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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. 
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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. 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 

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.  
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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The County disagrees that the Project’s traffic impact analysis employs outdated 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 

he 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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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,[1] 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.  
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[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. 

http://www.sdchamber.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Housing-Score-Card.pdf
http://www.sdchamber.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Housing-Score-Card.pdf
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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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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 



RTC-O3a-11 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

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 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 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 refer to 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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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 WTWRF. 

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 refer to 

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 

LU-1.4. 
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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 Global Response to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis.  
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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 below.  

The Proposed Project would widen Country Club Drive to three lanes and 

provide multiple additional fire protection and traffic measures 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.  



RTC-O3a-18 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

 

Although not providing secondary access as normally configured, there also 

would be four ingress and egress routes available north of Escondido Creek 

(Rohde & Associates 2016). Therefore, there is no conflict with Policies M-1.2, 

S-3.5, and S-2.6. The courts have consistently held that a project need not be a 

perfect match with each and every policy, but needs only to be consistent overall 

with the General Plan (Friends of Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville [2007] 

154 Cal.App.4th 807, 817; see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City 

of Oakland [1993] 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 719, 29 Cal.Rptr.2d 182, consistency is 

defined as “compatibility” and not strict adherence to every policy in the general 

plan). 

The comment regarding the speculative motive to approve the Proposed Project 

is noted but does not raise specific issues regarding the content of the EIR. As 

such, it does not require further response. 
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Response to Comment O3a-17 

The County disagrees that the Project is inconsistent with the General Plan as 

detailed in the Global Response to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy 

LU-1.4 and General Plan/Community Plan Amendments CEQA Impact 

Analysis. Therefore, the Project is not in violation of the Subdivision Map Act.  

Response to Comment O3a-18 

The County disagrees that the EIR Project Description is flawed or misleading 

or that the Project is not contiguous to the adjacent HGV. The name of the 

Project describes a geographic and neighborhood location. The comment is 

incorrect that the Project is described as “infill” on the cited pages. That word 

does not occur in either the Summary or Chapter 1.0 of the EIR, regardless of 

page. The comment is correct that the presence of HGV, including the 

completed parks and planned Equestrian Ranch across the street from HGV 

South, provides physical context for Project analysis. Please see the Global 

Response to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4. 
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Response to Comment O3a-19 

The County agrees with the general statements regarding identification of 

baseline, that it generally reflects the existing condition, that its purpose is to 

establish the most appropriate basis against which to assess whether Project 

impacts could be significant, and that in some instances adjustments “may be 

necessary to prevent misinforming or misleading the public and decision 

makers.” The County disagrees with the comment that baseline data used in the 

traffic study is not appropriate or would otherwise violate CEQA. Please see the 

Global Response Baseline Conditions, which addresses this question overall. 

However, addressing just the issue of traffic, it was determined that assuming 

solely existing conditions would result in skewing Project analyses.  

In order for the traffic analysis to be informative and not misleading, it was clear 

that all of HGV’s roadway improvements were completed or nearing completion 

and as such should be included in describing the underlying roadway conditions. 

These roadway improvements would 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 eliminated any artificial capacity that would have 

appeared available based on existing traffic loads, but which was actually 

already allocated to the approved and building out HGV; and therefore clarified 

the additional loading that HGV South traffic would put on the existing system. 

Assuming traffic counts based solely on existing uses at that time would have 

created a misleading picture of existing conditions that would continue to 

change on a monthly (or perhaps even shorter periods of time) as sales ensued 

and residents moved in. To demonstrate that the study was conservative, and did 

not underestimate existing conditions, 2017 validation counts were undertaken. 

Please see the Response to Comment O3a-29 of this letter, which specifically 

addresses this issue.  
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Relative to the Harmony Grove Spiritualist Association (HGSA), the 

assumption that it would rebuild was based on conversations both with HGSA 

residents and County staff following the Cocos fire. The current EIR 

assumptions related to HGSA do not significantly affect substantive analysis 

relative to the Project and its setting given its small size and location at the far 

extent of Country Club Drive. 
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Response to Comment O3a-20 

The comment uses the concepts of “permitted” development and “building out” 

development as synonymous terms. This is not appropriate to the discussion. 

This is not a case of assuming “permitted” development. That term usually 

applies to a baseline assuming that future, speculative, and unknown uses could 

be in place simply because those uses would be allowed under a plan or permit. 

In this case, at the time of issuance of the Project’s NOP (2015), most of the 

buildable portion of the HGV site was graded, Country Club Drive had been 

widened, Harmony Grove Road and 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. Other HGV infrastructure (sewer facility) and public park areas were 

completed. Sales are ongoing, and residents are moving in. What would be most 

speculative at this point (as well as earlier in the process) would be to assume 

that the developer would suddenly stop implementing the parts of that project 

that will provide payment for all the up-front development costs that had already 

been expended. Please see the Global Response Baseline Conditions as well as 

Response to Comment O3a-19.  

With respect to the comment that the Project-generated traffic is the result of an 

inflated baseline, which results in an underestimation of Project-related traffic 

impacts, the County disagrees. Instead, the County finds that the baseline 

volumes used in the analysis conservatively overstate current traffic loading in 

the study area. As noted above, if only the traffic utilizing area roadways had 

provided baseline for the Project traffic study, the roadway capacity that had 

already been improved or newly constructed by HGV as part of its build out 

along Harmony Grove Road, Country Club Drive and Harmony Grove Village 

Parkway, would have provided an apparent and substantial excess capacity, 

which the Project traffic could have filled during modeling, with the result that 

Project impacts would have been underestimated.  
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Response to Comment O3a-21 

Please see Response to Comment O3a-19. Please see the Global Response 

Baseline Conditions. Regarding the final point in this comment, it is agreed that 

assuming HGV traffic pushes Project traffic closer to thresholds. This is exactly 

what is meant by conservative—by adding Project traffic to a baseline assuming 

HGV results in any Project exceedances being seen as direct impacts that require 

direct mitigation, rather than simply contributing to a cumulative condition. 
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Response to Comment O3a-22 

The County disagrees that the EIR fails to adequately analyze the Project’s 

environmental impacts. Moreover, the comment is general and does not raise 

specific issues regarding the content of the EIR. Please see Response to 

Comment O3a-23 through O3a-51 for responses to specific issues raised. 
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Response to Comment O3a-23 

Please see the Global Responses to General Plan/Community Plan Amendments 

CEQA Impact Analysis (particularly under the heading “Secondary Effects of 

Plan Amendments” and Project Consistency with General Policy LU-1.4. 
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Response to Comment O3a-24 

Please see the Global Responses to Fire Hazards Impact Analysis and Adequacy 

of Emergency Evacuation and Access. Please also see Response to Comment 

O3c for a response to Exhibit B (“Rahn Report”). 
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Response to Comment O3a-25 

Responses to Comments O3b-4, O3b-5, O3b-10, O3b-12, and O3b-13 address 

traffic data timing, study area, LOS analysis, freeway analysis methodology, and 

sight distance, respectively. These issues are also addressed below where 

specific questions have been pulled forward from Response to Comment O3b. 

