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BA-4 The comment is related to the Project’s water consumption which is fully 

addressed in Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99.  The Project would 
decrease the on-site water usage compared to the baseline. 

BA-3 The concern cited in the comment including cumulative traffic analysis 
is fully addressed in the EIR (Section 2.8), based on a TIA prepared to 
analyze the Project’s traffic impacts (Appendix H of the EIR). Mitigation 
measures would be implemented that would reduce the traffic impacts.  
No changes to the EIR resulted from the comment. 

BA-2 See Response AD-2 regarding the Project proposal of a GPA.  The right 
to propose a GPA as part of a project is allowed.  This discretionary 
application is under review for approval or denial as part of the Project, 
with specific notice and review requirements.

BA-1 Introductory comment noted.  See responses to your specific comments 
below.  

BA-6 See Response AD-2 regarding the need for a GPA and Response AZ-
38 regarding the proposed density.  Note that the Elfin Forest and 
Harmony Grove communities have separate discussions in the Elfin 
Forest and Harmony Grove Community Plan based on the differences 
between these similar, but distinguishable, communities.  Contrary to the 
commenter’s assertion, the Project would not directly impact Elfin Forest 
where the commenter is located.  The EIR adequately evaluates the 
potential environmental impacts that would result from a General Plan 
Amendment, consistent with CEQA and the County CEQA Guidelines.  
The opposition to the Project is opinion and no specific response is 
required.

BA-5 The comment is related to fire evacuation which is fully addressed in 
Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.


