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I-3
cont.

I-4

I-4 See Response I-3.  In addition, note that the CDM, which can be pictured 
as a compact village core encircled by concentric rings of lesser density, is 
intended to create a transition from the dense village core to a surrounding 
of rural lands.  Rural lands are defined in the General Plan as open space 
and very low density lands, different from the semi-rural residential area 
of Eden Valley.  The Project site does not lend itself to a neatly organized 
CDM structure for two reasons.  First, the site is already surrounded by 
land ranging from semi-rural residential to urban in intensity, and thus 
cannot provide a feathered transition outward from the dense core of 
Harmony Grove Village to a rural periphery.  Rather, it is more of an in-
fill site surrounded by Harmony Grove Village to the south, Escondido 
to the east, and San Marcos to the west.  Second, the site is comprised of 
a series of parcels laid out in a relatively linear north-south fashion, and 
thus the density cannot be centralized within the site in the same way it 
could be on a large block of land such as the Harmony Grove Village site.  
However, the individual neighborhoods are clustered on a smaller scale 
within the Project, which achieves the same overall goal to increase the 
amount of open space and stay closer to roads and utilities.

I-3
cont.

Upon approval of the Project, Harmony Grove Village would remain 
as the defined village area, surrounded by semi-rural residential areas 
of varying densities, including the five neighborhoods of the Valiano 
Specific Plan.  Valiano’s semi-rural density is appropriate given its 
proximity to the large urban centers of San Marcos and Escondido with 
associated infrastructure.  At the same time, the Project’s semi-rural 
clustered design would reduce the development footprint, increasing 
the amount of open space, natural habitat, and agriculture that can be 
preserved, consistent with the intent of Guiding Principle #2. Please also 
see Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis.
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I-4
cont.

I-5

I-6

I-7

I-5 Comment noted.  This is not a CEQA-related comment.

I-7 According to the County’s General Plan Table LU-1, Land Use 
Designations and Compatible Regional Categories, the definition 
of “rural” is one home per 20, 40, or 80 acres.  The existing area 
neighborhoods, therefore, are not rural by definition.  Valiano does 
however contain elements of the rural lifestyle mentioned in the comment.  
There are allowances for animal keeping on a number of lots which bring 
with them the sights, sounds, and smells of a more rural lifestyle as the 
commenter desires.  Outdoor activities are encouraged and incorporated 
into the Valiano Specific Plan area through the inclusion of trails and 
equestrian facilities which facilitates horseback riding, mountain biking, 
and hiking.  Comment noted concerning neighbors who are “in it 
together,” however this is not a CEQA issue.   

I-6 The Project would not split the community since Neighborhoods 1 
through 4 are situated between Eden Valley and San Marcos, and 
Neighborhood 5 is on the northern edge of proposed Harmony Grove 
Village.  The Project’s roadways and public trails would be open to all, 
as would the public park, thus creating additional connections for the 
community instead of a physical split in the community as claimed by 
the comment.
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I-7
cont.

I-8

I-9

I-10

I-11

I-8 See Response G-7 and Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and 
Boundary Line Adjustment CEQA Analysis regarding sewer The Project 
includes semi-rural elements which are similar to the surrounding area: 

• Equestrian: The Project includes elements contributing to a 
“horse friendly environment,” including retaining elements of the 
existing equestrian facility in the southeast corner of the Project for 
public use, promoting equestrian use through the provision of an 
equestrian trail head area, and multi-use trail network, and providing 
equestrian lots in Neighborhoods 3 and 5 that would accommodate 
horses within the County’s animal keeping guidelines.  This provides 
views to private corrals, and public horse paddocks, and horses using 
the proposed workout ring schematically represented in Figure 1-12 
of the EIR.
• Walls: Walls within the Specific Plan area would be designed as 
low-profile rock and boulder walls similar to the surrounding natural 
landscape.  Due to on-site topography, numerous retaining walls are 
proposed along Project roadways and within lots.  Retaining wall 
heights would range between 2 and 20 feet and lengths would vary 
from 41 to 523 feet.  Many of these walls would be interior to the 
site.  Several fire walls also would be required for the Project.  These 
would be solid 6-foot high walls unless they merge with a higher 
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I-8
cont.