Please refer to Response to Comment O3a-29 regarding traffic volumes, O3a-

26 for information on the study area, O3a-30 regarding LOS analysis 

methodology, and O3a-32 regarding sight distance. Response to Comment O3a-

33 addresses construction impacts, and Response to Comment O3a-34 addresses 

public safety. 

Response to Comment O3a-26 

The commenter states that the traffic study area is inadequate and does not 

consider  the potential impact that the Project could have based on a “regional 

perspective.”  The comment does not specify what is meant by “regional 

perspective,” other than that studies cannot ignore impacts occurring “outside 

of its borders” and to voice concern regarding potential effects with respect to 

I-15 and I-78. Therefore, the following specific response is provided.   

Specific to identifying the local street study area, the traffic study area for this 

Project was established by the County in accordance with its Traffic Guidelines 

and in accordance with normal process regarding traffic effects under the 

jurisdiction of sister agencies (abutting cities). Traffic loading analysis did not 

stop at the County’s boundary, as indicated by identification of traffic impacts 

within the City of Escondido. Those impacts and the proposed mitigation have 

been reviewed by the City. The I-15 freeway lies within Caltrans jurisdiction. 

Caltrans reviewed the Project TIA and provided comments during the public 

review process and did not request such analyses be performed.  

Despite the lack of need for additional study, a supplemental analysis of the I-

15 segment was conducted as requested. No new significant Project impacts 

were calculated. This issue was raised as part of the attached Comment Letter 

O3b. The analysis is demonstrated in Attachment D to the final TIA, looking at 

I-15 mainline analysis. 
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In addition, the EIR traffic study analyzes the SR-78 freeway mainlines and 

Nordahl Road interchange. As shown in the analysis, acceptable LOS C 

operations are forecasted with the addition of Project traffic in the near-term 

condition. While LOS F(0) operations are forecasted on SR-78 westbound, west 

of Nordahl Road, the Project’s contribution to the LOS F(0) conditions is less 

than significant. The analysis of SR-78 was included to be consistent with other 

nearby development projects’ traffic studies. 

Response to Comment O3a-27 

The County disagrees with this comment. The traffic study area for this Project 

was established by the County in accordance with its Traffic Guidelines. The 

commenter is requesting a merge/diverge analysis. However, in San Diego 

County (District 11), merge/diverge analyses are not required or included in 

traffic studies prepared for local development projects, as the measure of 

effectiveness is not subject to any locally published significance criteria 

thresholds. When Caltrans District 11 has required merge/diverge analyses, it 

has been for the purposes of confirming specific design recommendations for 

freeways yet to be constructed. As such, a merge/diverge analysis was not 

requested by Caltrans, is not required in District 11, and is therefore not included 

in the traffic study. Moreover, as previously mentioned, Caltrans provided 

comments during the public review process and did not request such analyses 

be performed. See also Response to Comment O3b-6.  

Response to Comment O3a-28 

The County disagrees with this comment. With respect to the comment 

regarding the intersection at the two identified private driveways, the EIR/TIA 

conducted a peak-hour level of service (LOS) analysis for the Project driveways: 

Private Drive A and Private Drive C, both intersecting with Country Club Drive. 

Per Section 11.1 of the EIR traffic study, the center turn lane along Country 

Club Drive will store vehicles turning left onto the Project access streets, thus 

removing them from the free flow of traffic destined to the existing residences 

on Country Club Drive. Stop signs would be installed at the Project access roads, 

and Country Club Drive would flow uninterrupted. With these geometric 

conditions, acceptable LOS A operations are calculated at the Project access 

intersections and no excessive queuing would occur. This issue was  
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raised as part of Comment Letter O3b. A supplemental analysis provides the 

results of the LOS analysis, as demonstrated in Attachment E to the final TIA. 

With respect to the additional merge/diverge analyses see Response to Comment 

O3a-27. With respect to expanding the study areas see Response to Comment 

O3a-26.  

Response to Comment O3a-29 

The County disagrees with this comment. The comment asserts that the baseline 

traffic volumes used in the EIR traffic study analysis are “obsolete” and violate 

County of San Diego “policy,” as well as “accepted practice within the traffic 

engineering profession.” The comment goes on to cite specific passages from 

the County of San Diego’s Report Format and Content Requirements – 

Transportation and Traffic document, as well as the ITE’s Transportation 

Impact Analyses for Site Development as evidence of these policies and 

violations. The citations themselves are contrary to the comment’s assertion that 

there are policy violations. For example, with respect to the cited County 

requirements, the commenter’s emphasis is that an assessment “…is typically 

based upon traffic counts that are less than two years old…” However, the 

remaining portion of that policy goes on to state that traffic counts that are more 

than two years old can be validated if it can be demonstrated that traffic volumes 

have not significantly changed since prior counts were taken. The County’s 

Traffic Guidelines clearly state that “These are intended to serve as a guideline 

and are not intended to replace sound traffic engineering judgment.” In fact, the 

standard of practice by the County is to assess the validity of existing or baseline 

counts. It is important to note that neither of the other reviewing agencies (City 

of Escondido, Caltrans) had comments about the age of the counts on the EIR 

traffic study.  

Similarly, the ITE document is neither a policy nor a guideline used in San 

Diego County for the purposes of assessing validity of existing traffic volumes. 

Again, the commenter’s own citation “…traffic volume data should generally 

be no older than 1 year.” would mean that the validity of existing or baseline 

counts are to be based on sound traffic engineering judgment and the 

circumstances at hand.  
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The County disagrees that local policies or national practices have been violated.  

Lead agencies always retain the ability to tailor analytical data specific to the 

Project. This issue also was raised as part of Comment Letter O3b. Particularly 

in this case, the tailoring has resulted in a very conservative assessment, as 

discussed below. A supplemental analysis provides the results of the LOS 

analysis.  

As demonstrated in Attachment A to the final TIA, validation counts were 

conducted on all 14 street segments in the study area analyzed in the EIR traffic 

study to determine if existing counts are higher or lower than the baseline counts 

used in the EIR traffic study, upon which the Project impacts are based. These 

counts included the six segments in the City of Escondido, and the eight 

segments in the County of San Diego. The 24-hour average daily trip (ADT) 

counts were conducted on Thursday, October 5, 2017, when local schools were 

in session. 

