Village™
Conflicts with General Plan Policies that Promote Safety.

I'w ether land use policies m the General Plan prolibat the proposed shilt
of the Project area land use category from Semu-Rural to Village. As detailed below, the
Project would place urban development in an arca designated a Very Thigh Fire Hazard
Severily Zone. where existing conditions pose a sigmificant Gire threat. DEIR ul 3.1.4-7
Gieneral Plan Policy LU-6 10 imposes o mandatory requirement that development be
located to protect property and residents from nsks of such hazards, Poliey 11-6.111s
even more specifie: it dircets the County to “{a]ssign land nscs and densities in a manner
that mummizes developmenl in extreme. very high and hagh lire threat aress.” Converting
the Project area from Senn-Rural 1o Village would allow significantly more density m a
very high [lire threal ares - precisely the type of lund use assignment the General Plan
prohibits,

3. The Proposed Community Plan Amendments Would Create
Internal Inconsistencies,

[he General Man must be mtermally or “horzontally” consistent., ils
clements must “comprise an integrated, intermally consistent and compatible statement of
policies tor the adopling ageney.” Gov. Code § 65300 5. Sierra Club v. Kern Counny

SHLTE. MIH ALY
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Response to Comment O3a-9

The County disagrees with the comment that expands Policies LU-6.10 and LU-
6.11 to “prohibit” the County from converting areas that are located in a Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone from Semi-Rural to Village. Policy LU-6.10
provides that development be located and designed to protect property and
residents from the risks of natural and man-induced hazards. Policy LU-6.11
provides that land uses and densities be assigned in a manner that minimizes
development in extreme, very high, and high fire threat areas or other
unmitigable hazardous areas. There is nothing in either policy that prohibits
development in areas designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, as
exemplified by the location of the Harmony Grove Village adjacent to the
Project site. As explained in the Safety Element of the General Plan, because
most of the unincorporated County is located within very high or extreme fire
threat areas, avoiding high threat areas is not possible (Figure S-1 [Fire Threat]).
Therefore, policies focus on minimizing the impact of wildfires through land
use planning techniques and other mitigation measures (General Plan, Safety
Element, page 7-5)’ As such, Policies LU-6.10 and LU-6.11 respectively require
that development be located and designed to protect property and residents from
risks such as fire, and that land uses be assigned in a manner that minimizes
development in “ unmitigable” hazards areas. Development on the Project site
has been located so as to provide substantial fuel management zones and
minimize the risk of structural loss and life safety resulting from wildland fires
consistent with Policy LU-6.10. Also, the Project does not fall into a situation
where hazards are unmitigable. A Fire Protection Plan (FPP) has been prepared
for the Project that has been reviewed and approved by both the Rancho Santa
Fe Fire Protection District (RSFFPD) and the County. The plan provides
standards for the development to protect property and residents from wildfire,
and reduces the threat of wildfire by incorporating residential requirements
exceeding code and substantial fuel management zones and plant materials
resistant to fire. Therefore, the Project is consistent with the goals of these
policies.

Response to Comment O3a-10
The County disagrees that the General Plan/Community Plan amendments
would create internal inconsistencies. In fact, the amendment would help
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eliminate potential inconsistency. Although the Community Plan may have
expressed a desire to limit the number of urban residences that could be built
within the communities of Harmony Grove and FElfin Forest, the strict
interpretation of this Policy provided by some of the commenters would be
inconsistent with General Plan Policies that allow existing or planned villages
to be expanded or new villages to be established. Clearly, these General Plan
policies indicate that land use designations were not intended to be locked in
forever. There are also numerous other policies in the General Plan that
contemplate that future growth will occur and provide direction with respect to
its future planning; such as M-2.1 (require development projects to provide road
improvements), M-3.1 (require development to dedicate right-of-way), S-3.1
(require development to be located to provide adequate defensibility), and COS-
2.2 (requiring development to be sited in least biologically sensitive areas). The
General Plan states that it is intended to be a dynamic document and must be
periodically updated to respond to changing community needs (General Plan, p.
1-15). Even the Community Plan contemplates that future amendments to the
Community Plan may occur when necessary to implement the plan (Community
Plan, page 5). Please see the Global Responses to General Plan/Community Plan
Amendments CEQA Impact Analysis and Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.4 regarding Project consistency with the General
Plan/Community Plan for additional discussion.
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Comment Letter O3a