retaining wall, as is the case in one instance.  As per Section 2.1.5 of 
the Valiano Specific Plan, walls shall be an extension of colors and 
materials of adjacent architecture and shall recede into the landscape 
rather than become a dominant visual feature.  Therefore the walls 
are in compliance with N-1.3 of the County’s General Plan.  
• Country Roads: The majority of existing homes within the 
EFHGCP take access from paved roads.  New water quality standards 
preclude the use of dirt roads.  
• Open Space: The Project retains both biological and agricultural 
resources.  
• Clustered Lots: EFHGCP Policy LU-1.5.1 allows for clustered 
lots through an approved Specific Plan to allow for significant 
preservation of resources.  The GPA follows the guiding principles, 
and is consistent with the County of San Diego’s General Plan.
• Agricultural Uses: The Project includes a Project Design Feature 
to establish a 35.4-acre agricultural easement area within the Project 
site.  This Project Design Feature is not mitigation for any significant 
agricultural impact; it is intended to add to the character of the 
site and community.  This easement would protect the availability 
and viability of the easement area for potential agricultural uses.  
Specifically, due to the 2014 wildfire event and intermittent drought 
conditions, the agricultural easement area could be used for other 
agricultural crops because avocado orchards typically require high 
irrigation levels.  Rather, the easement area would be managed and 
maintained to ensure that it is available and viable for agricultural 
uses as noted, potentially including activities such as “stumping” 
the remaining and burned (dead) avocado trees; providing erosion, 
weed and rodent control; and maintaining the irrigation system used 
for previous agricultural operations.  While no specific agricultural 
activities are currently proposed within the easement area, such uses 
may include avocados, vineyards and/or other orchards that require 
less irrigation (e.g., pomegranates and olives).  
• Agricultural Easement: The agricultural area would be placed 
within an easement dedicated to the County and implemented 
directly through the HOA (i.e., by retaining a qualified manager/
consultant/ operator), or though options such as leasing or selling 
the easement parcel to a third party for agricultural development.  
The agricultural easement would preclude development other than 
agriculture, uses incompatible with agriculture, and non-agricultural 
uses (with minor exceptions for agricultural-related uses and fuel 
management, if applicable).  The agricultural easement requires that 
the land is available and viable for agriculture, as an agricultural/
visual amenity for residents of the Project site and surrounding areas.
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I-11 See responses to specific comments, below.

I-10 See Responses G-6, I-7, and I-8.  Please also see Topical Response: 
General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA 
Analysis. 

I-9 Comment noted.  The sense of community experienced in the Project area 
is acknowledged. Knowing and helping one’s neighbors is not a CEQA-
related issue, however; nor is it a community character description of 
rural, semi-rural or village.
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I-11
cont.

I-12

I-13

I-14

I-15

I-16

I-17

I-12 Subchapter 3.1.4 of the EIR contains a detailed analysis of the Project’s 
consistency with the General Plan and the applicable community plans.  
Also, please refer to Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and 
Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis. 

I-16 See Responses D-1, I-3, I-6, and I-7.  The Proposed Project design 
respects the rural character of the adjacent community by clustering lots, 
thereby retaining biological and agricultural resources.  The Project also 
promotes equestrian use through provision of an equestrian trail head 
area, equestrian staging area and multi-use trail network.  Neighborhoods 
3 and 5 provide lots that would accommodate horses within the County’s 
animal keeping guidelines.  Please also see Topical Response: General 
Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis, 
regarding Neighborhood 5 in particular.

I-15 The General Plan does not include a definition of smart growth, nor does 
it require that a project be located within 0.25 mile of transit, although 
it does refer to the SANDAG RTP.  The Project does not claim to be a 
Transit Priority Project or Smart Growth Opportunity Area project as 
defined in the SANDAG RTP/SCS and associated documents, which 
would require, among other features, a location within 0.5 mile of a 
major transit stop or high quality transit corridor.  Instead, the Project 
seeks to implement smart growth concepts, to the extent feasible.  See 
Response D-1.  

I-14 See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis.  The Project does not require changing the 
policies or vision of the General Plan.  Each alleged inconsistency with the 
General Plan, San Dieguito Community Plan, and the subarea EFHGCP 
is addressed individually in these responses as well as in Subchapter 
3.1.4 of the EIR, supporting the overall conclusion of consistency. 

I-13 See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
CEQA Analysis.  Previously submitted comments were carefully 
considered by the County, and it was determined that the Project follows 
the guiding principles, and is consistent with the County of San Diego’s 
General Plan.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-74

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-55

I-17
cont.

I-18

I-19

I-20

I-18 The Project does not propose village density and does not constitute 
leapfrog development according to policy LU-1.2.  See Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis, and Response G-6 for discussion of village residential 
densities.

I-20 Using Google Maps, distances better described in driving distance have 
been revised in the Final EIR.  Please also see Response D-1.

I-19 See Responses G-1, G-6, I-3, I-7 and I-17.    In accordance with the 
General Plan, the Valiano Project includes estate style residential lots, a 
35.4-acre easement for agriculture, and a residential density with semi-
rural intensity (with clustering to preserve resources).  The Specific Plan 
has a proposed density of semi-rural 0.5, with common open space areas 
and some lots that accommodate horse keeping.  While not proposed as 
part of the Project design or Landscape Plans (and not required to address 
any associated agricultural impacts), the proposed development would 
allow orchards and gardens on individual residential lots and appropriate 
HOA-maintained lots. 

