
COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-533

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-397

CX-1

CX-2

CX-2 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.  Your 
comment and others resulted in clarifications being added to the FPP to 
specifically address the Coco’s Fire.  Thank you for your comment.

CX-1 Thank you for your introductory comments.  The Project would not 
have direct, significant impacts on the area because Elfin Forest is 
approximately 5 miles south of the Project.  The Project would not 
change the rural character of the Elfin Forest community.  Please see 
responses to specific comments, below.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-534

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-398

CX-2
cont.

CX-3

CX-4

CX-5

CX-6

CX-7

CX-8

CX-9

CX-10

CX-10 This is a repeat of comment AD-16.  See Response I-61 regarding impacts 
of the SPRINTER.

CX-9 This is a repeat of comment AD-15.  See Response E-12 regarding 
proposed improvements to Country Club Drive and the intersection 
with Auto Park Way and Response K-167 regarding the analysis and 
mitigation of that intersection.

CX-8 This is a repeat of comment AD-14.  See Response AD-14.

CX-7 See Responses I-59 and K-197 for how the proposed fire protection 
measures increase fire safety for the surrounding community.

CX-6 The Project has been revised to eliminate off-site fuel modification zones, 
as stated in Response I-49.

CX-5 The approved exception request for a limited section of Hill Valley Drive 
would not compromise fire safety, as stated in Response E-6.  Hill Valley 
Drive would be improved to private road standards (24 feet paved width) 
if the right of way or easement becomes available for use or purchase; it 
would then be used as a day-to-day access and not only for emergency 
purposes.  

CX-4 The FPP documents that the travel time with SMFD resources, mutual 
aid, and auto response resources from surrounding communities and 
jurisdictions is less than the five minute requirement for emergency 
services to all portions of the proposed Project.  Additional fire 
suppression resources can be ordered very quickly including air, crews, 
engines resources, etc. from CAL FIRE, the County, and national 
agencies.  The temporary fire station is already open at HGV.  Escondido 
Fire Department did not request fair share contribution.

CX-3 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.  The 
Country Club Drive exit would be improved for better circulation.  See 
Response J-4a.
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RTC-535

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-399

CX-11

CX-12

CX-13

CX-14

CX-15

CX-16

CX-17

CX-15 This is a repeat of comment AD-2.  See Response AD-2 and Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis.

CX-14 This is a repeat of comment AF-21.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations.

CX-13 This is a repeat of comment AF-20.  See Response AF-20.

CX-12 This is a repeat of comment AD-18.  See Response AD-18.

CX-17 This is a repeat of comment AD-4.  See Response AD-4.

CX-16 This is a repeat of comment AD-3.  See Response AD-3 regarding the 
Community Development Model and the importance of community 
input, as well as Response U-2a regarding the size of Eden Valley lots 
and clustering issues.

CX-11 This is a repeat of comment AD-17.  See Response AD-17.
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RTC-536

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-400

CX-17
cont.

CX-18

CX-19

CX-20

CX-21

CX-22

CX-23

CX-24
CX-25

CX-26

CX-27

CX-28

CX-25 This is a repeat of comment AD-24.  See Response U-2a regarding the 
consolidated nature of proposed development.

CX-24 This is a repeat of comment AF-23.  See Responses AD-5 and AF-23 
regarding walls, fencing and sound walls. 

CX-23 This is a repeat of comment AF-22.  See Responses AD-5 and AF-22 
regarding grading and manufactured slopes.

CX-22 This is a repeat of comment AD-21.  See Response AD-21.

CX-27 This is a repeat of comment AF-26.  See Response K-16 regarding Project 
consistency with General Plan policy COS-12.1.

CX-26 This is a repeat of comment AF-25.  See Response AF-25 regarding 
characterization of Project impacts and the Project simulations.

CX-21 This is a repeat of comment AD-20.  See Response AD-20.

CX-20 This is a repeat of comment AD-19.  See Response AD-19.

CX-19 This is a repeat of comment AD-5.  See Response AD-5.

CX-18 This is a repeat of comment AD-5.  See Response AD-5.
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RTC-401

CX-28
cont.

CX-29

CX-30

CX-31

CX-32

CX-33

CX-34

CX-32 This is a repeat of comment AF-31.  See Response K-149a for the 
requirement to prepare a blasting control plan and K-149b with respect 
to potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative that minimizes 
grading and blasting.

CX-31 This is a repeat of comment AJ-32.  See Response K-51 with respect to 
Governor Brown’s issued Executive Order B-30-15.

CX-30 This is a repeat of comment AJ-31.  See Response K-27 with respect to 
compliance with the 2016 Title 24 Energy Code.

CX-29 This is a repeat of comment AJ-30.  See Response K-26b with respect to 
Project alternatives with fewer residential units.

CX-34 This is a repeat of comment AF-33.  See Response AF-33.

CX-33 This is a repeat of comment AF-32.  See Response AF-32.

CX-28 This is a repeat of comment AJ-29.  The comment reiterates a conclusion 
in the EIR; no response is necessary.  See Response AJ 29 with respect 
to VMTs.


