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BI-1

BI-2

BI-3

BI-4
BI-4 See Responses U-2a and AD-5 regarding the semi-rural density and 

design elements of the Project.

BI-3 See Response AD-3 regarding the Community Development Model and 
the importance of community input.  

BI-2 This is a repeat of comment AD-2.  See Response AD-2.  

BI-1 Introductory comment noted.  This comment indicates that the Project 
would threaten to destroy the community (character) and the EIR analysis 
does not come to the same conclusion.  Your hope for the developer to 
follow the vision of the General Plan 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 responses to specific comments, 
below.
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BI-4
cont.

BI-5

BI-6

BI-7

BI-8
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BI-10

BI-11

BI-8 See Response K-26a with respect to unavoidable air quality impacts and 
Response AJ-29 with respect to VMTs.

BI-7 Horses are allowed on 1/3 acre lots per County zoning designations.  In 
addition, as stated in Section 3.1.4 of the EIR, a 15,000 s.f. lot would be 
able to accommodate a home, horse stable, shade structure, and horse 
trailer parking while meeting the proposed setbacks.  The lack of horses 
within your development may be due to its zoning regulations (check the 
animal designation in the zoning box).

BI-6 See Response I-59 regarding fire protection benefits to the neighborhood.

BI-5 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

BI-10 See Response K-27 with respect to compliance with the 2016 Title 24 
Energy Code.

BI-9 See Response K-26b with respect to Project alternatives with fewer 
residential units.

BI-11 The comment requests denial of the Project based on concerns about the 
Project.  The comment is hereby included as part of the record and made 
available to the decision makers prior to the final decision on the Project.


