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BE-1

BE-2

BE-3

BE-4

BE-4 Your objection to the Proposed Project is noted, as stated in Response 
BE-1.

BE-3 The comment is related to the Project’s traffic on Elfin Forest and Harmony 
Grove Roads which is fully addressed in Response K-165.  There would 
be a small percentage of Project traffic using Harmony Grove Road. In 
addition, based on the trip distribution using the SANDAG Traffic Model, 
the Project would add fewer than 25 peak hour trips to Elfin Forest Road 
which is less than significant and does not require analysis according to 
the County Traffic Analysis Requirements.  As discussed in Subsection 
2.8.2.7, the Project would not create significant traffic hazards on nearby 
roadways, including Harmony Grove Road.

BE-2 The comment is related to the Project’s inconsistency with the General 
Plan and need for a GPA which is fully addressed in Topical Response: 
General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA 
analysis and Response AD-2 Responses I-3 and I-4 discuss the 
applicability of the Community Development Model to the Project.

BE-1 Thank you for sharing your concerns, especially about your neighbors 
in the fires of May 2014.  The comment is hereby included as part of 
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the Proposed Project.  Please see Topical Response: General 
Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis 
and Response U-2a regarding the rural nature of Eden Valley and the 
northern part of Harmony Grove.  