I-17 See Responses G-6, I-3, I-4, and I-7.  Of the 5 neighborhoods within 
the Valiano Specific Plan, only Neighborhood 5 is located within the 
Harmony Grove Community Plan area.  Please see Topical Response: 
General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA 
Analysis. 
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I-20
cont.

I-21a

I-21b

I-22

I-23

I-24

I-21 See Response D-1.  The locations of existing sidewalks on roadways 
in the Project area are described in Subsection 2.8.1.1 while proposed 
sidewalks on the Project site are listed in Table 1-1.  In addition, the 
Project would build a new sidewalk on Country Club Drive between the 
existing industrial park and Auto Parkway. 

I-24 The disturbance/impact area differs depending on the type of resource 
being analyzed.  The total disturbance area of 127 acres (now 125 acres 
in the EIR due to site plan changes) represents the area to be graded for 
the Project, whereas the biological impact area of 159.9 acres (revised 
from the noted 164.9 acres in the latest Biological Technical Report 
[BTR]) includes additional areas where biological resources would be 
(potentially temporarily) impacted.  The EIR has been revised in Sections 
S.1.2 and 1.2.1.1 to refer to the total disturbance area as the grading area.  
The figures capture the full impact of disturbance for the resource being 
analyzed.

I-23 As can be seen in Subsection 2.8.2.1 of the EIR, trips from the Accessory 
Dwelling Units are included in the traffic estimates.  Regarding 
evacuations, see Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.  Regarding the risk 
of starting fires, see Response I-53. The Project is expected to improve 
safety for residents of both the Project and adjacent existing community. 
Please reference Response I-59. 

I-22 Subchapter 2.1 of the EIR correctly states that the Project site is located 
within the San Dieguito Community Planning Area, of which Elfin Forest 
and Harmony Grove are a part.  Subsection 3.1.4.1 (Land Use) of the EIR 
acknowledges that the southern portion of the Project site is located within 
the Harmony Grove community and discusses the EFHGCP policies 
specific to that area.  The EFHGCP subarea does not apply, however, to 
the great majority of the Project parcels.  Only Neighborhood 5 is located 
within that Plan area (see Figure 5 of the EFHGCP, which terminates 
jurisdiction at Mt. Whitney Road).  The majority of the Project is within 
the Eden Valley portion of the San Dieguito Community Planning Area.  
See Response I-12 and Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and 
Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis.
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I-25

I-26

I-27

I-28

I-25 To avoid potential confusion, the EIR has been updated to include 
approximate driving distances from the Project to the urban development 
and other areas within vicinity of the Project.  This change is a 
clarification of fact that does not require circulation of the EIR under 
CEQA.  Regarding compatibility regarding adjacent City of San Marcos 
residential lots, see Response F-2.

I-28 Public water and sewer systems are designed to minimum standards that 
may result in the same or similar infrastructure for 100 homes or 326 
homes.  For example, the Proposed Project’s potable water distribution 
system is primarily sized for a residential fire flow.  The water pipeline 
sizes required are sized based on a fire flow, which is significant higher 
flow than the water use for the houses.  Therefore the water distribution 
pipelines can be the same size for a 100 residential unit project or a 326-
unit residential project.  Furthermore, the County requires a minimum 
8-inch sewer pipe size for collection systems.  Based on the hydraulic 
analysis and minimum slopes, the majority of the Proposed Project’s 
sewer system would basically have the same size sewer pipelines whether 
it serves 100 units or 326 units.  

I-27 The referenced section describes the surrounding area.  Urban 
development such as the light industrial uses, mobile home communities, 
hospital and Escondido Technology and Research Center, and the under 
construction Harmony Grove Village constitute urban development 
within the surrounding area.  The referenced section in the EIR has been 
updated to include examples of the urban development.  This change is 
a clarification of fact that does not require circulation of the EIR under 
CEQA.  

I-26 See Response I-25.  In addition, high-density residential in the City 
of Escondido (located off Avenida Del Diablo) would be located 
approximately 1.1 miles driving distance from the southern Project 
entrance.
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I-29

I-30

I-31

I-32

I-33

I-34

I-30 While there are fewer homes under this alternative, larger lots spread 
of over the entire site would still require an extensive road system and 
similar infrastructure (e.g., potable water and sewage lines).  The quoted 
statement has been clarified in the EIR.

