COMMENTS

RESPONSES
Response to Comment I1-1

The County acknowledges the introductory comments pertaining to the
commenter’s background and residence within the area. The County does not
agree that the Harmony Grove Village South (HGV South) Project, combined
with the Valiano Project, would result in a significant risk to the lives and safety
of existing residents. No significant and unavoidable impacts were identified
within the EIR related to thresholds that would correlate with human safety.
Both projects have undergone environmental review pursuant to CEQA on a
project-specific basis, and both projects include the other as part of the
cumulative condition. Based on assessment of their relative design features, as
well as their required mitigation measures, no significant health and safety risks
were identified within their respective DEIRs. Ultimately, the County’s Board
of Supervisors will determine, based on the environmental analysis and other
factors, if the projects will be approved. Please see responses below to specific
comments.
Response to Comment I1-2

The EIR states that the Project is within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone
(VHFHSZ) in EIR Section 3.1.3, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
Subsection 3.1.3.1, and additionally referenced in the Project’s Fire Protection
Plan (FPP) (DUDEK 2016). Based on its location in a VHFHSZ, the Project is
required to provide for a level of planning, ignition-resistant construction
materials, access, water availability, fuel modification, and construction
methods that have been developed specifically to address and mitigate issues
of developing within a VHFHSZ. The Project meets and exceeds these
requirements by implementing fire and building codes and exceeding specific
codes to provide additional fire protection based on the site, the development
plan, and related constraints.
Please also see Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and
Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access.
Response to Comment I1-3

Please see Table 2.2.6 of the EIR. There is only one segment of Country Club
Drive with cumulative traffic loading. Also, lanes may be reassigned to carry
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vehicles moving in a certain direction. Please also see Global Responses to
Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access.
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Response to Comment I1-4

Please see Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and Adequacy
of Emergency Evacuation and Access.
Response to Comment I1-5

Precise specifics and simulation regarding timing of evacuation during fire
events are wholly speculative and beyond the requirements of an EIR as they
are wholly determined by the fire event, the direction the fire is moving, and
directions issued by emergency fire personnel at the time. The Wildfire Risk
Analysis prepared for the Project area by Rohde & Associates considered
emergency evacuations and the perception that only one route was proposed
for access/egress to the Project. 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.
Please also see Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and
Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access.
Response to Comment I1-6

As the comment states, the Project is located within a “Very High Risk Fire
Area,” referred to in the EIR as VHFHSZ; 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
(CCR), County Fire Code, with one modification (allowed under the CCR to
address conditions of a site), which was approved 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 approved by the Fire Code Official because of the
topographical, geological, and environmental conditions of the site make
compliance with this standard infeasible. 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.
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Please also see Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis.
Response to Comment I1-7

Contrary to the supposition in the comment, the payment to the Harmony
Grove Village (HGV) Fire Station is not being provided in exchange for an
exemption from the Fire Code. As stated in Global Responses to Fire Hazards
Impact Analysis, fire standards are expected to exceed Code requirements.
Rather, the payment would support adequate fire services for the Project and
the other communities in the new Fire Station’s response area. The contribution
to the HGV Fire Station is a routine part of development fees, similar to those
paid to support police services and schools.
Response to Comment I1-8

The comment requests review of a recent fire and evacuation in Portugal but
provides no comparison details. A comparison between Portugal and HGV
South would not be valid as the factors and conditions related to each location
are different or unknown. For example, the wildfire in Portugal had different
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. 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. Therefore,
neither the FPP or EIR was revised to include this information.
Response to Comment I1-9

Please see the above responses relative to fire safety and evacuation. The EIR
details potential Project effects and impacts for each of the technical issues
generally raised by the commenter. Aesthetics are addressed in EIR Subchapter
2.1, Aesthetics; noise is addressed in Subchapter 2.5, Noise; traffic is addressed
in Subchapter 2.2, Transportation/Traffic; and greenhouse gas emissions are
evaluated in Subchapter 2.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Each of these topics
are also cross-referenced within applicable portions of the Section 3.1.5, Land
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Use and Planning discussions. Project Design Features relevant to each of
these topics are presented in Table 1-2, Project Design Features, and both
project features and mitigation measures, as applicable, are provided in Chapter
7.0, List of Mitigation Measures and Design Features. Each section
appropriately addresses these topics.
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