The results showed that as compared to the traffic counts used in the EIR traffic 

analysis, the 2017 counts were lower on 11 of the 14 roadway segments, 

supporting that the traffic assessment was conservative when it was run, and 

consistent with the belief that the analysis would appropriately reflect roadway 

conditions and capacity by the time that Project traffic would be added to area 

roads. Throughout the study area, the average reduction in traffic between 2017 

validation counts as compared to the EIR traffic study counts is 23 percent. For 

the three segments that were observed to have higher traffic in 2017, the 

maximum increase was 10 percent (on one segment) with the other two 

segments being higher by 4 percent and 8 percent. A general guideline used by 

traffic engineers is that traffic volumes on a given roadway can vary day-to-day 

by as much as 10 percent, which would be within the margin of error, and 

therefore within expected variation. In the context of a validation comparison, a 

10 percent increase on 1 of 14 segments would not indicate that the baseline 

volumes were obsolete, especially with an overall average reduction throughout 

the study area of 23 percent. Thus, the baseline volumes remain valid as 

compared to existing 2017 data, and the corresponding analysis results also 

remain conservative.  



RTC-O3a-33 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Please also see Response to Comment O3a-19 and O3b-4.  
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Response to Comment O3a-30 

The Synchro software utilizes the HCM methodology and data input to calculate 

intersection delay and LOS. In response to the comment, the Project’s traffic 

consultant, LLG, conducted an intersection analysis using Synchro version 10.0, 

which utilizes the HCM 2010 methodology and data. Application of the HCM 

2010 methodology and the latest version 10.0 show that changes to level of 

service and delay vary; however, the changes do not result in new or different 

significant impacts, and the conclusions of significance remain identical to the 

EIR traffic study analysis. This issue also was raised as part of the attached 

Comment Letter O3b. The results are demonstrated in Attachment F to the final 

TIA, which shows the results of this analysis and the supporting Synchro 

analyses. The recalculation of Project effects in Synchro version 10 confirms 

the prior results and thus the accuracy of the original TIA. 

For information purposes, the reason the TIA analysis used the HCM 2000 

parameters for conducting LOS and intersection delay analysis was that the 

Project was the third of three substantial projects in the immediate area. The first 

of the projects was Harmony Grove Village, which was approved and is under 

construction. The analysis for that project was conducted using HCM 2000 

methodology. Subsequently, the traffic analysis (approved December 2015) for 

the Valiano project was prepared using the same HCM 2000 methodology. (The 

Valiano project is currently awaiting hearing and approval by the Board of 

Supervisors.) The NOP for HGV South was issued in August 2015, prior to the 

approval of the Valiano traffic study; therefore, as both studies were being 

conducted concurrently for the same intersection locations, the HCM 2000 was 

considered the appropriate analysis methodology. Efforts were made to maintain 

consistency to the extent possible among the three projects’ analyses, since they 

share over 50 percent of the same study area intersections and two of the studies 

(Valiano and HGV South) had the potential to be under concurrent County 

review. The County guidelines do not specify the version of Synchro or the 

HCM to be used in the analysis of study area locations, but use of the HCM 

2000 methodology ensures that the Project’s analysis is consistent with the 

County’s General Plan Mobility Element EIR traffic study, as well as other 

traffic analyses prepared for the County. It is important to note that while 

versions of the HCM are updated periodically, wholesale changes to chapters 
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such as those referenced in the comment do not occur. Subtle changes to 

signalized and unsignalized methodologies are present, but have not been 

observed to result in substantive changes when compared with HCM 2000. In 

fact, the primary changes from HCM 2000 to HCM 2010 relate to the 

introduction of new methodologies to evaluate multi-modal transportation, 

application of microsimulation analysis, and the presentation of active traffic 

management—none of which affect the analysis in this EIR.  

Response to Comment O3a-31 

The comment suggests that based on the Caltrans statewide guidelines appended 

to the comment letter, an HCM-methodology freeway analysis should have been 

conducted instead of the V/C method used in the EIR traffic study. It is true that 

the HCM method involves more variables. However, the comment is incorrect. 

The Project is in Caltrans District 11 jurisdiction, and therefore subject to 

Caltrans District 11 direction. The Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 

Impact Studies (Section V) lists analyses that are typically performed for 

different state-owned facilities, and states that HCM or operational analysis 

may be conducted. With regard to “operational analysis,” it is up to direction 

from the lead agency, Caltrans, and those preparing the traffic study to decide 

which type of analysis to prepare. Caltrans District 11 is a signatory agency to 

the regional SANTEC/ITE Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies in the San 

Diego Region. The regional significance criteria for freeway impacts listed in 

this document use change in V/C to determine significant freeway impacts 

(Table 1, Page 10). Therefore, it is the industry standard to perform the V/C 

freeway analysis within Caltrans District 11. As previously mentioned, Caltrans 

provided comments during public review of the EIR and technical reports, and 

made no comments requesting the type of freeway analysis requested in the 

comment. 

= 



RTC-O3a-36 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

 

Response to Comment O3a-32 

The County disagrees there would not be adequate sight distance at Project 

intersections. The Project would not significantly impact safe movement. 

Nonetheless, a slightly reduced speed exception was requested to provide an 

even safer condition. This is because the amount of reaction time permitted 

while driving is in large part based on a combination of when a driver sees 

another vehicle or person/object, how far the vehicle is from another static or 

moving object, and how fast they are each moving. In this instance the road is 

curving and there is also a small hill. The slightly slower speed requested (and 

approved by the County) permits drivers a few extra seconds to react. 

Relative to the southernmost Project entry, engineering review of the TM and 

Project site visits supported County approval of the deviation. This in turn 

supported Project design of the County Club Drive transition presented in the 

DEIR as part of Project design. The cited text regarding conformance with 

County standards and requirements is an introductory statement for the reader, 

prior to the specific elements that follow. Once the design exception was 

approved, it became part of the Project, and analysis assumed its 

implementation. Regardless, a basic purpose of CEQA is informational. Full 

disclosure of the deviation was made and included in Appendix D so that it could 

be reviewed by commenters on the DEIR, as has occurred. 

In addition, and in response to this comment, additional review cited in the DEIR 

has been undertaken. Please see Attachment G to the TIA. As noted in that 

document, the existing roadway segment identified in the design exception 

would extend from the southernmost Project driveway westerly for 

approximately 320 feet, the distance from the driveway to where Project 

improvements to Country Club Drive transition back to existing roadway. Based 

on substandard roadway features related to: (1) lane-width, (2) road surfacing 

width, (3) paved shoulder width, (4) parkway width, and (5) maximum desirable 

grade, the road has a functional speed of approximately 25 miles per hour (mph).  

Also, as described in the Attachment G memorandum, a 7-day speed survey of 

actual driving practice was undertaken in March 2018. The 85th percentile was 

22.1 mph, with the maximum average driving speed 25.8 and the minimum 

average driving speed during that period 8.6 mph. These low speeds are 
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consistent with anticipated conditions based on the roadway characteristics, and 

well within the design speed proposed for the Project. 

