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Response to Comment RI5-1 

This is an introductory comment stating the commenter’s position on the Project 

greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis that does not raise specific issues regarding the 

content of the RDEIR. As such, no specific response is warranted. 

Response to Comment RI5-2 

Please see two Global Responses: Climate Action Plan (CAP) and Carbon 

Offsets. As discussed in detail therein, the Project was determined to have less 

than significant impacts as mitigated based on Appendix G of the CEQA 

Guidelines and did not rely on the CAP.  In this instance, the project is proposing 

net zero. With incorporation of mitigation measures, the Project will be 

consistent with, and not interfere with, the County’s CAP and thus the 

attainment of GHG reductions as set forth in state regulations. Furthermore, the 

RDEIR merely quotes an excerpt from the 2017 Scoping Plan; it does not rely 

upon this plan for the determination of significance nor does it “supplant” the 

General Plan. The comment conflates these regulations. The General Plan and 

its land use assumptions were used to develop the CAP and the GHG reductions 

necessary for the County to meet state GHG regulations. Lastly, the GHG 

analysis does provide substantial evidence as to why the Project would not result 

in a significant impact related to GHG emissions. As previously described, the 

Proposed Project, after the incorporation of mitigation, would be net zero and 

would not contribute to a significant impact related to GHG emissions. Please 

see Chapter 2.7 of the RDEIR for a detailed analysis of the Project impacts, 

mitigation measures, and significance conclusions related to GHG emissions. 

No changes to the FEIR were warranted as a result of this comment. 
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Response to Comment RI5-3 

Please see two Global Responses: Climate Action Plan and Carbon Offsets. The 

EIR does not state that the Project does not need to reduce GHG emissions 

because the CAP is incomplete. The comment references page 2.7-12 of the 

RDEIR, but does not specifically state which portion of that page purportedly 

absolves the Project from reducing GHG emissions. This page of the RDEIR 

provides numerous reasons as to how the significance of GHG emissions was 

determined, as the CAP had not been adopted at that time. Specifically, it states: 

“The County General Plan does not contain policies prohibiting the County 

from adopting a non-CAP-based threshold prior to adoption of a court-approved 

CAP.” 

It also states that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) in its release draft 

of its Proposed Scoping Plan Update for 2030, states that local governments can 

consider discretionary approvals and entitlements for individual projects 

through the CEQA process absent an adequate CAP by implementing all 

feasible measures to reduce GHG emissions (see page 136 of CARB’s Draft 

Scoping Plan Update for 2030). In addition, the document concludes that the 

Project would not conflict with goals to reduce GHG emissions. It is also noted 

that a review of the CAP Guidelines shows that the Project does comply with 

them. As noted above, however, because they are still under challenge, and it is 

uncertain if they ultimately will remain exactly as currently proposed, the 

analysis takes a conservative approach and proves this up independently rather 

than relying on CAP consistency alone as a basis for Project approval. 

Response to Comment RI5-4 

This comment provides a hypothetical scenario in which two “upzone” projects 

are weighed against each other and posits that regardless of location, they could 

be treated “equally,” going on to note that one might have less GHG per 

dwelling and that it could be “punished.” This is a speculative discussion that 

does not contain enough detail for an analytical response—neither size nor 

specifics of the residences are clear, nor is the potential “punishment.” As such, 

it is noted that each project presumably would undergo independent CEQA 

review, and be individually judged for compliance with required thresholds and 

standards. No additional response can be provided.  
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The comment also presumes that the Project does not meet state GHG 

regulations. Please refer to the response to comment RI5-2.  In addition, the 

Project would not be subsidized by tax payers. Please see Global Responses: 

Regional Plan Conformity; and Carbon Offsets, in Chapter 8 of this FEIR. 

Finally, Harmony Grove Village South analyses do not assume roads with 

infinite capacity or services without limit. Please see EIR Chapter 1, Project 

Description, regarding the on-site and tie-in infrastructure associated with 

Project design (including major improvements to the Escondido Creek crossing 

as well as Country Club Drive segments south of Harmony Grove Road and 

edging the Project); as well as Subchapter 2.2, Transportation/Traffic, for 

information related to wider-area road capacity, modeled Project impacts, and 

proposed mitigation as necessary and appropriate. The GHG emissions 

associated with construction of these noted road segments and bridge were also 

accounted for in the Project air quality and GHG analyses. The operational 

emissions (i.e., cars driving on the improved—and other—road segments) are 

also accounted for in these studies as the emissions associated with the 

anticipated number and length of Project trips. Please see Appendix J to the EIR 

in particular, regarding GHG emissions. 

