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CH-1

CH-2

CH-3

CH-4
CH-4 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuation.

CH-3 The Project would improve private roads to meet the County’s Private 
Road Standards, with the exception noted in Response E-6.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuation including animals.  
See Response K-196 regarding Project impacts in combination with 
other projects.

CH-2 If the commenter is referring to the General Plan Density Alternative 
when stating the current zoning alternative, the amount of bedrooms 
were not stated and two to three bedroom houses could be possible.  
Regardless, five bedrooms would be reasonable based upon economic 
feasibility.  In today’s market for houses, two to three bedroom houses 
would be unlikely to be built on the lot sizes in the General Plan Density 
Alternative. 

CH-1 Introductory comment noted.
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CH-5

CH-6
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CH-8 Table 9-2 of the TIA (Appendix H of the Final EIR) shows LOS F 
operations in the Existing Plus Project Plus Cumulative condition.  
However, mitigation measures are recommended along Country Club 
Drive and at the Country Club Drive/Auto Park Way intersection to 
mitigate those impacts to less than significant.  With the improvements to 
the Country Club Drive/ Auto Park Way intersection, LOS C operations 
are forecasted, as shown in Table 13-1 of the EIR Traffic Study.  In 
addition, Country Club Drive would be widened to provide a center 
turn lane providing for an additional 5,000 ADT of capacity resulting 
in LOS C operations, thus effectively mitigating the Project’s impacts 
along this segment as shown in Table 13-1 of the EIR Traffic Study.  On 
December 9, 2015, the Escondido City Council voted to approve the 
proposed mitigation to this impacted segment.  The current General Plan 
designation on the site would result in the same significant near-term 
traffic impacts on Country Club Drive, which as described above the 
Proposed Project mitigation would also reduce to less than significant. 

CH-7 See Responses D-1, D-4a and I-15 regarding proximity to designated 
smart growth areas.

CH-6 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.

CH-5 While the Project site is within the draft NCMSCP planning area, it is 
almost entirely outside of the PAMA.  PAMA lands are the areas intended 
to be future preserve lands of the MSCP.  As such, the Project site is not 
considered a priority area for conservation under the draft NCMSCP and 
Project implementation does not conflict with the draft NCMSCP.

CH-9 No traffic counts were collected on holidays.