With the Project, there would not be sight distance constraints between the 

Project driveway traffic and westbound traffic, as both are on the same side of 

the crest (hill). For eastbound drivers, and with respect to the sight distance 

between eastbound Country Club Drive traffic as it comes over the hill and 

traffic entering or exiting the Project, as noted above, the available sight distance 

is a function of approach speed and object height. 

Consistent with the approved design exception, the Project would construct and 

improve the profile of Country Club Drive by lengthening the crest vertical 

curve, improving the stopping sight distance of a 6-inch object to 27.5 mph. This 

improvement would meet the County’s sight distance requirements at this 

location. It also addresses the transition from the full width Rural Residential 

Collector improvements southernmost Project driveway to the existing 

nonconforming roadway to the west. Project improvements would provide a 30-

mph stopping sight distance for a pedestrian or a vehicle at this Project 

driveway, consistent with observed existing speed conditions and the County’s 

sight distance requirements. As shown, the observed 85th percentile eastbound 

speed is 22.1 mph, which is well below the 27.5 mph design speed provided by 

the design exception. 

It is also noted that the Project would underground currently above-ground 

utilities along Project frontage, and also would coordinate landscaping 

installation and maintenance at Project entries to retain open sight lines (e.g., 

shrubs will not exceed County-specified allowable heights and trees will be 

placed so that trimming of understory can maintain sightlines).  

Sight lines would be open at the Harmony Grove Road and Country Club Drive 

intersection in both directions. The Project would not be installing any uses that 

could block views at the Country Club Drive and Harmony Grove Road 

intersection, where abutting uses are owned by others. The Project would 

improve the intersection by additionally “squaring it off,” as the Project would 

eliminate the angle at which Country Club Drive currently accesses the 
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intersection from the south, which would potentially contribute to more open 

sight lines. The intersection itself additionally controls traffic flow due to its 

signal. It is anticipated that traffic will follow the signal demands to slow, stop 

and go—thereby eliminating cross-traffic conflicts. Finally, it is noted that some 

of the existing “visual noise” noted in the comment at this intersection may now 

be gone following completion of the County equestrian park located in the 

southwest quadrant of the intersection. 
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Response to Comment O3a-33 

The County disagrees with this comment. Project phasing shows the majority of 

construction activities occurring prior to any dwelling units being occupied. See, 

for example, the information provided on Tables 7 in both the Air Quality and 

Greenhouse Gas studies, which shows that architectural coatings (final finishes) 

do not begin until 4 months preceding complete construction end. It is during 

this period that some homes may be occupied; if finishes, sales, and occupation 

all occur. This is similar to HGV, in that mass grading and backbone 

infrastructure were accomplished prior to homes being occupied.  

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 162 closings. Averaging closings over the 10 quarters since homes 

went up for sale in May 2015, the average number of closings per month is 

identified as 16.2 residential units. In the most conservative scenario, if the 

Project sold and closed on 22 homes during the 4-month period starting when 

architectural finishes begin to be applied, then the following activities could also 

be occurring: building construction, paving and architectural coating. Based on 

the CalEEMod calculations provided during DEIR review for construction 

worker trips, these three categories of activity would total 430 workers and 

vendor trips during the overlapping period (see Section 3.0, Construction Detail, 

of Appendix A to EIR Appendix J, as well as a summary Table O3a-1 provided 

below). Based on residential trips associated with the Project (10 trips per home 

per day), 220 residential trips could occur under a reasonable sales assumption 

(based on an average of the past six 10 quarters of sales closings of HGV, located 

contiguous to the site). 

Please also note that construction activities generally require workers to be on 

site when construction begins (often at 7:00 AM). This is usually before peak-

hour trips that result in the greatest congestion. Specific to this Project, the most 

impactful construction traffic is generally related to soil import/export, as it can 

require numerous trucks added to off-site ADT on an ongoing basis during 

grading activities. As stated in EIR Chapter 1.0, Project Description, the Project 

has been designed for grading to balance on site. As a result, no import or export 
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truck activity is anticipated that could significantly adversely impact traffic 

volumes on roads currently operating at capacity.  

As clarified above, even when three potentially overlapping phases (including 

the building construction phase with the largest number of worker and vendor 

trips) are combined with potential occupied residences, it would not generate 

more traffic than the approximately 4,500 ADT the Project will generate once 

constructed. Similarly, in the most conservative scenario, if the construction 

periods that overlap with each other are added together, it would generate fewer 

ADT than any of the residential triggers required for off-site roadway mitigation 

as identified in Subchapter 2.2 of the EIR and not assumed as Project design. As 

such, no capacity impacts are anticipated to occur during any construction phase. 

All appropriate work zone traffic control plans would be prepared to ensure 

efficient ingress/egress of trucks and equipment, and to maintain access to the 

degree possible to Country Club Drive during construction. Similarly, no 

significant impacts related to construction-period vehicular impacts would occur 

to air quality.. This response is incorporated into the Final EIR through the 

integration of comments and responses. No additional changes are required to 

EIR text. The reader is referred to Response to Comment O3a-41 regarding 

greenhouse gases (GHGs). 
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Response to Comment O3a-34 

The comment mischaracterizes the statement in the DEIR and takes its meaning 

completely out of context. The statement that the two-lane crossing provides 

substantial logistical challenges for emergency vehicle access while evacuating 

residents and large animals refers to the existing condition. Nevertheless, the 

EIR provides a thorough discussion of the Project’s evacuation system and no 

safety problem was determined to be caused by the physical changes to the 

Project. Please also see the Global Response to Adequacy of Emergency 

Evacuation and Access.   

The comment also provides text from the Wildland Fire Risk Analysis Report 

(Rohde & Associates 2016) out of context and then utilizes it to suggest that 

there is only one possible evacuation route available in the Harmony Grove area, 



RTC-O3a-42 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

Country Club Drive, and that even it is not safe. Again, please see the Global 

Response to Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access.   
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Response to Comment O3a-35 

Animal evacuations present a host of challenges that may affect the overall 

successful movement of people and their possessions out of harm’s way. 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. 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 (EOP 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. 

Animal owners in rural areas are anticipated to plan for these events and create 

contingencies when evacuation may not be possible. This applies with or 

without development of larger communities.  

The Project’s FPP (Page 37) commits the HGV South Project to prepare a 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan for the community and its residents. The Project-

specific Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan would be prepared to County standards, 
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using the consistent planning tools, language, and maps so that it is user-friendly 

to residents and can be integrated to County and City-level emergency planning 

efforts. This evacuation plan would include easy-to follow maps and 

instructions for residents to prepare their own “Ready, Set, Go!” action plans 

and would be prepared prior to occupation of the site’s structures. (Note, 

however, that there will not be livestock allowed in the Project so there would 

be no additional animal trailers associated with the Project.) However, 

community evacuation requires planning coordination on a regional level and is 

not within the preview of the Project, such coordination is the responsibility of 

the Office of Emergency Services and Law Enforcement Agencies.  