I-32 The Project would include 31.2 acres of biological open space; backyard 
open space is not included within that acreage.  
The General Plan Density Alternative analysis determined that impacts 
would be greater than identified for the Project based on the provision 
of less dedicated open space under this alternative:  The General Plan 
Density Alternative would require compliance with the RPO and 
dedication of open space in areas where there are wetlands and steep 
slopes, but it would only provide 15 acres of biological open space due 
to larger lot sizes when compared to the clustered design of the Proposed 
Project.  
The MSCP planning standards do not apply for this area because it is 
not in the proposed Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA). The Project 
would not alter existing wildlife access from the west to two riparian areas 
on site, one in preserved lands in the northernmost parcel within southern 
mixed chaparral and avocado groves, and the other within biological 
open space in Neighborhood 4.  These areas are part of a 47.5-acre 
block of land that consists of biological open space and an agricultural 
easement, which connect to off site native habitat along approximately 
2,900 linear feet of the western site boundary.  In addition to providing 
opportunities for wildlife movement between the site and areas to the 
west, these riparian areas and adjacent preserved lands would continue 
to provide areas suitable for foraging and breeding, as well as providing 
a water source for wildlife.  As the site is situated at the western edge of 
existing residential development, connectivity for wildlife to areas to the 
north, east, and south of the site is already limited; therefore, there is no 
wildlife corridor that extends across the site to off-site conserved lands 
to the north, east, or south.

I-31 See Response I-29.

I-29 The General Plan Density Alternative was developed based on the 
ability to achieve the unit count that can be built under the General Plan 
density and zoning.  To achieve the GP Density, it was determined that 
the alternative would require sewer.  In addition, the Septic Alternative 
was updated in the EIR to include an alternative septic system based on 
the LAMP and related amendments to the San Diego County Code of 
Regulatory Ordinances (Division 8 of Title 6) which were issued after 
the NOP for the EIR was issued.  Based on site constraint, approximately 
66 dwelling units could be constructed with this type of septic system 
which is considerable fewer than the 118 allowed under the General Plan 
Alternative.   
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I-34 The EIR has been revised (Sections S.5.3.1 and 4.3.1) to remove the 
statement that the alternative would not meet Project objectives related 
to providing amenities for the equestrian community, as the General Plan 
Density Alternative would likely be required to have similar features 
such as a public multi-use trail, staging area, and public parks.   

I-33 While it is acknowledged that there are many ways to design the site based 
on the current General Plan, the site plan presented for this alternative 
does require significant import of material.  This is due to the constraints 
imposed on the site by the steep topography and shallow bedrock, which 
without the benefit of clustering utilized by the Proposed Project makes 
the site more conducive to the placement of fill than to the cutting of 
additional material to create a balanced site.  

I-32
cont.

Regarding the agricultural open space, this easement area would 
encompass up to eight residential sites similar to those existing in the 
Coronado Hills.  Associated grading and roadway development is depicted 
on EIR Figure 4-1.  It should also be noted, however, that the discussion of 
potential agricultural impacts under the General Plan Density Alternative 
has been modified to state that the individual residential lots under this 
design would include opportunities for the continuation of agricultural 
resources (e.g., in portions of Proposed Project Neighborhoods 2, 3 and 
5).  As a result, associated impacts to on-site agricultural resources would 
likely be reduced compared to the Proposed Project.  
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I-35

I-36

I-37

I-38
I-39

I-40

I-41

I-42

I-43

I-44

I-35 For planning purposes, the Project’s sewer septic studies utilize the worst-
case sewer flow scenario by using the highest number of bedrooms for 
calculating potential impacts.  Also note that the General Plan policies 
that require a range of lot sizes and home sizes (LU-3.2, H-1.7, H-1.8) 
only apply to larger subdivisions, so there would be no County policy 
requiring a variety of house or lot sizes for a project built at the existing 
General Plan density.  See Response I-29.

I-39 The Septic Option Alternative presented in the EIR would have 
substantially less grading and construction activities than the Proposed 
Project.  It was determined that related environmental impacts (air quality, 
cultural resources, paleontological resources, noise, and geology and 
soils) would be reduced due to less grading and landform modification.

I-38 See Response I-29.

I-37 See Responses I-29 and I-35.

I-36 See Response I-29.  The CEQA standard for selection of an alternative 
is that it feasibly attains most of the basic objectives of the Project but 
avoids or substantially lessens any of the significant effects of the Project 
previously analyzed (CEQA Section 15126.6).  Recirculation of the 
commenters’ alternative septic alternative would not be necessary, unless 
it was a feasible Project alternative, was considerably different from 
others, and would substantially lessen significant impacts. In this case,  
the suggested alternative is considered speculative, would offer a density 
between the Septic Option and the General Plan Density alternatives, and 
would not not substantially lessen impacts.  