Ashlev Smuth
June 20, 2017

I'age 8

Bowurd of Supervisors (1981) 126 Cal. App.3d 698, 704, Comomumity Plans are “part ol
the CGieneral Plan. GP at 3-2 to 3-3. 3225 Thus, as the General Plan acknowledges,
“Compunty Plans must be mternally consistent with Cieneral Plan goals and pohcies of
which they wre u part, They cimnot undermine the policies of the General Plun.” Jd. ol 3
25: see Gov. Code § 633005

Ihe proposed amendments o the Community Plan would ereate
impermussible inconsistencies within the General Plan, For example. the Project would
clmmmate the stnict requirement that the number of urban homes not exeeed the number of
rural homes in the Comumumty Plan area, Proposed Amendments to Commumty Plan
(PCPY 22, 33, Thas amendment would undermine General Plan Goal LU-2, which
chireets the County fo mumlain sts rural character (GP at 3-24), and General Plan Policy
LU-1.3. which emphasizes use of land use designations to “preserve surroimding rural
lands™ (id. at 3-23)

In addition, the Project would replace the narrow language i Community
Plan Poliey SPA-2.26 that allows sewer services only for TIGV. “without the possibility
for expansion,” with a Hexible provision that allows any “adequately sized” sewer
treatment method to serve both HGV and the new Project area. PCP a1 52, However,
Commumty Plan Poliey CM-10.2.1 “|rjequire|s] all proposed new development to use
sephic svstems with one septic system per dwelling umt”™ CP at 39. The proposed
amendment 1o Policy SPA-2.2.6 would directly conflict with Policy CM-10.2,1, ereating
an impemmmssible inconsistency

Further, the delevon of kinguage in the Communuity Plan scknowledgng
that the Village Development Patiern “was negotiated” (PCP at 22) would also
undermine one of the key purposes of the Community Plan: 1o “provide a forum for
resalving local confliets™ (GP at 3-25 (Poliey LU-2.20). As we noted an 2015, (he
Commumty "lan specilically recognizes that developers would want (o erode the
community s hard-fought prolections. Exhibal 1, Letter from Erin Chaliners, Shule,
Mihaly & Wemberger [1.P 1o Mansa Smth, County of San Iiego Plannung and
Development Services, re Harmony Grove Villuge South’s Inconsisteney with the
Generul PMlian and Community Plan (June 29, 2015) (“SMW Letter™) at 1. Alter maumy
years of negotiastions and community advocacy, the community carefully selected areas
where $Harmony Grove would grow, while providing strong protections for the area’s
rural characler, including a firm limit on the urban (o rural balunce, . at 2, The proposed
amendments would nol only explicitly eliminate these compromises from (he Community
Plan. they would convert the Community Plan from “u forum for reselving local
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Response to Comment O3a-11

The commenter is correct that HGV is served by sewer. The Proposed Project
would be an extension of the village, and as such, also would be eligible for
sewer service. Also, please note that Policy CM 10.2.1 is the third tier of a three-
part standard that applies to Elfin Forest, not Harmony Grove. It is a subset of
Issue CM-10.2 and Goal CM-10.2. As is clear from Issue CM-10.2, which
states: “septic systems are the sole and preferred sewage management for Elfin
Forest, [emphasis added] because they ensure that Elfin Forest - Harmony
Grove will remain a rural community. The issue relates to Elfin Forest and not
Harmony Grove. The Project is not in Elfin Forest. Also, the Goal is for a sewage
disposal system that “retains rural character.” The sewage treatment plant
designed for HGV South references rural elements and would not conflict with
rural character. The issue provides context for the reader, the goal addresses that
issue, and the policy is secondary to the goal. One element should not be parsed
out from the overall context. Here, the express statement is that Elfin Forest is
the area within the larger community where the issue is most sensitive. The goal
allows for any treatment available that will retain rural character. Although the
Project is not located in a rural zone, the semi-rural elements of the community
have been folded into Project design of the proposed Village extension,
including architectural treatment of the WTWREF.

Response to Comment O3a-12

The County cannot “negotiate” or contract away its future right to exercise its
land use authority as may be suggested by the commenters. Please see the Global
Responses to General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact
Analysis and Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4.
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Response to Comment O3a-13
Please see the Global Response to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy
Comment Letter O3a LU-1.4.