Response to Comment O3a-36 

The scenario described was evaluated and is described in the Project’s FPP 

(pages 41 and 42). This is a short-notice evacuation and the HGV South Project 

would provide options to its residents and to existing residents south of the 

Project that are not currently available.   

The Wildfire Safety Assessment (WSA) identified four routes of escape north 

of Escondido Creek that exist for evacuation from the Proposed Project site and 

the valley in general, two with strong viability. Country Club Drive and 

Harmony Grove Village Parkway were determined to offer good escape 

alternatives to the north and east, respectively. (The WSA is incorporated herein 

and available for the public on the County’s website for the Project at 

http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/ProjectPlanning/hgvs/

Harmony%20Grove%20Village%20South%20Public%20Review/

HARMONY%20GROVE%20VILLAGE%20SOUTH%20WILDFIRE

%20RISK%20ANALYSIS.pdf.) The WSA also determined that shelter-in-

place was a viable option should there be threats along evacuation routes. 

In any event, as evacuations are fluid events and the incident command, law 

enforcement, and County Office of Emergency Services (OES) would jointly 

enact evacuations based on fire behavior. The Project will work with evacuation 

coordinators at the San Diego County OES and San Diego Sheriff’s offices. As 

pointed out in the Project FPP, a key to any evacuation of a large number of 

people is controlling the intersections downstream of the evacuating population. 

To that end, evacuation routes available to HGV South will be identified and 
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prioritized and key intersections mapped and shared with OES and the Sheriff’s 

office. Integration of this information into pre-planned evacuation scenarios will 

assist these agencies in mobilizing the necessary number of officers to control 

these key intersections for movement of HGV South residents during an 

emergency situation. 

HGV South also provides the contingency option to temporarily refuge on site. 

In this scenario, it would be likely that fire and law enforcement officials would 

direct the existing residents to evacuate to HGV South’s club house or, if 

Country Club Drive is passable, across Harmony Grove Road into HGV. In 

either case, the post-Project build-out condition improves the wildfire 

evacuation safety of existing residents. Therefore, the development of HGV 

South will result in additional options for existing residents and HGV South 

residents and potentially animals, should a wildfire or other emergency block 

ingress/egress along Country Club Drive. 

With respect to the comment raised regarding the adequate roadway capacity of 

Country Club Drive to evacuate all residents and their animals, the following 

response is presented. In an evacuation scenario, it is assumed that drivers would 

not make multiple trips to and from their homes as is considered when ADT is 

calculated. Instead, the number of trips per unit would be one-way (outbound 

only) and would be determined by the number of vehicles present on the site, 

and the number of drivers available to operate them. The existing homes in the 

vicinity are on large lots and may have square footages that allow for larger 

households (including more drivers). Therefore, it could be assumed that on 

average there could be four vehicles/unit. By contrast, the Project will construct 

smaller units on smaller lots; therefore, an estimate of three vehicles/unit is 

made. It is estimated that there are approximately 50 dwelling units within the 

vicinity along both roadways. Were all 50 existing lots to evacuate, this would 

result in 200 vehicles. Were all approximately 450 Project lots to evacuate, this 

would result in 1,350 vehicles. Together, both existing plus Project units could 

generate approximately 1,550 outbound vehicle trips. These outbound trips 

would likely occur over a period of several hours, depending on the evacuation 

event.  
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The comment regarding evaluation of a region-wide mass evacuation from the 

area is noted. It is not feasible to construct roadways near populated areas that 

can quickly move the number of people that may need to use them in a short 

timeframe during a region-wide mass evacuation. Even the multi-lane freeways, 

like I-5, I-8, and I-15 in San Diego County become congested for hours each 

morning and evening during the commute, and following accidents. Mass 

evacuations due to any type of emergency cannot be based on short timeframes 

because the roadways cannot accommodate the number of people that would 

use them. This concept applies to the Harmony Grove area and was considered 

in the Project’s FPP analysis and confirmed by the RSFFPD, Rohde & 

Associates, and the County. If an emergency does not allow enough time to 

safely evacuate the Project’s residents, then a contingency plan will be available. 

This contingency plan is not available to all communities that are not built and 

maintained to highly ignition resistant levels. However, this concept is 

becoming an important evacuation component in new communities in Southern 

California and offers a safety net for the possibility that evacuation of all 

residents is not possible. However, please also note that region-wide plans (i.e, 

region-wide evacuation plans) are not subject to individual development CEQA 

documents; these are greater planning efforts. As stated in the EIR, 

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 

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 



RTC-O3a-47 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

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 (EIR pg. 3.1.4-14 to 3.1.4-15). 

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. 

Please also see the Global Response to Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and 

Access. 
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Response to Comment O3a-37 

The comment regarding the Project’s reliance on Johnston Road as a potentially 

available emergency access route is incorrect and requires clarification. The 

feasibility of 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 included an evaluation of eight alternatives for secondary 

access. Alternative 4, which 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 HGV South Project, was determined to be the most 

feasible of the options but with limitations. The result of Alternative 4 analysis 

indicated that even if access easements could be obtained, improvements to 

Johnston Road would result in a useable access way, but that it would not strictly 

conform to the Fire Code as a secondary access and a modification/variance to 

the County’s roadway standards would need to be granted (FPP Appendix C).  

Since secondary access was determined to be infeasible, the potential for 

impairment of a single road by vehicle congestion, condition of terrain, climatic 

conditions, or other factors was evaluated. The Project developed an 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. 

In any event, Johnson Road was identified as an existing road that would provide 

access in an emergency but was not relied upon as a way to provide secondary 

access. This is all addressed in greater detail in Global Response Fire Hazards 

Impact Analysis and Adequacy of Emergency Evacuation and Access.  

Response to Comment O3a-38 

Please see Response to Comment O3a-36 for more discussion of the Project’s 

evacuation analysis and approach, and responsibility for regional evacuations. 
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Response to Comment O3a-39 

A buildout Year 2035 street segment LOS analysis of Mobility Element 

roadways is provided in the traffic study, consistent with County guidelines. 

Projects that propose to change the County’s General Plan, Mobility Element, 

or zoning above the current density or intensity are required to provide a 

buildout analysis (see EIR Subchapter 2.2). The purpose of this analysis is to 

conclude whether the proposed land use changes are consistent with the 

County’s Mobility Element. If not, a project may be required to make changes 

to the Mobility Element. As shown in the EIR traffic study, no changes are 

needed to Mobility Element roadways. A freeway analysis under buildout 

conditions is not required per County guidelines. 

In addition, please see Response to Comment O3a-26.  

