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Response to Comment I3-1

The introductory comments are noted. Please refer to information below in
response to specific comments.
Response to Comment I3-2

The Project will entail grading. On-site vegetation in the Project development
footprint would be removed. Impacts to that vegetation, and associated
wildlife, have been fully addressed in the Project EIR (see Subchapter 2.3,
Biological Resources). Relative to shade and shadow, as described in EIR
Chapter 1.0, Project Description, and Subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics (in
particular), however, grading has been designed to follow the general rise and
fall of the underlying existing terrain (please refer to EIR Figure 2.1-10). As
noted in the comment, the angle of the sun changes over the year and conditions
on any given day at any specific hour currently vary, and will continue to do
so under future conditions.
Solar panels are generally located on western and southern exposures. These
sides/exposures face “away” from the Project, which is located to the east. The
closest off-site uses are along Cordrey Drive next to the western Project
boundary. In this area, uses west of Project lots 124, 125, 128, and 129 would
be at higher elevations than Project lots. Adjacent to Project lots 132, 133, 137,
and 140, there are three existing off-site homes with lots that abut parts of the
Project site proposed for development. The existing elevations in the area range
from approximately 6240 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) to approximately
690 675 AMSL in the area from the Project boundary to the most western
future row of homes. Post-development, the elevations of the western-most
pads down to the western Project boundary would range from approximately
620 AMSL to approximately 690 AMSLcontain the same elevations. The
overall consistency of terrain elevation combined with the small number of
homes that directly abut developable portions of the Project and the focus of
solar gain on surfaces facing away from the Project result in this issue being
less than significant. This is not an issue required to be addressed in the EIR,
but incorporation of this comment and response in the FEIR results in its
inclusion.
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Response to Comment I3-3

Sequestration was one of the items reviewed during public review and thirdparty peer review of the greenhouse gas (GHG) study. Consistent with this
comment, information has been added to the Final EIR in Section 2.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. As stated in that text, by removing existing
vegetation, the Project would result in a one-time carbon exchange. This was
calculated to be a one-time loss of 729 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MT CO2e). Also, as stated in the FEIR, the loss of sequestered carbon estimate
is conservative as the Proposed Project would also plant new landscape trees
(approximately 2,050), which would sequester additional carbon through each
growth cycle, resulting in increasing amounts of sequestered carbon each year
for the life of the tree. As shown in the Sequestration Memorandum in the
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Report, Appendix J to the FEIR, the projected
amount of MT CO2e sequestered under the Project would be approximately
double the amount of sequestration without the Project (1447.86 MT CO2e).
Furthermore, as required in Subchapter 2.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR,
impacts to existing on-site sensitive habitats would be fully mitigated through
on-site or off-site preservation and/or purchase of credits as an approved
mitigation bank, thus providing long-term conservation value. To provide a
conservative analysis, although the loss of vegetation was included as an
impact, the reduction of carbon emissions attributable to the Proposed Project
through landscaping and the additional off-site vegetated lands was not
factored into the analyzed emissions totals. Impacts remain less than significant
based on Project design and no mitigation measures are required. Similarly, no
modifications to the EIR are required, although this comment and response in
the FEIR results in its inclusion.
Response to Comment I3-4

Evapostranspiration is basically the process of water leaving plant leaves (as
well as from the soil and other surfaces and evaporating into the atmosphere).
This is a localized variable, and once it disperses to approximately a couple
hundred feet from the source (such as in large vegetative massing) it loses
noticeable effect. Notable amounts of evapotranspiration can be expected near
plants with broad, dark leaves. Scrub habitats are generally not considered to
release a lot of water into the atmosphere. They are drought-adapted, do not
have a large surface area on their leaves, and have low evapotranspiration rates.
Regardless, please refer to Response to Comment I3-3 regarding the robust
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planting scheme associated with the Project, which would increase
evapotranspiration rates on the Project. This would be expected to additionally
increase due to irrigated landscaping, as the soil would also release water vapor
into the atmosphere. No significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation is
required. Similarly, no modifications to the EIR are required, although this
comment and response in the FEIR results in its inclusion.
Response to Comment I3-5

Concrete is not expected to substantially contribute to heat sink. Concrete has
a high albedo; it reflects heat rather than absorbing it. The Project will have
some blacktop, primarily associated with Project roads. These areas are
separated by other Project uses, however, including structures with cool roofs
(designed to not absorb heat) and a robust landscaping plan. No significant
impacts are anticipated, and no mitigation is required. Similarly, no
modifications to the EIR are required, although this comment and response in
the FEIR results in its inclusion.
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Response to Comment I3-6

The County acknowledges the comment and notes it raises economic, social,
or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the
environment. An increase in population does not necessarily translate to an
increase in crime, and the commenter does not provide any evidence as such.
One of the essential premises of CEQA is that it analyzes a physical impact on
the environment. The commenter’s interpretation of crime due to an increase
in population is not considered a physical impact on the environment under
CEQA; therefore, no further response is required.
Response to Comment I3-7

The EIR acknowledges the introduction of domestic predators (e.g., dogs and
cats) has the potential to harm native wildlife species; however, the EIR text
from which the comment cites also discusses features included as part of the
Project to reduce disturbance and predation to wildlife as a result of the increase
of domestic predators. As stated in Subchapter 2.3, Biological Resources:
The Proposed Project is residential in nature, so domestic
predators (e.g., dogs and cats) may be introduced to the
surrounding habitat. Although such introductions have
potential to harm native wildlife species, the site is
adjacent to existing rural residential development and is
already subject to some level of disturbance and predation
by domestic animals. In addition, the aforementioned
permanent fencing that would be installed around Project
BOS would preclude access by domestic predators (EIR
pg. 2.3-33).
Response to Comment I3-8

As stated in FEIR Section 3.1.8, Public Services, emergency ambulance service
for County Service Area 107 is outsourced to a private vendor (EIR pg. 3.1.82). A routine part of development fees would be a contribution to the Rancho
Santa Fe Fire Protection District (RSFFPD), which would allocate use of those
funds as they see fit: it could be used to support HGV fire station services.
Response to Comment I3-9

The Project Drainage Report, SWQMP, and Hydromodification Management
Plan have been prepared in conformance with the County of San Diego
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requirements for water quality and quantity control. BMPs (capture and reuse,
modular wetlands, detention of increased flows, and hydromodification
management control) are proposed for the Project, which will attenuate/address
the effects of development in accordance with County regulations. As a result
of employing detention and hydromodification management control, the
Project does not propose an increase in flows to System 300.
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Response to Comment I3-10

Please see the Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and
Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access.
Response to Comment I3-11

Please see the Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and
Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access, which address Project
conformance to Fire Codes and standards. Potential projected specific effects
resulting from future fires are speculative at this time and, as such, are not
CEQA topics requiring discussion.
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