I-40 The Septic Option Alternative presented in the EIR would avoid 
significant impacts to aesthetics that would occur under the Proposed 
Project.  The alternative discussed would have a similar look and feel 
to the surrounding estate homes, as the Project site would continue to 
appear as a primarily undeveloped area and aesthetic impacts related to 
retaining walls and manufactured slopes would not occur. 

I-41 Although biological open space was not put into a separate lot in the 
analysis, the Septic Option Alternative would still reduce the significant 
impacts to biological resources as compared to the Proposed Project 
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I-44 See Response G-3.

I-43 As indicated in Response I-42 above, applicable portions of the site under 
the General Plan Density and Septic Option alternatives include minimum 
2-acre lots in areas with Prime or Statewide Important candidate soils.  
Accordingly, a number of lots under these alternatives may potentially be 
subject to the placement of LBZ easements to provide on-site mitigation 
for Project-related agricultural impacts, rather than (or in combination 
with) the use of off-site mitigation as identified for the Proposed Project 
(see Response No. I-32 for additional information).  It should also be 
stated, however, that both of the described on- and off-site mitigation 
options are allowable under the County Agricultural Guidelines, and 
either mitigation option would reduce associated impacts to a less than 
significant level.

I-42 As depicted on EIR Figures 2.3-3a/b, 4-1, and 4-7, the General Plan 
Density and Septic Option alternatives evaluated in the EIR include 
minimum 2-acre lots in the on-site areas with CDC Prime or Statewide 
Important candidate soils.  Accordingly, as outlined in Sections 4.3.2 and 
4.7.2 of the EIR, these alternatives would likely result in fewer direct 
impacts to agricultural resources than the Proposed Project (with the 
associated Final EIR text modified to clarify this point, see Response 
No. I-32 for additional discussion of modifications to the General 
Plan Density Alternative in the Final EIR).  As concluded in the EIR 
alternatives analysis, however, neither noted alternative meet all of the 
stated Proposed Project objectives.  

I-41
cont.

since biological and steep slope easements would be placed over 185 
acres, as compared to fewer than 40 acres of biological and steep slope 
easements on the Proposed Project.
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I-45

I-46

I-47

I-48

I-45 See Response I-29.

I-47 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.  The Project is located within 
very high to moderate Fuel Hazard Severity Zone and the existing and 
planned roads provide adequate multi-directional emergency evacuation 
routes.  The Project is located in an area that lends itself to specific 
access points, which permit travel over emergency evacuation routes 
leading to the north, west, south and east (see FPP Figure 1, Evacuation 
Routes Map).  A recent positive effect on traffic during an emergency 
evacuation is the opening of Harmony Grove Village Parkway.  This 
road now connects from Country Club Drive to Citracado Parkway, 
ultimately connecting drivers to Valley Parkway and I-15.  The road 
has been constructed to accommodate traffic from Country Club Drive 
to Harmony Grove Road via one travel lane in each direction with a 
center turn lane, essentially providing a second eastbound lane in case of 
emergency.  From Harmony Grove Road to Citracado Parkway, the road 
has been constructed to accommodate and enhance traffic movement by 
providing one travel lane in each direction with a 4-foot striped median.  

I-46 See Response I-7.  Neighborhoods 3 and 5 include some lots of 
appropriate sizes to allow for animal enclosures. For Neighborhood 5, 
this is consistent with EFHGCP Policy LU-1.5.3.  EFHGCP Policy LU-
1.9.2  encourages the keeping of equestrian and market animals but is not 
a requirement.  Valiano includes a public equestrian and pedestrian trail 
system throughout the development.  Walls within the EFHGCP area are 
limited to the northeast and northwest portion of Neighborhood 5 and 
are noise walls or walls for enhanced fire protection only.  Per Section 
2.1.5 of the Valiano Specific Plan, walls shall be an extension of colors 
and materials of adjacent architecture and shall recede into the landscape 
rather than become a dominant visual feature.  Therefore the walls are in 
compliance with Policy N-1.3 of the County’s General Plan.  The Valiano 
Project area is not a gated community; the exception is the emergency 
access gate on Hill Valley Drive on the northeast.  If the right of way or 
easement becomes available for use or purchase for Hill Valley Drive; it 
would then be used as a day-to-day access and not only for emergency 
purposes and there would be no gate. The name of the Project is not a 
CEQA issue.
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I-48 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.  In 
addition, the Project would improve the infrastructure of the area through 
off-site road improvements in multiple locations including Hill Valley 
Drive, Eden Valley Lane, Mount Whitney Road, Country Club Drive, 
and Kauana Loa Drive; these improvements are described in detail in 
Subsection 1.2.1.2.

I-47
cont.

