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COMMENTS RESPONSES 
Response to Comment O7-1 
The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they do not 
raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis and adequacy of the EIR. 
Please see the responses below to specific comments. 
 
Response to Comment O7-2 
Comments noted. As a general policy comment, it is not an EIR-related issue 
that requires response. It is noted, however, that as stated in the County’s 
General Plan Update (2011) on pg. 1-15: 
 

The General Plan is intended to be a dynamic document and must 
be periodically updated to respond to changing community needs. 
 
Any proposed amendment will be reviewed to ensure that the 
change is in the public interest and would not be detrimental to 
public health, safety and welfare.   

 
Please also see the Global Response to Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.4. 
 
The Project does not result in a conversion of agricultural lands. There are no 
existing on-site agricultural uses to conserve, as indicated in Figure 2.3-1, 
Vegetation and Sensitive Resources, and in Chapter 4.0, Alternatives, in the 
description of the Section 4.2.1, No Project, No Development Alternative 
Description and Setting, which references the “native and non-native habitat 
throughout the site.” Potential direct and indirect agricultural impacts are 
addressed in Section 3.2.1, Agriculture.  
 
The comment lists several general environmental issues and perceived 
deficiencies but does not provide any specifics as to how or why these items 
are deficient. Therefore, no specific response is possible. Each of the items 
noted, however, is subject to substantial discussion in the EIR. The Project’s 
relationship to the General Plan and Community Plan is addressed in detail in 
Chapter 1.0, Project Description, Location and Environmental Setting, and 
Section 3.1.5, Land Use and Planning, which also includes detail as to Project 
consistency with Policy LU-1.4. Project baseline, and the reasons why it is the 
correct baseline, are detailed on pages 3.1.5-1 and -2. Fire safety is addressed 
in Section 3.1.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials as well as Section 3.1.8, 
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Public Services. Traffic is addressed in Subchapter 2.2, Transportation/Traffic, 
biological effects are detailed in Subchapter 2.3, Biological Resources, and 
greenhouse gas emissions are evaluated in Subchapter 2.7, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions. Each of these topics is also cross-referenced within applicable 
portions of the Section 3.1.5, Land Use and Planning discussions. Project 
design features relevant to each of these topics are presented on Table 1-2, 
Project Design Features, and both these features and mitigation measures, as 
applicable, are provided in Chapter 7.0, List of Mitigation Measures and 
Design Features. Each of these sections appropriately addresses the topics. 
Response to Comment O7-3 
Comments noted; however, these comments do not address the adequacy of the 
EIR and therefore do not require a response. 
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Response to Comment O7-4 
The County concurs with the commenter’s statement regarding the “General 
Plan Consistent with Septic Alternative.” The EIR does conclude that it would 
reduce impacts to transportation/traffic, noise, and air quality when compared 
to the Proposed Project; however, the Project does not have to justify the need 
for the Project or increased housing.  
 
Response to Comment O7-5 
The County disagrees that the Project fundamentally conflicts with policies of 
the General Plan and Community Plan for reasons described in the Global 
Responses for General Plan/Community Plan Amendment CEQA Impact 
Analysis and Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4.  
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Response to Comment O7-6 
Both the direct impacts of the Project, as well as the cumulative conditions and 
Project contributions to them, are addressed within the EIR sections for traffic, 
air quality, and greenhouse gas emissions (Subchapters 2.2, and 2.6, and 2.7, 
respectively). Following public review of the EIR, additional confirmatory 
review was undertaken for GHG, and the discussion was recirculated in 
February to April, 2018. As discussed in the EIR, significant cumulative 
impacts were not identified for air quality, and appropriate mitigation has been 
identified for significant impacts to greenhouse gases and 
transportation/traffic. With mitigation, impacts remain less than significant, as 
disclosed in the DEIR. 
 