Regarding the location of the Project and connection to surrounding 

communities; the Project is not an “island connected to the surrounding 

communities by imaginary roads.”  Rather, the Project is placed on and near 

roads accessing the cities of Escondido and San Marcos (via Country Club Drive 

(both cities) as well as via Harmony Grove Road to the city of Escondido. These 

routes also take area residents directly to SR-78 and toward I-15, which link to 

other area cities. The Project TIA looked at existing roadway configurations as 

well as configurations following the Project and other future improvements. The 

Project vehicle miles traveled (VMT) modeling (based on the San Diego 

Association of Governments [SANDAG] model) accounted for this; which 

resulted in the Project average trip length falling just under the regional average. 

The Project is also located within 3 miles of a Sprinter and bus hub at the 

Nordahl transit station, which is very unusual for residences in County 

unincorporated lands. As described in the EIR and cited below in Response to 

Comment RI5-5, the location of the Project is near shopping and services, as 
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well as employment. Please see Figure 8.3.6-1 in the Global Response: Regional 

Plan Conformity, for depiction of Project proximity to the surrounding area. 

Response to Comment RI5-5 

Please see the previous responses (including Response to Comment RI5-4 

regarding VMT) within this letter, and also the aforementioned Global 

Responses. The GHG analysis takes into account all aspects of development: 

construction, operation (i.e., energy use, water use, electricity, mobile sources), 

as set forth in Subchapter 2.7. The analysis then incorporates all feasible on-site 

Project design measures, and then sets forth mitigation requiring the purchase 

of carbon offsets. This is supported by substantial evidence in Subchapter 2.7. 

The Project mitigates to carbon neutral standards based on the assessed impacts 

and the amount of carbon credits identified for purchase.  

Relative to the Project location and smart growth goals, please additionally see 

the Global Response: Regional Plan Conformity. 
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Response to Comment RI5-6 

These comments generally are conclusion comments, summing up some of the 

points made in the letter; please see Responses to Comments RI5-2 through 

R15-5 of this letter. The reference to Lilac Hills is noted, but a vote against a 

specific much larger and mixed use project in a different location east of I-15 

and with different environmental constraints and opportunities is not pertinent 

to the specifics of the Harmony Grove Village South Project. With respect to 

the comment that the developer proposes an ad hoc methodology that is not 

adequately supported by evidence showing how it is consistent with the 2011 

General Plan or how its implementation in San Diego County would meet the 

state GHG laws, see Global Response: Climate Action Plan. 

The comment also contends that the traffic study analysis is “unrealistic and 

greatly understates the average trip distance”; and that the analysis “ignores all 

indirect GHG the project would create.” However, the comment offers no 

specifics related to these unsubstantiated conclusions.  

It is noted that the Project Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) has been reviewed and 

commented upon and is not a subject of recirculation. No comments were 

received that the TIA was unrealistic or that average trip distance was 

underestimated. In fact, the average trip distance was modeled in conjunction 

with SANDAG input for the Project. It is also noted that following public 

review, a request for review of specified TIA elements (including such items as 

baseline traffic loading, and distribution to I-15 and SR-78) was received. Each 

of those items was reviewed and memoranda regarding these topics are part of 

the Final TIA (Appendix D to the FEIR). No changes to analyses conclusions 

were required as a result of these focused reviews. While providing some 

clarification, they were all confirmatory in nature. As stated in Subchapter 2.7, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the EIR, and as supported by modelling 

discussed in Appendix C of EIR Appendix J, the Project VMT is projected to 

be 7.88, just within the regional average identified by SANDAG.  

In conclusion, the County finds that the analyses do not understate the total 

GHG emissions, and that the Project documents accurately reflect the industry 

standard modeling. Mitigation is proposed consistent with state law. Project 

GHG emissions, including those associated with isolated instances of 
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congestion would be addressed through the mitigation identified in Subchapter 

2.7, which proposes mitigation through carbon offsets of the full Project rather 

than simply the residences/uses proposed under the General Plan Amendment, 

and also would further reduce GHG contributions through the benefits identified 

as part of the landscaping plan, discussed above in Response to Comment RI5-

5. Also, as stated in Response to Comment RI5-5, the Project would therefore 

actually result in a projected net decrease of GHG emissions in the County over 

continuation of on-site existing conditions. 

 

 


