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BG-1

BG-2a

BG-2b

BG-2c

BG-3a

BG-2c A road connection to La Moree was determined infeasible as discussed in 
Response I-63.  However, Project improvements to Country Club Drive 
and the intersection of Country Club Drive and Auto Parkway would be 
expected to increase traffic flow and options for evacuation.

BG-2b Wildland hazards have been addressed by a detailed Fire Protection Plan 
(Appendix L) as analyzed in the EIR, Subsection 2.9.2.6.  Impacts were 
identified as potentially significant but mitigated to less than significant 
with fuel management agreements with the San Marcos Fire Department 
and a service agreement with the Harmony Grove Fire Station. 

BG-2a The comment is related to fire evacuation which is fully addressed in 
Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.

BG-1 Thank you for your introductory comments.  Regarding community 
groups, letters have been received from the Friends of Eden Valley and 
the Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove Town Council; see Letters G, H, I, and J.  
The remainder of the responses below address your specific comments. 

BG-3a Existing  noise levels at receivers 12 and 13 would not be exposed to 
direct Project-related traffic noise impacts because the existing noise 
already exceeds the standard and  traffic increases of less than 3 dB are 
not perceptible to humans.  The Project’s contribution to the cumulative 
impact is also less than significant because it would not exceed 1 dB 
CNEL significance threshold.  See Response K-139 that addresses 
County threshold for off-site impacts.
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BG-3b

BG-3c

BG-3d

BG-4a

BG-4b

BG-4c

BG-4d

BG-5a

BG-5b

BG-5c

BG-6

BG-3c The infeasibility of connecting to La Moree Road is discussed in Response 
I-63.  As discussed on page 38 of the Acoustical Site Assessment Report 
, an additional access option was analyzed that provides Project access 
in the northwest area of the site via Hill Valley Drive in addition to Eden 
Valley Lane, Mt. Whitney Road and the two future access driveways 
south or Mt. Whitney Road.  In order for this roadway to meet private 
road standards set by the County, the entire road would need to be 
improved to a paved width of 24 feet with a corresponding speed limit of 
30 miles per hour.  Potential traffic noise levels along Hill Valley Drive 
were also separately modeled.
Noise levels at modeled receivers along County Club Drive between Hill 
Valley Drive and Eden Valley Lane, and along Eden Valley Lane between 
the Project entrance and Country Club Drive would be lower with this 
scenario than they would be under the proposed Project (which does 
not include Project access at Hill Valley Drive).  However, future noise 
levels would still exceed 60 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 
at both structural façades and exterior use locations for many off-site 
residences along Country Club Drive.  Although traffic noise may result 
in a cumulative levels over the 60 dBA CNEL, this Project would not 
have a “cumulatively considerable” project contribution (a greater than 1 
dB increase due to Project-added noise to conditions that already exceed 
60 CNEL) with the additional access option.  Project-related cumulative 
impacts to off-site residences would be less than significant.

BG-3b As indicated in Response K-139, off-site traffic noise impacts would be 
less than significant and no mitigation is required.  Options for a reduced 
Project size are addressed within Subchapter 4.0, Project Alternatives.  
Several alternatives for a reduced Project size are addressed within 
Subchapter 4.0, including the No Project/No Development Alternative, 
General Plan Density Alternative, Reduced Grading Alternative, and 
Septic Option Alternative.  As discussed in that section, these alternatives 
would reduce off-site transportation noise levels; however impacts would 
remain less than significant.  

BG-3d As noted earlier, Project-related traffic noise impacts to off-site residences 
are less than significant and do not require mitigation.  See Response 
K-139 that addresses County threshold for off-site impacts.

BG-4a The comment reiterates the conclusions in the DEIR.  See Response AZ-
19 with respect to inversion layers.

BG-4b See Response K-26b with respect to the General Plan Density alternative 
and its construction air quality impact.

BG-4c See Response K-26b with respect to the Reduced Grading alternative and 
its construction air quality impacts.
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BG-4d See Response K-26b with respect to the General Plan Density alternative 
and its operational air quality impacts.

BG-5b See Response K-149b with respect to potential impacts to livestock and 
a Project alternative that minimizes grading and blasting. Specific to the 
comment, a General Plan Density Alternative was evaluated is included 
in the EIR in Chapter 4.0.

BG-5a Since impacts to horses and livestock are not required analyses under 
CEQA, mitigation is not proposed.  See Response K-149b with respect 
to potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative that minimizes 
grading and blasting.

BG-6 See Response AF-20.

BG-5c See Response K-149b with respect to potential impacts to livestock and a 
Project alternative that minimizes grading and blasting. Please also note 
that the Project is fully compliant with County steep slope requirements 
in accordance with the Resource Protection Ordinance.
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cont.

BG-7

BG-8
BG-9

BG-10
BG-11

BG-12

BG-13

BG-12 See Responses AD-2 and AD-3 regarding the General Plan, GPA, and 
community involvement.

BG-11 See Response BC-8 regarding loss of habitat.

BG-10 See Response AG-1 regarding light pollution.

BG-9 See Responses U-2a and AZ-7c regarding issues of community character.

BG-13 Your position regarding the negative effects of the Project is hereby 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers 
prior to the final decision on the Project.

BG-8 The visual effects of the Project have been objectively discussed and 
analyzed in conformance with the County’s Guidelines for Determining 
Significance and Report Format and Content Requirements, Visual 
Analysis.  These guidelines require evaluation of a project’s visual 
impact from surrounding areas, and considering such varied elements 
as proposed structural massing, landform modification, removal of 
vegetation, overall visibility, impact to identified public viewpoints 
and scenic views, types of viewers and their respective sensitivity to 
change as well as duration of exposure to the changed view, etc.  Project 
design elements such as consolidation of Project footprint into the lower 
elevations on site (with associated retention of open space), following 
underlying landform during grading of lots, setback of residential units 
from the primary road in the Project vicinity (County Club Drive), 
implementation of public park or open space areas next to a number of 
off-site viewers, retention of agricultural easement, and incorporation 
of substantial vegetative buffering elements were incorporated into the 
Project.  The Project results in significant short-term impacts to the visual 
setting, but the visual mitigation and design features would reduce the 
long-term impacts to less than significant (see EIR section 2.1.2, and 
2.1.4 through 2.1.6).

BG-7 See Response I-47 regarding fire evacuation.