Although there is not a commitment at this point in time, the planned 
improvements and completion of Citracado Parkway and the completion 
of the Auto Parkway/Country Club Intersection improvement will 
significantly improve evacuations in the area.
All routes identified for evacuation and alternate traffic control are 
subject to actual live conditions during a wildfire in the area and are 
subject to override and on-the-ground assessments of the conditions and 
safety measures at the time of an emergency.  Delays are inherent in the 
state of emergency and the safety personnel have taken such delays into 
account when the evacuation notices are delivered to specific areas and 
residents within each area.
The Sheriff’s Department, a member of Incident Command, is responsible 
for evacuation when a fire incident in the area occurs.  In recent years, 
especially after the 2003 and 2007 fires, emergency communication and 
implementation of evacuations has greatly improved and become much 
more efficient in providing evacuation information and notifications 
for evacuations (e.g., the reverse 911 system, and the information 
and assistance provided by the AlertSanDiego and ReadySanDiego 
programs).
Fire evacuations are further discussed in Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations.
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I-49

I-50

I-51

I-52

I-53

I-49 Section 4.7 has been added to the FPP to provide enhanced mitigation 
and thereby not require easements from adjacent properties to meet fuel 
modification requirements.  Subsection 2.9.2.6 of the EIR has also been 
revised. 
The SMFD and the County have clarified that by using the new fire station 
at Harmony Grove Village, the Project would meet the five-minute travel 
time for emergency services.

I-53 Section 1.4.4 of the FPP –Fire History clarifies that the 2014 Cocos Fire 
was included as one of the recent fires that have occurred in this area.  
This section of the FPP documents the occurrence of large local wild 
fires.  The lessons learned and evaluation of these fires were important 
for establishing the FPP requirements for the Proposed Project.

I-52 See Responses I-47 and I-63 regarding fire evacuation and the infeasibility 
of connecting to La Moree Road.

I-51 See Response I-49 regarding off-site fuel modification.  

I-50 See Response I-49 regarding off-site fuel modification.  



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-84

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-62

I-53
cont.

I-54

I-55

I-56

I-57

I-58

I-54 See Response I-53 regarding documentation of local fires. 

I-58 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuations.  The 
FPP and fire modeling considered the possibility of other fires in the area 
and not just on the Project site.  See FPP Section 3.0 for more information.

I-57 See Response I-53 regarding analysis of the Cocos Fire.

I-56 See Response I-49 regarding off-site fuel management.

I-55 The calculations of travel times were based on NFPA 1142, Standard on 
Water Supplies for Suburban and Rural Fire Fighting; 2007 Edition Table 
C.11 (b).  The model does factor in this kind of variable for determining 
an approximate travel time for fire apparatus.  Section 4.1 of the FPP has 
been revised to address this comment.
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I-58
cont.

I-59

I-60

I-61

I-62

I-63

I-64

I-59 The FPP documents that devastating wildfires do occur and have 
occurred in this area and throughout southern California.  The purpose of 
the FPP Cumulative Impact Analysis is to document how the proposed 
development and other proposed developments in the surrounding area 
can contribute to the risk and impact of wildfires, e.g., increased number 
of structures/dwellings and people and access for fire apparatus and 
personnel.  This FPP establishes and ensures compliance with local and 
County fire codes and that enhanced mitigation measures are implemented 
to ensure that wildfires do not create fire safety and welfare concerns for 
the residents. The fire protection measures defined by the FPP for the 
Project would significantly improve the safety of the Valiano residents 
as well as substantially improve the protection of the surrounding 
neighborhoods in all directions from the Project boundaries.  By replacing 
very combustible native vegetation with ignition-resistant landscaping, 
ignition-resistant building construction features, fire hydrants, access 
roads for fire safety personnel to combat any fire potential and fuel 
modification zones, the development of this community to an area that 
once contained 100 percent combustible native vegetation would add 
protection to all the residents of the area and provide additional time to 
complete a safe and orderly evacuation of the area.

I-61 An analysis of the Country Club Drive / Auto Park Way intersection 
during peak AM and PM commuter periods is included in the Project 
TIA (Table 9-1 of Appendix H of the EIR).  The Project is calculated to 
contribute to a significant cumulative impact at the Country Club Drive/
Auto Park Way intersection.  The mitigation for a cumulative impact 
is typically the contribution of a fair share dollar amount to a future 
improvement or to physically mitigate for the project’s impact.  The TIA 
recommends a physical improvement which would provide two left-turn 
lanes on Country Club Drive at the intersection with Auto Park Way.   
LLG reviewed the intersection in the field to ascertain the current 
headways, cycle lengths, and intersection operations.  The SPRINTER 
headways are currently 30 minutes on weekdays between 4:06 AM and 
9:21 PM.  The current headways mean the SPRINTER services affect 
the intersection operations every 15 minutes or four times every hour 
(two trains eastbound and two trains westbound per hour).  A 30 minute 
headway in each direction means that a train will pass by twice an hour 
in each direction, a total of four times per hour.  This equates to a train 
every 15 minutes.  There are 36 signal cycles during a typical hour at 
the Nordahl Road / Auto Park Way / Mission Road intersection based 