Ashley Smith
June 20, 2017
Page 9

confliets™ 1o a ol developers may use 1o pave over the commumity's wishes. Such a
result would frustrate the Community Plan purposes identified in the General Plan

In sum, while the Project applicant has uucmpled (v syueeze the Pruml
mio the General Plan’s framework with a handful of amend these amenc
bump up against overarching General Plan and Community Plan goals and policies aimed
al preventing precisely the type of urban spraw ] that the Project would bring to Hanmony
Grove. As a resull, the proposed amendments cunnol withstund serutiny

03a-12

C.  The Project Cannot Be Approved Because It 1s Inconsistent with Local |
Land Use Plans and Regulations.

Evenif the County could approve the proposed land use amendmenits, the
proposed development would still violate mumerous local land use policies and
regulations. It is directly 1wmmlcn| with severil provisions in the General Plan,
Commumty Plan, and Zomng Or N YIS T 1es detailed i our 2015
letter are summarized here, and additional inconsistencies are identified.

1. The Project Violates Mandatory Requirements in Policy LU-1.4.

Gieneral Man Policy 1.U7-1.4 ensures contormity with the Community
Development Model by strietly limiting the expansion of villages. GP at 3-24 New
Village designations are “only” allowed on land “contiguous™ with an existing or planned
village and “only™ if “all” ol four distinet eritenia are met. /d. As detailed in our 20135 03a-13
letter, the Projeet fails this test because it 1s not contiguous with GV and does not meet
“all” of the mundatory eritenn. SMW Letter at 4-11.

As expluned above, the existng HGY Boundary 1s surrounded by Semi-
Rural and Rural lands, os requred by the Commumty Development Model. GP at 2-8, 3-
6, Sun Dieguito R;gmnal Category Mup. The Project 15 not "contiguous™ with this
Boundary because it is not in actual cum.uut with it. /d. at 5-9. Memam-Webster
Dictionary, Al {last visited May
23, 2017) (defiming * amup,uous as *‘h.-mg n acmal contact,” “touching along o
boumdary or at a point.” or “touchmng or connected throughout in an unbroken
sequence”). The DEIR attempts to make the contiguity mile more generous by clamming
that an expansion may be “physically adjscent or contiguous” with an existing village,
rather than sumply “contiguous,” DEIR at 3, 1.6-24 (emphasis added). It also descnbes
various components of HGV that are mear the Project, but identifies none that actually

SHUTE, MIHALY
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Comment Letter 03a

Ashley Smith
June 20, 2017
Page 10

N
share a border with or ure even immedintely next (o the HGV Boundary. Word games and

hand waving do not bring the Project within the meaning of Policy 1.11-1.4,

In addition, one of the four mandatory enitena for an expansion is that it be
“consistent with commumity character, the scale, and the onderly and contiguous growth™
of the existing village. GiP 3-24. As detaled in our previous letter. the character and scale
of the Project clash with the surrounding rural, large-lot, equestrian-friendly community.
SMW Letler at 10, The Project also interferes with the orderly and contiguous growth of
HGV. The Community Development Model direets villages to coneentrate density and
Iigher intensity uses in the cemter of the village and transition to less intense uses near
and ovutside the village boundary . GP a1 2-9. The Project would locate new density
outside the HGYV Boundary, in a region that the Community Plan directs to reduce land
use intensity. SMW Letter at 10, This change is not consistent with the orderly growth of
HGV.

Further, the Project fails to meet the requirement that the expansion be
“compatible with environmental conditions and constramnts, such as topography.” GP at
3.24. The proposed new village area would include 7.7 acres of steep slopes —
approximately a fifth of the development. DEIR a1 1-33 to 1-34, Accordingly, an
cxpansion of HGV into this stecp area is not compatible with the local topography.

Because the Project is not contiguous with HGV and fails 1o meet several
other mandatory requirements for village expansions, it directly conflicts with the
Cieneral Plan and eatmot be approved. Napa (Citizens, 91 Cal. App.4th at 379

2, The Project Is Inconsistent with the Community Development
Maodel.

Like the proposed land use amendments, the proposed development itsell is
incomputible with the Commumity Development Model. General Plan Policy LU-1. 1
directs the County 1o assign land use designations “in sccordance with the Community
Development Model ™ GP at 3-23, Likewise, General Plan Policy LU-1.2 prohibits
“leaplrog developmient” (defined as “Village densities located away [rom established
villages™) that is inconsistent wath the Community Development Model. /d.

