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AI-1

AI-2

AI-3

AI-4

AI-5a

AI-5b AI-4 As stated in Response AI-2 and in EIR Appendix E, coastal California 
gnatcatcher was not been detected on the Project site and, therefore, the 
site is not considered occupied by this species.  Furthermore, sage scrub 
habitat on site occurs in small, isolated patches, and is considered low 

AI-3 The willow scrub that would be impacted by the Project is not occupied 
by least Bell’s vireo (it is also not associated with the occupied portion of 
Escondido Creek, as the Harmony Grove Village site is).  Mitigation is 
proposed in accordance with County and Resource Agency requirements.  
As stated in Response AI-2 and in EIR Appendix E, least Bell’s vireo 
has not been detected on the Project site and the site is not considered 
occupied by this species or other listed species.  Least Bell’s vireo is not 
present on site because the habitat is not suitable because it occurs in 
small stands with little to no understory, thus making it low quality for 
this species.  There would be no net loss of southern willow scrub since 
at least 1:1 creation/establishment is required for jurisdictional wetland 
impacts.

AI-2 Focused surveys for least Bell’s vireo and coastal California gnatcatcher 
were conducted according to USFWS protocol by biologists qualified 
to conduct surveys for these species.  Protocol surveys have been 
scientifically designed by the wildlife agencies to determine whether 
listed species occupy certain areas and if those areas have the habitat 
requirements for their occupation.  The surveys determined that the 
species were not present on the Project site and the Project would 
not impact occupied habitat.  The survey results are presented in EIR 
Appendix E.  Coast horned lizard is not a listed species.

AI-1 Comment noted.  Project surveys were completed in accordance with 
County and Resource Agency requirements.
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AI-5a Escondido Creek is located approximately 0.5 mile east and 0.75 mile 
south of the Project site.  Habitat for steelhead is not present on the Project 
site.  Strict water quality measures that are enforced during construction 
and operation would protect Escondido Creek water quality.

AI-4
cont.

quality for this species.  Coast horned lizard is not a federal or state listed 
species, but is a California Species of Special Concern.  The Project 
would not impact habitat occupied by listed species.
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AI-5b
cont.

AI-6

AI-7

AI-8

AI-9

AI-10

AI-9 Biological open space on site is for avoidance, not mitigation, and as 
such is not required to be connected.  Mitigation for Project impacts 
would occur off site in areas with superior habitat connectivity and long-
term value.  Additionally, surveys for listed species were negative and 
none have been documented on site.

AI-8 The Project addresses edge effects through implementation of several 
measures, including permanent signs and fencing around biological 
open space, avoiding use of invasive species in landscaping, directing 
lighting away from biological open space, and seasonal restrictions on 
clearing and grading during the bird nesting season.  These measures are 
considered sufficient to address edge effects on biological open space 
for the Project.  Furthermore, impacts to sensitive habitats would be 
mitigated in accordance with County and Resource Agency requirements, 
and mitigation areas would be of equivalent or superior biological value.  
Surveys for listed species were negative and none have been documented 
on site.  Although adverse impacts to non-listed sensitive species may 
occur, proposed mitigation and design features would reduce these 
impacts to less than significant.  See Responses K-42 and O-8 regarding 
pets and K-44 regarding chemical usage.

AI-7 Burrowing owl has not been observed on site.  All records of burrowing 
owl in northwestern San Diego County are prior to 1997.  Impacts to 
sensitive habitats are allowed when consistent with County and Resource 
Agency requirements and mitigated accordingly.

AI-6 The opinion of the commenter is included as part of the record and 
available to the decision makers prior to the final decision on the Project. 

AI-10 A total of 1.8 acres of sage scrub occurs on site in small, isolated patches.  
As stated in Response AI-2 and in EIR Appendix E, coastal California 
gnatcatcher has not been detected on the Project site and the site is not 
considered occupied by this species or other listed species.  Impacts to 

AI-5b This response assumes that commenter is referring to least Bell’s 
vireo and coastal California gnatcatcher in his statement about “these 
two species.”  See Responses AI-2, AI-3, and AI-4, which address this 
comment.
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AI-10
cont.

sage scrub from Project development would not impact coastal California 
gnatcatcher.  The Project is required to obtain a Habitat Loss Permit from 
the County, with concurrence from the Resource Agencies, for impacts 
to sage scrub.  Mitigation would occur in accordance with County and 
Resource Agency requirements.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-330

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-224

AI-11

AI-12

AI-13

AI-14
AI-14 The County Guidelines and CEQA recognize off-site mitigation as 

a legitimate measure to mitigate project impacts to habitats and for 
sensitive species.  Note that mitigation for listed species require special 
permitting by the listing agency.