Response to Comment O3a-40 

The County respectfully disagrees with this comment. While concurring that the 

EIR finds a temporary significant impact relative to consistency with the RAQS, 

the statement regarding the EIR’s finding is incorrect and strongly contested. In 

two adjacent sentences the comment states both that the EIR “does not reveal 

the severity of the impacts” and that “we do not dispute the DEIR’s conclusion 

that these impacts are significant,” which proves the prior sentence wrong. The 

comment, with references to specific pages in the EIR, then goes on to 

manufacture an EIR conclusion that does not exist, as it misstates the conclusion 

rationale of the RAQS analysis. For purposes of clarity, the conclusion in the 

EIR on page 2.6-7 has been re-written to state:  

Although the Project is not in complance with the 2016 

RAQS because the Project is amending the General Plan, it 

is in compliance with the air quality standards as described 

below, and would not result in a significant air quality 

impact with regards to construction- and operational-

related emissions of ozone precursors or criteria air 

pollutants. Therefore it is unlikely that the additional units 

from the Project would interfere with the SDAPCD’s goals 

for improving air quality in the SDAB. Impacts associated 
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with conformance to regional air quality plans would be 

potentially significant. (Impact AQ-1a) 

The analysis makes it clear that Project implementation is not expected to delay 

the ability of the region to attain California air quality goals. In fact, the impact 

is not related to air quality exceedances, but to plan conformance. The actual air 

quality effects are detailed in EIR Subchapter 2.6, Air Quality, Section 2.6.2.2, 

Conformance to Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards, which 

expressly addresses existing and projected air quality violations, and measures 

impacts against the County thresholds. No existing or future Project-related 

exceedance was identified.  

This is relevant to the mitigation proposed for the RAQS planning document 

impact, addressed in the second paragraph of the comment. Because the impact 

is not related to the environmental effects of the Project, but is rather a “paper” 

inconsistency, the impact requires a “paper” mitigation measure. This would be 

accomplished through ensuring that the appropriate RAQS update incorporates 

the proposed change to the General Plan assumptions (see Mitigation Measure 

M-AQ-1a). The update would bring both plans into conformance. Again, no 

mitigation relative to actual emissions is required. The decision-makers have all 

the information necessary to make a decision, and the public is fully informed 

about Project emissions. 
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Response to Comment O3a-41 

The first paragraph of this comment states generally accepted concepts 

regarding GHGs. The County agrees with the comment. The second paragraph 

makes a blanket statement that an EIR “must identify feasible mitigation 

measures to mitigate significant environmental impacts,” and cites CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.4 as the source. The comment does not raise any 

specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response 

can be provided or is required. It is noted, however, that the GHG technical 

discussion in the EIR for this Project received separate review and recirculation 

during February to March of 2018. Feasible mitigation measures have been 

identified for the Project which would take Project emissions to net zero. (See 

Mitigation Measures M-GHG-1 and M-GHG-2 as described in Subchapter 2.7, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Chapter 7.0, List of Mitigation Measures and 

Project Design Features, of the FEIR.)  

Relative to comments on the County CAP, the County disagrees with the 

commenter’s mischaracterization that the Sierra Club case and the County 

General Plan require the DEIR to analyze climate impacts pursuant to thresholds 

developed under the County's Climate Action Plan (CAP). In fact, 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) 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 commenter is correct in that the April 2017 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Analysis (Appendix J to the DEIR) evaluated the potential environmental 

impacts associated with the proposed Project’s emissions of greenhouse gases 

(GHG) using the 2016 Guidance Document and its County Efficiency Metric. 

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 may not be used to provide the 
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basis for CEQA review of GHG impacts for development proposals within the 

unincorporated County. 

As a result, a supplemental analysis (Supplement; included in current Appendix 

J) was prepared to utilize the significance criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA 

Guidelines related to GHG emissions to evaluate the Project’s GHG emissions. 

The Project no longer relies on the County Efficiency Metric to determine 

whether or not the Project would have a significant effect on the environment. 

See Response to Comment O3a-42 below.   
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Response to Comment O3a-42 

The commenter is correct in that the April 2017 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Analysis (Appendix J to the DEIR) did originally evaluate the potential 

environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project’s emissions of 

greenhouse gases (GHG) using the 2016 Guidance Document and its County 

Efficiency Metric. During the public review period of the Project’s Draft EIR, 

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 may not be 

used to provide the basis for CEQA review of GHG impacts for development 

proposals within the unincorporated County. As a result, and as noted in 

Response to Comment O3a-41, a Supplement was prepared to utilize the 

significance criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines related to GHG 

emissions to evaluate the Project’s GHG emissions. 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 Section 15064. In this case, 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 a threshold of significance adopted by the 

County. 

In addition, in response to public comment the Project Applicant has committed 

to reducing the Project’s construction and operational emissions to net zero 

(Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and GHG-2) as described in Subchapter 2.7, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Chapter 7.0, List of Mitigation Measures and 

Project Design Features, of the FEIR. Through the purchase of those carbon 

credits, construction and operationally related GHG emissions of the Project 

would not result in a net increase to GHG emissions (i.e., would result in no net 

increase over existing GHG emissions. Therefore, Project implementation 

would not result in a substantial contribution to a cumulatively considerable 

GHG impact.  
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Response to Comment O3a-43 

See Response to Comment O3a-41 above. Specifically, with regard to 

compliance with AB 32 and SB 32, as described in the Response to Comment 

O3a-42, the Project would result in no net increase in GHG emissions. As a 

result, the Project also would not have any adverse effect on County efforts to 

meet targets specified in those bills. 



RTC-O3a-55 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 

 

Response to Comment O3a-44 

In response to the comment that new individual projects would likely be 

required to provide significantly greater emission reductions, the Applicant has 

committed to reduce all Project GHG emissions to net zero through a 

combination of on-site use of photovoltaic panels and other amenities, as well 

as purchase of carbon credits as necessary. Textual changes to the Final EIR to 

reflect specific commitments are located in EIR Chapter 1.0, Project 

Description, Table 1-2, Project Design Features relevant to GHG Emissions, 

Subchapter 2.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Section 3.1.1, Energy, Section 

3.1.5, Land Use and Planning, and Chapter 7.0, List of Mitigation Measures and 

Project Design Considerations, as well as to EIR Appendix J, Greenhouse Gas 

Analyses Report. The attainment of net zero by the Project provides the County 

with the necessary information to confirm consistency with AB 32, SB 32, and 

Executive Orders that require projects not to substantially contribute to GHGs. 

See also Response to Comment O3a-43 above. At net zero, the Project’s 

contribution by definition would be less than cumulatively considerable, and 

less than significant. 

Response to Comment O3a-45 

Regarding Mitigation Measures CC-1.2 and, and CC-1.8, such matters are 

beyond the purview of an individual project applicant. 

The commenter conflates the County’s responsibilities as related to the adoption 

of the General Plan with the requirements of an applicant under CEQA to reduce 

GHG emissions of the Project to less than significant.  

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 Section 15064. 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 a threshold of significance adopted by the 

County.  
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This approach is confirmed 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) 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.  

