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AL-1

AL-2

AL-3
AL-4

AL-5

AL-6

AL-7

AL-8
AL-9

AL-10
AL-7 As described in the EIR, the Project would have a less than significant 

impact with regards to fire protection.  The only significant impact to 
water supply would be visual and biological impacts of the R7 Reservoir, 
which would be mitigated through M-UT-1.  The Project would have 
significant impact with regards to traffic.  Mitigation measures would 
be implemented for each impact; however, impact TR-3 would remain 
unmitigated due to the uncertainty of the measures’ implementation by 
another jurisdiction.  The Project includes various equestrian amenities, 
as discussed in Subchapter 1.2.  Significant impacts to wild animals 
would be mitigated, as discussed in Subchapter 2.4.

AL-6 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

AL-5 The Project would be required to ensure that Eden Valley Lane meets 
County of San Diego Private Road Standards.  Approximately 50 percent 
of Project trips would likely use Eden Valley Lane for Project ingress and 
egress.

AL-4 This comment does not address the adequacy of technical analysis under 
CEQA.  As can be seen in Figure 1-15a, the culvert area would remain.

AL-3 The TIA (Appendix H of the Final EIR) found that Eden Valley Lane, 
which is expected to carry 50 percent of Project trips, was forecasted to 
operate at acceptable LOS C or better conditions.  

AL-2 The Project would be required to ensure that Eden Valley Lane meets 
County of San Diego Private Road Standards.  Maintenance of this 
road from Country Club Drive to the Project’s entries would be the 
responsibility of the Valiano HOA.  This would reduce the maintenance 
cost for the existing homes along Eden Valley Lane.  

AL-1 Introductory comment noted.  Please see responses to specific comments, 
below.  
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AL-8 Property owners are responsible for conforming to existing zoning 
requirements unless they are successful in obtaining a rezone or variance 
from those requirements.  These planning options are provided so that 
private property owners can pursue the use of their property that is most 
desirable to them.  The Project cannot be built as proposed unless the 
Board of Supervisors approve a Rezone and GPA and certify the EIR.

AL-10 As discussed in Subsection 1.2.1.2, signage depicting trail safety and 
rules would be located at strategic places along the trail.  The trail is 
intended to serve equestrian uses, hiking, biking and jogging.  The multi-
use trail would be built to County of San Diego Trail Design Standards.  
The trail would run entirely along the community parkway, in addition to 
connecting with parks and open space.

AL-9 This comment does not address the adequacy of technical analysis under 
CEQA.  Harmony Grove Village was approved in 2006 and has been 
under construction.  Sales are ongoing.
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AL-11

AL-12

AL-13 AL-13 This is a repeat of comment AD-3.  See Responses U-2a and AD-3 
regarding Harmony Grove Village and Project clustering, as well as 
community planning efforts.

AL-12 This is a repeat of comment AD-2.  See Response AD-2 regarding the 
need for a GPA.

AL-11 This comment does not address the adequacy of technical analysis under 
CEQA.  Please see responses to specific comments, below.
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AL-13
cont.

AL-14

AL-15

AL-16

AL-17

AL-17 This is a repeat of comments AD-7 and AD-8.  See Responses AD-7 and 
K-59 regarding the Cocos Fire and Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations 
regarding evacuations. 

AL-16 This is a repeat of comment AD-6.  See Responses G-7 and AD-6.

AL-15 This is substantially similar to comment AD-5.  See Responses G-7 and 
AD-5. 

AL-14 This is a repeat of comment AD-4.  See Response AD-4.
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AL-17
cont.

AL-18

AL-19

AL-20

AL-21

AL-22

AL-23

AL-24

AL-25

AL-26

AL-25 This is a repeat of comment AD-16.  See Response I-61 regarding impacts 
of the SPRINTER.

AL-24 This is a repeat of comment AD-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.

AL-23 This is a repeat of comment AD-14.  See Responses K-165 and AD-14.

AL-22 This is a repeat of comment AD-13.  See Response I-59 for how the 
proposed fire protection measures would benefit the whole neighborhood.

AL-26 This is a repeat of comment AD-17.  See Response AD-17.

AL-21 This is a repeat of comment AD-12.  See Response AD-12.

AL-20 This is a repeat of comment AD-11.  See Response AD-11.

AL-19 This is a repeat of comment AD-10.  See Responses K-199 and AD-10.

AL-18 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.
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AL-27

AL-28

AL-29

AL-30

AL-31

AL-32

AL-33

AL-34

AL-35
AL-36

AL-37

AL-38

AL-36 This is a repeat of comment AF-24.  See Response U-2a regarding the 
consolidated nature of proposed development.

AL-35 This is a repeat of comment AF-23.  See Responses AD-5 and AF-23 
regarding walls, fencing and sound walls. 

AL-34 This is a repeat of comment AF-22.  See Response AF-22.

AL-33 This is a repeat of comment AF-21.  See Response AF-21.

AL-38 This is a repeat of comment AF-26.  See Responses K-16 regarding 
Project consistency with General Plan Policy COS-12.1 and Response 
AF-22 regarding mass grading.

AL-37 This is a repeat of comment AF-25.  See Responses AF-25 regarding 
characterization of Project impacts and the Project simulations.

AL-30 This is a repeat of comment AD-21.  See Response AD-21.

AL-29 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-20.  See Response 
AD-20 regarding space for horse keeping and Response AD-21 regarding 
manure management.

AL-28 This is a repeat of comment AD-19.  See Response AD-19.

AL-27 This is a repeat of comment AD-18.  See Response AD-18.

AL-32 This is a repeat of comment AF-20.  See Response AF-20.

AL-31 As private land mostly used for agriculture, with the equestrian facility in 
Neighborhood 5 closed down, the existing Project site does not contain 
equestrian lands.  The Project would add to the equestrian-capable lands 
of the area, through equestrian amenities such as the public multi-use 
trail, neighborhood park including staging area and exercise ring, and 
the trail head park. 
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AL-39

AL-40

AL-41

AL-42

AL-43

AL-44

AL-45

AL-42 This is a repeat of comment AJ-32.  See Response K-51 regarding 
Governor Brown’s issued Executive Order B-30-15.

AL-41 This is a repeat of comment AJ-31.  See Response K-27 regarding 
compliance with the 2016 Title 24 Energy Code.

AL-40 This is a repeat of comment AJ-30.  See Response K-26b regarding 
Project alternatives with fewer residential units.

AL-39 This is a repeat of comment AJ-29.  See Response AJ-29 regarding 
VMTs.

AL-44 This is a repeat of comment AJ-34.  See Response K-149b regarding 
potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative that minimizes 
grading and blasting.

AL-43 This is a repeat of comment AJ-33.  See Response K-149a for the 
requirement to prepare a blasting control plan and Response K-149b 
regarding potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative that 
minimizes grading and blasting. 

AL-45 This is a repeat of comment AF-33.  See Response AF-33.  See Response 
149a for the requirement to prepare a blasting control plan and Response 
K-149b regarding potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative 
that minimizes grading and blasting.
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