AI-13 All of the commenter’s specific comments on the biology section of the 
EIR are addressed above.  No response is required.  The opinion of the 
commenter is included as part of the record and available to the decision 
makers prior to the final decision on the Project.

AI-12 The opinion of the commenter is included as part of the record and 
available to the decision makers prior to the final decision on the Project.  
See the second paragraph of Response AD-3 regarding community 
involvement with planning documents and the balance with the rights of 
property owners to propose alternative uses on their own properties. The 
statement on page 2.4-35 of the EIR specifically relates to cumulative 
effects associated with plans affecting biological resources.  As detailed 
in Subchapter 2.4, the Project would be expected to conform to all local 
policies, ordinances and adopted plans relevant to biological resources 
evaluation.  The commenter is correct that the Project does not comply 
with the existing General Plan land use designation.  For that reason, 
a GPA is proposed.  The policies stated in the General Plan would not 
change.  The specific land uses on the Project only would be affected.  
If the GPA is approved as part of the Project, the inconsistency with the 
land use designation would be resolved, as the General Plan would be 
amended to incorporate the Project as proposed.

AI-11 Project impacts were analyzed relative to the County’s CEQA Guidelines 
for the Determination of Significance.  The EIR acknowledges that 
the Project would impede wildlife access to on-site areas that may be 
used for foraging, breeding, or obtaining water; however, these areas 
do not support critical populations of species.  Project implementation 
would retain adequate access to areas that may be used for foraging, 
breeding, and water sources, particularly in the northwest portion of the 
site where 47.5 acres of lands conserved as a combination of biological 
open space and agricultural easement provide direct connection to off-
site lands along 2,900 linear feet of the Project site’s western boundary.  
Loss of raptor foraging habitat was identified as a significant impact, and 
mitigation is proposed per County Guidelines.
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AI-14
cont.

AI-15

AI-16

AI-16 The Project site is not considered a priority area for conservation under the 
draft NCMSCP (i.e. not identified as proposed Pre-Approved Mitigation 
Areas [PAMA]).  The Project’s significant impacts to biological resources 
are mitigated to less than significant.  

AI-15 Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, mitigation in accordance with 
the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) regional planning 
effort is not a misnomer.  The MSCP provides for a network of preserve 
areas and linkages to protect the County’s native plants and wildlife.  
Providing mitigation for impacts to habitat is a means to help establish 
the regional network of preserved lands.  Targeting preservation in areas 
with superior habitat value and connectivity leads to a more functional 
preserve system with wildlife corridors and linkages promoting genetic 
diversity, as opposed to requiring smaller plots of on-site open space on 
every project.  While the North County MSCP (NCMSCP) is draft and 
analysis is not yet complete for coverage of listed species, its preserve 
design has achieved high value and connectivity.  The Project conforms 
to the draft NCMSCP preserve design. 
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AI-17

AI-18

AI-19

AI-20

AI-20 The County appreciates the time spent by community members to 
contribute to the General Plan Update.  The opinion of the commenter is 
included as part of the record and available to the decision makers prior 
to the final decision on the Project.  Other portions of the comment do 
not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore 
no further response can be provided.

AI-19 Traffic impacts are analyzed in Subchapter 2.8, including cumulative 
analysis that included the Harmony Grove Village project (Phase 1 HGV 
traffic was considered part of the existing traffic).  Mitigation would 
be implemented to reduce the impacts that are found to be potentially 
significant.  Regarding traffic on Harmony Grove Road and Elfin 
Forest Road, see Responses K-165, AD-14, and AE-2.  Regarding fire 
evacuations, see Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.

AI-18 As previously stated, survey results for listed species were negative 
and the Project site is not considered occupied by listed species.  The 
Project would not impact listed species.  Mitigation for impacts to habitat 
and non-listed species is consistent with County and Resource Agency 
requirements.

AI-17 The Project is consistent with the draft NCMSCP.  As stated above, the 
Project site is not considered a priority area for conservation under the 
draft NCMSCP.  Until the plan is adopted, the EIR analysis must discuss 
the applicability of the plan, but also apply the County standards in the 
Format and Content Requirements for Biological Resources.