The County respectfully disagrees that the Project is a considerable distance 
from job centers. The Project is sited between the cities of Escondido and San 
Marcos. It is therefore located within the north coast developed area, and in 
proximity to all jobs accessed from Interstate 15 (I-15), State Route 78 and 
Interstate 5. Specific to the immediate area, it is within 1 mile of an 
industrial/commercial, employment, and services locus (the Escondido 
Research and Technology Center) and close to “big box” uses and other 
job/commercial opportunities located at Valley Parkway and I-15 and along 
Auto Park Way. It also is in proximity to two transit centers: Nordahl Road and 
the Escondido Transit Center. Specific to vehicle miles traveled (VMT), please 
note that as described in Subchapter 2.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the 
EIR, the San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG’s) regional 
assumed average trip length is 7.9 miles. The Project was modeled by the 
Project traffic engineers (Linscott, Law & Greenspan) as being slightly lower, 
at 7.88 miles for an average trip length, and therefore is consistent with the 
SANDAG regional assumed average trip length. Please see Appendix C of the 
Project Greenhouse Gas Analyses Report (Appendix J to the EIR) for details.  
 
The current CEQA requirements use Level of Service (LOS) to determine 
transportation-related impacts from a project. The adoption of Senate Bill (SB) 
743 into CEQA is still in the draft stage and therefore the County of San Diego 
has yet to adopt a methodology for evaluating significant impacts using 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). The technical report and the EIR appropriately 
use adopted thresholds, but as noted above, the Project is expected to fall 
slightly under the established VMT total mileage.  
 
Costs per se are not CEQA issues, and do not need to be addressed in an EIR. 
Please note, however, that in terms of related environmental effects, the Project 
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either is adjacent to those facilities and/or would develop any needed facilities, 
as part of Project Design/Conditions. These issues are addressed, together with 
any Project Design Features or required mitigation, in Subchapter 2.2, 
Transportation/Traffic, and Sections 3.1.9, Recreation, and 3.1.10, Utilities 
and Service Systems, respectively, in the EIR. Similarly, routine developer 
impact fees would defray costs associated with any needs relative to schools 
(see Section 3.1.8, Public Services, in the EIR). Service Availability Forms 
have been provided, as appropriate, in Appendix O of the EIR for water, sewer, 
and schools. 
 
Response to Comment O7-7 
The County of San Diego Mobility Element has classified roadways within the 
study area to be built to certain specifications to meet the goals of the adopted 
General Plan Land Use plan. The roadway infrastructure improvements 
proposed by the Project are consistent with the adopted Mobility Element. This 
is also true for City of Escondido roadways where mitigation is proposed 
consistent with the City’s General Plan Mobility Element.  
 
The draft SB 743 VMT guidelines are interpreted to confirm that enhancements 
to the circulation system consistent with a lead agency’s adopted plan 
(including land use) would not result in significance project impacts. 
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Response to Comment O7-8 
This comment is concerned with issues regarding agricultural resources, which 
have been addressed in EIR Section 3.2.1, Agricultural Resources, where 
impacts were determined to be less than significant due to lack of on-site water, 
generally poor identified soil quality, and lack of recent history of agricultural 
production. Additionally, biological resources are addressed in Subchapter 2.3, 
Biological Resources, where impacts to wildlife and habitat were identified and 
the proposed mitigation measures would reduce all impacts to biological 
resources to less than significant levels (EIR pg. 2.3-63). The County disagrees 
that the project would be considered sprawl for reasons explained in the Global 
Response to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4. 
 
Response to Comment O7-9 
The County disagrees that the Project would be considered sprawl for reasons 
explained in the Global Response to Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.4. 
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Response to Comment O7-10 
Please see Response to Comment O7-9. The comparison to Lilac Hills Ranch 
is noted; however, the County disagrees the same circumstances apply to both 
projects. HGV South would extend and support an existing village; see Global 
Response to Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.4. Lilac Hills 
Ranch is not adjacent to an existing village—it would be a wholly new village.  
That Project’s parcels contain active farm lands and is currently zoned for 
agriculture. Lilac Hills Ranch proposes over 1,700 homes, as well as three 
commercial areas and a school. It is also not located in immediate proximity to 
existing commercial, medical, and other amenities provided by Escondido and 
San Marcos. The comparison does not apply to the analysis in the EIR; 
therefore, no further response is required.  

 