I-60 See below for responses to your specific comments.  The letters referenced 
have been noted, comments have been responded to, and the comments 
and responses are included as part of the public record.
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on the average peak hour cycle length of 100 seconds.  Therefore, the 
SPRINTER only affects the signal operations in 4 of the 36 cycles during 
a typical hour (four times per hour).  This SPRINTER effect frequency 
represents 11 percent of the signal cycles for which LLG determined a 
separate analysis assuming the SPRINTER is present was not warranted.
According to the adopted 2050 SANDAG Regional Transportation 
Plan and Draft San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, increases in 
frequency to 20 minutes at the Nordahl Road station are not planned 
until Year 2025, and double stacking of the tracks is not planned until 
Year 2035.  Even with these planned improvements, there is currently no 
funding identified to ensure the timely implementation of these increases 
in service frequency.  Additionally, the North County Transit District 
website currently makes no mention of any improvements/increases 
in frequency to the SPRINTER line.  With SPRINTER frequencies 
increased to 20 minutes, 6 of the 36 signal cycles will be affected by the 
future SPRINTER operations.  This future SPRINTER effect frequency 
represents 12 percent of the signal cycles for which LLG determined 
that a separate analysis assuming the SPRINTER is present was not 
warranted. 
Based on past analyses conducted by LLG for projects located within 
close proximity to the San Diego trolley, the presence of the SPRINTER 
adds about seven seconds of delay to the average intersection delay 
(averaged out over one-hour period).  An excerpt of a study completed 
for the South Santa Fe Reconstruction Project in the County of San 
Diego where the effects of the new-at-the-time SPRINTER line were 
evaluated can be found in Appendix F of the TIA.  LLG had collected 
data regarding the frequency of San Diego trolley headways and the 
average time of gate closure for passing trolleys was recorded at three 
stations.  As a result of that study, the weighted average delay per cycle 
was calculated at seven seconds.  The seven seconds of increase in delay 
is not enough to change the results of the analysis.  In addition, it should 
be noted that significant cumulative impacts are already calculated at 
both the Auto Park Way intersection at Country Club Drive and Mission 
Road.  No additional impacts would be calculated.  This information has 
also been included in the EIR Traffic Study.
It should be noted that it is not the standard of practice to add 
SPRINTER-induced intersection delay to an intersection analysis.  In 
addition, the North County Transit District (NCTD) did not comment 
on the need for SPRINTER analysis.  It should also be noted that the 
reason increased frequency is planned is to increase ridership.  Increased 
ridership decreases the number of vehicles on the road which would be a 
net benefit to intersection operations.  It should also be noted that while 
intersection delay would increase with increased frequency, the Project 
traffic increase, which determines the significance of an impact does not 
change whether the headways are 15 minutes or 30 minutes.
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I-63 An evaluation of the connection to La Moree Road was conducted early 
on in the Project’s planning  cycle and, as neighborhood feedback for 
lower density was expressed, the Project dropped the density associated 
with this parcel and determined the parcels would be Agricultural Open 
Space.  The physical constraints (absent large lot grading operations) of 
building this road would also be substantial and would include blasting 
of rock and using large retaining walls.  

I-62 The specific needs of animals during evacuation events are understood 
by emergency responders as a result of experience obtained from prior 
fire events.  This experience has increased the region’s ability to mobilize 
and provide resources needed to evacuate large animals such as horses.  
In the event of a wildfire, the residents are key for providing evacuation 
means for their animals, but would be assisted with emergency resources 
normally available to large animal owners in times of emergency (such 
as local equestrian groups, Humane Society animal evacuation shelters, 
and the County Operation Emergency Services [OES] which staffs the 
Unified Disaster Council [UDC], a joint powers agreement between all 
18 incorporated cities and the County of San Diego; the UDC provides 
coordination of plans and programs countywide to ensure protection 
of life and property).  Evacuations are further discussed in Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations.
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I-65

I-64 See Responses I-3 and I-7 as well as Topical Response: General Plan 
Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis.

I-65 See Responses G-6 and I-7.  
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I-66 In addition to the 5-foot soft surface trail on Country Club Drive, Figure 
3-11 of the Specific Plan shows three 10-foot wide soft surface trails 
connecting Neighborhood 5 to the Harmony Grove Village Project.  
Final public park design, including driveway and trail locations, will 
be determined in consultation with County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR).

