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AJ-1

AJ-2

AJ-3

AJ-4

AJ-3 This is a repeat of comment AD-3.  See Response AD-3. 

AJ-2 Thank you for your participation in the General Plan Update process.  
See Response AD-2 regarding need for a GPA.  See comments I-3 and 
I-4 regarding consistency with the Community Development Model.

AJ-1 Introductory comment noted.  This comment indicates that the Project 
would threaten to destroy the community (character); please note that 
the EIR analysis does not come to the same conclusion.  Your hope for 
the developer to follow the vision of the General Plan is hereby included 
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the Proposed Project.
See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Response AD-3 regarding the 
Community Plan.  Please see responses to specific comments, below.

AJ-4 This is a repeat of comment AD-4.  See Response AD-4. 
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cont.

AJ-5

AJ-6

AJ-7

AJ-8

AJ-9

AJ-10

AJ-11
AJ-11 This is a repeat of comment AD-11.  See Response AD-11. 

AJ-10 This is a repeat of comment AD-10.  See Responses K-199 and AD-10. 

AJ-9 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-9.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.

AJ-8 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-8.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire safety with evacuation.

AJ-7 This is a repeat of comment AD-7.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations and Response K-59.

AJ-6 This is a repeat of comment AD-6.  See Responses G-3 and G-7.

AJ-5 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-5.  See Responses 
G-7 and AD-5. 
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AJ-12

AJ-13

AJ-14

AJ-15

AJ-16

AJ-17

AJ-18

AJ-19

AJ-20

AJ-21

AJ-22

AJ-23

AJ-21 This is a repeat of comment AD-21.  See Response AD-21.

AJ-20 This is a repeat of comment AD-20.  See Response AD-20.

AJ-19 This is a repeat of comment AD-19.  See Response AD-19.

AJ-18 This is a repeat of comment AD-18.  See Response AD-18.

AJ-23 This is a repeat of comment AF-21.  See Response AF-21.

AJ-22 This is a repeat of comment AF-20.  See Response AF-20.

AJ-15 See Responses E-12 regarding proposed improvements to Country Club 
Drive and the intersection with Auto Park Way and K-167 regarding the 
analysis and mitigation of that intersection.

AJ-14 This is a repeat of comment AD-14.  See Responses K-165 and AD-14.

AJ-13 This is a repeat of comment AD-13.  See Response I-59 for how the 
proposed fire protection measures would affect the whole neighborhood.

AJ-12 This is a repeat of comment AD-12.  See Response AD-12. 

AJ-17 This is a repeat of comment AD-17.  See Response AD-17. 

AJ-16 See Response I-61 regarding impacts of the SPRINTER.
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AJ-30
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AJ-32

AJ-33

AJ-34

AJ-35

AJ-33 This is a repeat of comment AF-31.  See Response 149a for the 
requirement to prepare a blasting control plan and Response K-149b with 
respect to potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative that 
minimizes grading and blasting.

AJ-32 See Response K-51 with respect to Governor Brown’s issued Executive 
Order B-30-15.

AJ-31 See Response K-27 with respect to compliance with the 2016 Title 24 
Energy Code.

AJ-30 See Response K-26b with respect to Project alternatives with fewer 
residential units.

AJ-35 This is a repeat of comment AF-33.  See Response AF-33. 

AJ-34 This is a repeat of comment AF-32.  See Response AF-32.

AJ-27 This is a repeat of comment AF-25.  See Response AF-25 regarding 
characterization of Project impacts and the Project simulations.

AJ-26 See Response U-2a regarding the consolidated nature of proposed 
development.

AJ-25 Response

AJ-24 This is a repeat of comment AF-22.  See Response AF-22.

AJ-29 The comment is correct in that the Project would result in significant and 
unmitigable air quality impacts.  The Project is incorporating a number 
of Project design features; however, it is not feasible for the Project to 
mitigate for cumulative air quality impacts contributed by other projects.  
No reference amount is provided to justify the commenter’s claim that 
the Project is doubling VMTs.

AJ-28 See Response K-16 regarding Project consistency with General Plan 
policy COS-12.1.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-337

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-231


