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A0-3 The noted retaining walls are proposed to hold back soil from a generally 

east-facing slope.  They would therefore back up against the retained 
hill, with their westerly sides against (retaining) the hillside and their 
easterly sides providing a wall interior to the Proposed Project and within 
the yards of Lots 153-159 and 161.  The back side of the retaining wall 

AO-2 The Proposed Project would be primarily residential in use, and would 
not include areas that would host events similar in scale to those held at 
Stone Brewery.  Incidental neighborhood noise generated from general 
residential activities may be audible at the commenter’s residence 
but would be widely distributed throughout the area.  Activities at the 
Project’s park areas and private Recreation Facility may also be audible 
at the commenter’s residence, but given the distance between the noise 
source and the residence would not be of the size or type to significantly 
increase noise.  Project related noise sources shall be required to comply 
with the County Noise Ordinance, as discussed in Subchapter 2.6. 

AO-1 See Response K-11c regarding views over the Project from Camino de 
la Cima.  Project residences would be generally below the direct line-of-
sight to the very expansive views enjoyed by the viewer from these high 
locations, and as demonstrated in the photograph from the home included 
in this comment.  As shown in the commenter’s letter, views would not 
generally be focused downward.  The terrain falls away rapidly, and the 
eye is drawn to the horizon line of high hills and sky in the far distance.
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AO-4 The vertical and horizontal difference between the pads of the homes in 
Valiano and the homes to the west would result in privacy being retained 
and it is not expected that trash from this downslope development would 
enter your property.  These walls would be vertical, downslope, and 
facing away from your residence (i.e., also facing easterly, not westerly).  
Because these retaining walls would be interior to private back yards, no 
graffiti-covered walls are anticipated.  There are no Project trails in this 
area.  Residents in these homes would not have access to or “wander off” 
onto your property.

A0-3
cont.

would not face homes to the west, as the wall would be downslope from, 
and retaining, the hill on which these homes are located.  The walls 
themselves would not be expected to be visible to viewers from the west 
and above, as indicated in Response AO-1.
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AO-8 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuations and 
Response AD-10 regarding status of the Harmony Grove Village fire 
station.

AO-7 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuations.

AO-6 See Response E-12 regarding proposed improvements to Country 
Club Drive and the intersection with Auto Park Way, Response K-167 
regarding the analysis and mitigation of that intersection, and Response 
AN-5 regarding traffic and mitigation along Country Club Drive.

AO-5 See Response I-55 regarding calculation of travel time.  As discussed in 
Section 4.1 of the FPP, with the temporary Harmony Grove Fire Station 
that is now operational, response times would meet the required five 
minutes.  The permanent station is expected to be operation in late 2018.  

AO-9 The picture shows a fire truck only partially within a bike lane, and also 
shows commuter traffic moving over to the left onto the opposite shoulder 
and other lanes of traffic to create room for the fire truck as is typical 
for commuter vehicles to do when emergency vehicles are attempting 
to bypass a crowded area.  A bike lane would not be necessary for a 
fire truck to pass as vehicles would be able to move onto the opposite 
shoulders or other lanes as demonstrated in the included picture.  See 
Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations for additional information regarding 
fire evacuations.  
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AO-11 All road improvements and infrastructure extensions were evaluated 
for environmental impacts.  The site is situated at the western edge of 
existing residential area, thus, connectivity for wildlife to areas to the 
north, east, and south of the site is already limited.  The Project site is 
not considered a priority area for conservation under the draft NCMSCP, 
as discussed in Response K-32.  Mitigation for impacts to biological 
resources is consistent with County and Resource Agency requirements.

AO-10 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuations and 
K-59 regarding the Cocos Fire.
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AO-12 Your objection to the Project is hereby included as part of the record 
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on 
the Project. Your views are important in responding to the EIR.  The 
County Guidelines for Determining Significance and The Report Format 
and Content Requirements provide objective analytical tools to evaluate 
a proposed project.  Comments received on circulated CEQA documents 
are reviewed relative to input on CEQA compliance, not based on the 
number of comments or the status of the commenter.  
See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding the Project and your 
safety during wildfire.
Your objection to the Proposed Project is noted.