The existing land use designanons were selected to implement the
Commumty Development Model and refleet the wnique issues, charaeter, und
development abjectives of the Community Plan area. /d. at 3-23 (Pohiey 1.U-1.1), 3-25

(Poligies 1.U-2.1, LU-2 4). This means that to be consistent with the General Plan, HGY
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Comment Letter O3a

Ashley Smith
June 20, 2017
Page 11

must be surmounded by Semi-Rural and Rural lands, not new urbun development. See GI?
ul 2-8. If the County approves the Project. which places new Village density well-omtside
the HGV willage core, this will be meonsistent with the Gieneral Plan's dircetives

3. The Project Fails to Comply with Standards that Protect County [

Residents from Wildfire Threats,

[he Project site 15 loemed i o Wildland Urban Inteclbee  “WUIL™) anca,
within 1 Very High Fire Hazard Sevenily Zone, DEIR al 3.1.4-7;, Raho Repont at 1, 4-5. It
15 direetly adyacent to hundreds of acres of protected hological open space which cunnot
be fuel-modified. The vegetation and habitat in this area are prone (o brush fires, and the
proxumity of struciures near thas vegetalion can laeilitate the movement ol lre, [d wl 4-3
As outlined in the Fire Protection Plan and detailed m the Rahn Report, there have been
cighteen wildfires within three mules of the Project site since 1980 DEIR. Appendix L
CEPP™) mt 15; Rahn Report at 4. 'These fires burmed more than 180,000 acres. FPP at 15,
SMW Letter at 18-19

Placing the Project in this high-risk area will: increase and exscerbale
people’s exposure to (e hazards: create a need for new fire facilives. and locate
struciures and residents in areas highly susceptible 1o hazards. Rahn Report m |

As discussed below, numerous local land use policies scknowledge the (ire
nsks posed in ths region and implement meusures mlended 0 avoid the ghest risks and
nummuze harm o the public The Project violates many of these policies. As a result. not
only would approval of the Project be unlawful, it would Tikely put hives and property in
jeopardy, Ll at 9-10, 15-16

(#)  The Project Directly Conflicts with Generul Plan Policies
that Guard against Fire Hazards,

As the General Plan explains, fire threats are prevalent countywide, so
County policies focus on manimizing the impact of wildfires through land use planning
techniques and other mutigation meusures. GP ar 7-5. Reducing densities in the arcas
most susceplible 10 fire dangers is the most basic planming principle. Hery, the Project
proposes the opposiie: 1 would change land use designations and inerease density in
areas where constrmnts and hazards are clearly documented, thereby plsemg more peaple
ol increased nisk of wildland fire huzards
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Response to Comment O3a-14
Please see Response to Comment O3c for a response to Exhibit B (“Rahn
Report”) and the Global Response to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis.

Response to Comment O3a-15

The County disagrees that the Project would conflict with General Plan Land
Use and Safety Element policies related to fire hazards. The comment is correct
in stating the Safety Element protects County residents with policies "that locate
development away from hazardous areas." However, the County General Plan
policies also focus on minimizing the impact of wildfires through land use
planning techniques and other mitigation measures. The General Plan explains
that such minimizing techniques are necessary because avoiding high threat
areas is not possible as most of the unincorporated County is located within very
high or extreme fire threat areas (Figure S-1 [Fire Threat], General Plan, Safety
Element, page 7-5). Therefore, the commenter’s suggestion that reducing
density is the only acceptable land use planning technique in areas most
susceptible to fire danger in the County would result in preventing development
within most of the unincorporated County. It also ignores the focus on
minimizing the impact of wildfires through mitigation measures and incorrectly
implies that there is only one way to minimize the risks posed from wildland
fires. In addition, the EIR does not neglect Policy S-1.1. Relevant to assignment
of land use densities and designations in the general sense, this is a County
responsibility as a land use agency. In order to carry out this responsibility, the
County is engaged in a continuing process of analyzing proposed projects and
their appropriateness of varied settings. The Project has been specifically
reviewed relative to its incorporation and responsiveness to site specific
constraints and hazards. In conjunction with S-1.1, applying the other policies
of the General Plan such as Policy LU-6.10 and 6.11 would mean that
development would be located on the Project site so as to minimize the risk of
structural loss and life safety resulting from wildland fires. The Project would
not be developed where hazards cannot be mitigated. Additional information
relevant to fire concerns is provided below.