Furthermore, the Project Applicant has committed to reducing the Project’s 

emissions to net zero made enforceable through mitigation measures (M-GHG-

1 and M-GHG-2 for purchase and retiring off-site carbon offsets for both 

construction and operational periods, respectively), as well as a number of 

PDFs, as described in Subchapter 2.7 and Chapter 7.0 of this FEIR. Through the 

purchase of carbon credits to cover construction and operational GHG 

emissions, the Project would result in no net increase to the existing GHG 

emissions, and the Project would not have a substantial contribution to a 

cumulatively considerable GHG impact. The Project’s commitment to achieve 

net zero GHG emissions also ensures that the Project would not conflict with 

the General Plan’s applicable policies or regulations adopted for the purpose of 

reducing GHG emissions. In summary, with the Project’s additional mitigation 

commitment to purchase and retire off-site carbon offset credits to reduce the 

Project’s GHG emissions to net zero, the Project would not result in a significant 

impact to global climate change and would be consistent with the policies of the 

County’s General Plan.  
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Response to Comment O3a-46 

Please refer to Response to Comment O3a-42 and 44.  
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Response to Comment O3a-47 

The traffic volumes used in the air quality and GHG analyses came from the 

Project Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Linscott, Law and Greenspan, and 

provided as Appendix D to the EIR. As discussed in Response to Comment O3a-

29, the traffic counts used in the TIA did not undercount traffic volumes. This 

was documented in 2017, when counts indicated that volumes were within 10 

percent (an allowable variation based on daily variation) of the numbers used, 

and generally still somewhat lower than modeled conditions. As such, there was 

not an underestimation of traffic volumes and the GHG modeling does not 

require modification based on the traffic data. Please also refer to Attachment A 

to the final TIA. 

Response to Comment O3a-48 

Relative to the threshold of significance and legal adequacy, the April 2017 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis (Appendix J to the DEIR) evaluated the 

potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project’s GHG 

emissions using the 2016 Guidance Document and its County Efficiency Metric. 

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 may not be used to provide the 

basis for CEQA review of GHG impacts for development proposals within the 

unincorporated County. 

As a result, a supplemental analysis (Supplement; see revised Appendix J) was 

prepared to utilize the significance criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA 

Guidelines related to GHG emissions to evaluate the Project’s GHG emissions. 

In addition, and in response to comment received, the Project Applicant has 

committed to reducing the Project’s emissions to net zero, made enforceable 

through PDFs and mitigation measures (M-GHG-1 and M-GHG-2 for purchase 

and retiring off-site carbon offsets for construction and operational periods, 

respectively), as described in Subchapter 2.7 and Chapter 7.0 of this FEIR. 

Through the Project PDFs and purchase of carbon credits to offset Project 

construction and operationally related GHG emissions, the Project would result 

in no net increase to the existing GHG emissions, and the Project would not have 

a substantial contribution to a cumulatively considerable GHG impact. The 
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Project’s commitment to achieve net zero GHG emissions also ensures that the 

Project would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted 

for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. In summary, with the Project’s 

additional mitigation commitment to purchase and retire off-site carbon offset 

credits to reduce the Project’s GHG emissions to net zero, the Project would not 

result in a significant impact to global climate change. Please refer to the revised 

Subchapter 2.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, in the FEIR. 

The County cannot adopt a “city-centered” infill alternative because the County 

only has jurisdiction over unincorporated lands within the County and it would 

not meet the Project’s objectives, particularly with respect to efficiently 

developing property in close proximity to an existing village in order to create 

one complete and vibrant community that would enhance and support the 

economic and social success of the village.  

The Project is also consistent with County-adopted smart-growth policies; 

including preferring infill development over expansion into pristine open-space 

areas and areas not adjacent to existing public facilities. Smart growth is 

described in the General Plan Land Use Element under the heading “Village and 

Town Centers, Context” and the proximity to services, jobs, and amenities 

comprises an underlying element of the Project approach as described in EIR 

Chapter 1.0, Project Description and Section 3.1.5, Land Use and Planning. The 

Project is consistent with these policies. 

The comment (footnote 4) also alludes to the Project Design Features (PDFs), 

stating that they are functionally equivalent to mitigation measures, and 

continuing that “the DEIR never suggests that these few features represent all 

feasible mitigation, therefore satisfying CEQA’s requirement that agencies 

adopt all feasible mitigation to reduce or mitigate a Project’s significant impacts. 

Pub. Resources Code [PRC] Section 21081.”  

First, although the County applies the same strict rigor to confirmation of PDF 

installation as they do to mitigation measures through inclusion in Chapter 7.0 

as Project conditions, PDFs vary from mitigation measures in their application. 

PDFs are identified prior to evaluation of the Project and comprise part of the 
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Project itself. The proposed action is then evaluated with those features 

included. This occurs in the same way, for example, as a total number of units 

is evaluated. Removal of a PDF would result in an alternative scenario (i.e., the 

base project would change), not a mitigation measure to lower an assessed 

impact to a less than significant effect. The “D” Designator is an integral 

element of the Project and requires compliance with a number of standards set 

forth in the Specific Plan.  

Second, the comment is correct that the EIR does not assert that the PDFs (or 

indeed recommended mitigation) comprise all feasible mitigation. The comment 

provides a mistaken characterization of the code section. PRC Section 21081 

(and the related CEQA Guidelines Section 15091) do not require an agency to 

adopt all feasible mitigation to reduce or mitigate a project’s significant impacts. 

It requires changes incorporated into or required in the Project to either avoid or 

mitigate significant impacts (i.e. design features or mitigation).  
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Response to Comment O3a-49 

Please refer to Response to Comment O3a-48 regarding lack of need to reduce 

impacts to the “greatest extent possible.” The statement is correct that PDFs 

result in reduction of severity (up to and including) elimination of some impacts 

that otherwise would be identified as significant. The DEIR did not fold an 

“assumed mitigation measure” into a significance determination. The analysis 

stands on its own and provides an assessment of the potential impacts associated 

with implementation of the Project as described (including the incorporated 

PDFs) in the Project baseline conditions. The incorporation of PDFs the Project 

is committed to implementing is relevant. The PDFs are mandatory and not 

assumed. The County requires full disclosure of elements considered during 

impact analysis, and also specifically requires that all PDFs become Conditions 

of the Project that are included within Chapter 7.0. That chapter provides the 

basis for assessment of Project compliance with Project Conditions, and treats 

PDFs and mitigation measures with equal attention to detail and their mandatory 

nature. It is noted that PDFs are often based in mandatory regulatory compliance 

(e.g., specific requirements of a fire code, Title 24 building requirements, or 

water quality regulations). Although frequently regulatory based, however, they 

do need to be mandatory, enforceable, and committed to as part of Project design 

actions. Mitigation measures, on the other hand, may be more voluntary in 

nature (although enforceable), may be subject to discussion as to their efficacy, 

may require actions by others that need to be clearly disclosed and committed 

to (e.g., City of Escondido approval of grading in their jurisdiction), and 

generally can vary without affecting an underlying project. For example, the 

implementation of low-energy-use appliances, reduced-water-use fixtures, 

specific landscape requirements, etc., are required under the “D” Designator, 

which requires compliance with a number of standards set forth in the Specific 

Plan; including the sustainability policies. Regardless, because these 

commitments are equally mandatory, their incorporation simply reflects good 

planning, similar to incorporation of other best management practices, 

ordinance compliance, etc., and complies with CEQA, as indicated in PRC 

Section 21081 (see also Response to Comment O3a-48). 
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Response to Comment O3a-50 

The commenter expresses concern that the discussion of alternatives in the EIR 

does not meet CEQA requirements in that the EIR avoided analysis of 

alternatives that could substantially lessen the Project's significant impacts while 

meeting most Project objectives. In other words, the commenter believes that 

the EIR contains an overly narrow range of alternatives.  