The RSFFPD and the County have vetted the Project’s FPP and related risk
assessment and have accepted the FPP, thus concurring that the Project’s
location does not heighten its vulnerability to wildfire. The developed portions
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of the Project are located on the lower elevations (more valley floor) instead of
at ridgetops with adjacent shrub fuels, where wildfire typically burns more
aggressively. Also, the Project is located adjacent to lower density fuel load
landscapes that provide buffers from encroaching wildfire (HGV to the north,
existing grass-dominated landscape to the northwest). Further, there is a fully
staffed, Schedule A (full time staffing 24 hours per day, 7 days per week)
RSFFPD fire station within a very short distance and response time to all
portions of the Project. Importantly, the Project’s location includes a robust fire-
fighting response capability through various mutual and automatic aid
agreements. Fire agencies that can respond quickly to wildfires in the region
include RSFFPD, San Marcos Fire Department, Escondido Fire Department,
and CAL FIRE. Vegetation fires require special apparatus and depending on
weather and fuel conditions, may require a significant response. RSFFPD will
be able to call on the full CAL FIRE response, which initially would include 5
to 10 Type III engines (depending on dispatch level), a Battalion Chief, three
fixed-wing aircraft (two tankers and air attack), a dozer, two hand crews, and
two helicopters. Extended fire events would result in a much larger response
with thousands of firefighters and hundreds of engines, as well as additional
aircraft.

Please refer to Response to Comment O3a-9 regarding Policies LU-6.10 and
6.11. Please also see the Global Response to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis.
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Comment Letter O3a

Ashley Smith
June 20, 2017
"age 12

I'he DEIR acknowledges thal, 10 avoid hazards associated with (ires, the
Project “must be consistent with” numerous General Plan Land Use and Safety Element
policies. DEIR at 3 1.6-19 The Safety Element proteets County residents wath policies
“that Jucate development away Trom hazardous areas.” GP at 7-2. While the DEIR cites
several of these relevant salety policies, it neglects the overarching Poliey S-1.1, which
seeks to “[elnhance] | pubhic salety and the protection of public and private property™ by
direcung the County o “|mjimmize the population exposed o hazards by assigming land
use designations and density allowances thal rellect site specific constraints and hazards,
{d. a1 7-4 Likewise. the Land Use Element and maps ensure land use designations will
direct development uway [rom bazards. Id at 7-2. Poliey LU-6.11, which the DEIR
ulentilies as relevant. stales: “Protection from Wildfires and Unmitigable Hazards,
Assign land uses and densities in a manner thal nuninizes development in extreme. very
Ingh and high fire threat arcas ™ Id. at 3-29. Similarly, Poliey LU-6, 10, which the DEIR
Luils to cite, “[rlequirefs] that development be located . . . o profeet property and
residents from the nisks of natural and man-induced hazards ™ /d

Beeause the Project places densc. urban development ina Very [igh Tire
llazard Seventy Zone, il directly conflicts with these policies. Further. becuuse these
confhicts stem from the locaton of the Project, they cannot be resolved with fire safety
measures 1 a Fae Protcenon Plan,

(b)  The Projeet violates the County’s secondary egress
requirements, and no evidenee supports an exception.

Development regulutions — as well as common sense - require more than
one point of access for a community as large as that proposed here. Numerous local,
state, and federal fire safety standards emphasize the importance of muliple
ingress/egress roules, Ruhn Report at 8-10. Both the General Plan and the County Fire
Code apply this requirement 1o developments in the County

The General Plan requures developments o melude secondary aceess
roules, 1o faalitate emergency services and evacuation. Policy M-1.2 directs the County
to “provide both primary and secondary aceess/earess routes (that support emergency
services during lire and other emergencies.” Gl? at 4-12. The Fire Hozards section of the
General Plan sumilarly states the County will “[rlequire development to include multiple
aceess/egress routes when necessary Lo ensure adequate salety.” Id o1 7-7. Poliey 5-3.5
stales, “Access Rowds, Require development Lo provide additiona] aceess roads where
necessary to provide for safe access of emergency equipment and ewilian evacuation
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Response to Comment O3a-16
Please see the Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and Adequacy
of Emergency Evacuation and Access.

Specifically regarding Policies M-1.2, S-3.5 and S-2.6, these policies are
directed at County-wide application and are not specifically project related .
Each of these policies focuses on secondary access and/or safe evacuation in
emergency, with S-3.5 requiring “additional access roads when necessary to
provide for safe access of emergency equipment and civilian evacuation
concurrently.” Secondary access is not required in every instance by S-3.5, but
is only required where necessary. S-2.6 requires the development and
implementation of an effective evacuation program for areas of risk in the event
of a natural disaster. Policy M 1.2 reflects the County’s desire to provide an
interconnected public road network with multiple connections that improve
efficiency by incorporating shorter routes between trip origin and destination,
disperse traffic, reduce traffic congestion in specific areas, and provide both
primary and secondary access/egress routes that support emergency services
during fire and other emergencies. Further, the Fire Code allows for
modifications (Sec 96.1.104.8) subject to specific findings. The HGV South
modification has been determined by the County and RSFFPD to meet the
necessary specific findings, as detailed in the HGV South FPP Section 5.2.1 and
described