The County has carefully reviewed the suggested Harmony Common design 

scenario provided by the Council and suggested as a Project alternative. The 

citation from CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) is correct as far as it goes, 

but omits the following critical sentences:  

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a 

project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 

potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed 

decision making and public participation... There is no 

ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the 

alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.   

The EIR already contains a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. 

Proposed Project significant impacts were identified for aesthetics, air quality, 

transportation/traffic, biological resources, cultural resources, tribal cultural 

resources, and noise. As noted, CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(a) requires that each 

of those impacts be addressed by alternatives that would have the potential to 

reduce or avoid these significant impacts. This is accomplished by the Project 

alternatives. There is no CEQA mandate to include additional alternatives that 

achieve the same end relative to impact avoidance/reduction to a less than 

significant level. That would support identification of endless alternatives 

varying only in detail, which is expressly rejected in the citation above.  

A number of potential alternatives to the Project were considered and a 

reasonable range of alternatives with varying degrees of density were selected 

for analysis in the Project’s EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). The 

Project’s EIR analyzed six alternatives; the No Project/No Development 

Alternative, as well as a total of four development alternatives with varying 

levels of density, and two sewer options (combined under one alternative). The 

Project’s EIR provides a narrative description of the factors considered in 
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evaluating the range of alternatives and reasons for excluding others. As 

described in Section 4.1.1. of the EIR, the alternatives were selected based on 

the alternative’s ability to feasibly attain most of the basic Project objectives as 

well as reduce or avoid the significant impacts of the Project, in the light of the 

constraints of feasibility. The Project’s significant impacts to aesthetics, air 

quality, transportation/traffic, biological resources, cultural resources, tribal 

cultural resources, and noise resulted in alternatives designed to reduce the 

Project’s impacts through modifications to the development footprint and/or 

development intensity. Each of the alternatives selected was vetted for both 

planning and engineering feasibility. This was an intensive process that resulted 

in alternatives that are internally consistent and would each work as a feasible 

standalone project, and the basis of such feasibility was thoroughly explained in 

the EIR. Excluding short-term visual effects and (unknown but conservatively 

planned for cultural resources impacts) the Project alternatives accomplish the 

required goal by reducing Project impacts through modifications to the potential 

footprint and/or development intensity.  

The General Plan Compliant with Septic Alternative is composed of 49 

residences using septic (fewer homes than suggested in the Council scenario) 

that would substantially minimize or eliminate significant impacts to air quality 

planning effects associated with the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) 

residential assumptions, transportation/traffic generation, and noise. The 

Biologically Superior Alternative is the smallest footprint alternative, and was 

developed in concert with the wildlife resource agencies specifically to address 

focused biological resources. Between these two, other build alternatives 

addressed lower intensity development than the Project, as well as differently 

focused development. The General Plan Consistent with Sewer Alternative 

would provide consistency with the existing General Plan land use designation 

by compliance with the County’s Conservation Subdivision Program and 

Planned Development Regulations and reduce traffic and air quality impacts. 

The Senior Care Traffic Reduction Alternative is intended to substantially 

reduce impacts associated with traffic in the context of providing a different 

development program that would still allow for an increase in density adjacent 

to the existing HGV Village through a General Plan Amendment. Among these 

alternatives a varying range of densities was provided (49, 119, 425, and 266 
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units, respectively) along with a different development program and a 

condensed footprint. The fact that an additional alternative may exist which also 

attains these goals does not require its inclusion in the EIR. In fact, it is certain 

that an endless number of alternatives that pick elements from one or more 

alternatives, as well as introducing other new elements, are possible. But that is 

not the mandate—rather, the lead agency must only provide a reasonable range 

of alternatives, and that has occurred here.  

There is not enough detail in this plan to fully compare all Project objectives, 

and it is unknown whether or not this is a financially feasible alternative given 

the amount of amenities included that would be paid for by 119 units, as well as 

the small number of units of each building type.  

Regardless, this alternative would not meet the basic and first Project objective 

of efficiently developing property in close proximity to an existing village 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 

of residential opportunities to the same level as the Proposed Project. 

Developing under this alternative would not as efficiently develop a site that is 

located next to an existing village with existing infrastructure and associated 

facilities and amenities that could be utilized by the new development. Also, 

even though there is diversity in this plan, the number of different types of 

households is smaller, with the values associated with diversity therefore also 

being diminished.  

Relative to impacts, the construction-period aesthetics impacts would be cured 

with time and maturity of landscaping implemented by the Project. The Council 

scenario also would be expected to have the same unmitigable construction-

period effects, as grading and residential construction would occur within the 

northern portion of the site, including the central “bench,” the areas identified 

in the EIR as being the most visually accessible to off-site viewers. As addressed 

in the EIR, survey and on-site testing to date has not identified any significant 

resources. Although significant cultural resources impacts are therefore not 

anticipated, the Project takes a conservative approach, and measures have been 
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put in place as Project Conditions to allow for full mitigation of any currently 

unforeseen impacts. The same would be expected for the Council scenario.  

Given these considerations, the alternative is not considered “substantially 

superior” to the alternatives evaluated in the circulated EIR and as addressed 

earlier in this response. The alternatives as a group evaluated even fewer homes, 

with less traffic generation, and equally consistent with the existing RAQS and 

SIP (see, variously, the 49- and 119-unit design scenarios). The public good 

provided by the senior portion of the Council-suggested alternative would not 

provide benefits close to those of the Senior Care Traffic Reduction Alternative. 

Biological resources are considered appropriately addressed as the Biologically 

Superior Alternative, which was designed in the field with County biology and 

wildlife agency personnel. Review of additional alternatives is unnecessary 

when the goal of CEQA Guidelines 15126.6 is to demonstrate the ability to 

avoid or minimize significant impacts while feasibly attaining most of the 

objectives, as provided in the EIR. 
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Response to Comment O3a-51 

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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