I-68 The Project contains horse-friendly elements that contribute to an 
equestrian-friendly environment that would not threaten current 
equestrian-related activity and businesses.  Portions of the existing 
equestrian facility in the southeast corner of the Project would be 
retained as an equestrian staging area (the site would be reconfigured to 
allow public horse trailer parking and use of an exercise ring).  It would 
be maintained privately, yet open to the public.  The Project also would 
promote equestrian use through the provision of an equestrian trail head 
area and multi-use trail network.  Neighborhoods 3 and 5 would provide 
lots that would accommodate horses within the County’s animal keeping 
guidelines.  In addition, the proposed multi-use trails and pathways 
would reduce, rather than increase, conflicts between horses and cars.

I-67 See Response I-46.  The County Zoning Ordinance does not set a 
minimum lot size to allow horse keeping.  Based on the setbacks in 
the Valiano Specific Plan, there is adequate space on a 1/3 acre lot for 
horse keeping, as shown on EIR Figure 1-9.  In addition, the EFHGCP 
specifically allows livestock on 1/3 acre lots in Policy LU-2.2.2. Please 
see Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis for discussion. The decision whether to keep 
horses would be made by the future homeowners, who may also become 
customers for existing equestrian businesses.  The proposed multi-use 
trails would expand riding opportunities in the neighborhood.
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I-70

I-69a The commenter asserts that the EIR fails to mitigate the impact on viable 
agriculture.  However, as described in Subchapter 2.3 and Appendix D of 
the EIR, the analysis of agricultural resources, Project-related impacts, 
and required mitigation is based on the County Agricultural Guidelines 
(Guidelines), with identified impacts and associated mitigation in 
conformance with applicable requirements.  Specifically, the analysis 
determines that there would be significant impacts to approximately 13.1 
acres of “important agricultural resources” (per Guidelines criteria) from 
the Proposed Project, with associated mitigation in the form of either: 
(1) providing off-site mitigation for the noted impact area at a 1:1 ratio 
through the acquisition of agricultural mitigation credits via the County 
Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easement (PACE) Program; (2) 
providing a combination of PACE mitigation credits and establishment 
of on- and/or off-site agricultural easements (off-site) in appropriate areas 
(e.g., larger residential or other lots encompassing CDC candidate soils, 
pursuant to County approval); or (3) purchasing off-site agricultural lands 
or easements that meet the intent of the County Agricultural Guidelines 
(and are approved by the County).
The referenced “36 acres” in this comment is erroneously identified as a 
mitigation measure.  The 35.4-acre agricultural easement area is proposed 
as a Project Design Feature to maintain the availability and viability of 
this area for potential agricultural operations through the HOA with 
farm manager/consultant direction.  As described in Subchapter 2.3 and 
Appendix D of the EIR, the proposed development includes a Project 
Design Feature to establish a 35.4-acre agricultural easement (granted 
to the County) within the Project site (with applicable text in Final 
EIR Subchapter 2.3 and Appendix D modified to reflect the following 
description of the proposed on-site agricultural easement).  This easement 
would protect the availability and viability of the easement area for 
potential agricultural uses.  Specifically, due to the 2014 wildfire event 
and intermittent drought conditions, the agricultural easement area may 
not be used as an avocado orchard (with avocadoes typically requiring 
high irrigation levels).  Rather, the easement area would be managed 
and maintained to ensure that it is available and viable for agricultural 
uses as noted, potentially including activities such as “stumping” the 
remaining and burned (dead) avocado trees; providing erosion, weed and 
rodent control; and maintaining the irrigation system used for previous 
agricultural operations.  While no specific agricultural activities are 
currently proposed within the easement area, such uses may include 
avocados (should water become available again), vineyards and/or other 
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orchards that require less irrigation (e.g., pomegranates and olives).  The 
agricultural easement would preclude development other than agriculture, 
uses incompatible with agriculture, and non-agricultural uses (except for 
the minor exceptions noted in the easement).  The proposed 35.4-acre 
on-site agricultural easement is intended to ensure the availability and 
viability of the site for agriculture.  
The proposed easement would be managed and maintained to protect 
the availability and viability this area for potential agricultural uses, 
which could be implemented directly through the HOA (i.e., by retaining 
a qualified manager/consultant/operator), or though options such as 
leasing or selling the easement parcel to a third party for agricultural 
development.  An Agricultural Maintenance Agreement between the 
easement land owner(s) or lessee(s) and the County of San Diego would 
require proper maintenance of the 35.4-acre agricultural easement.  The 
Agreement would be transferred to an individual property owner/lessee 
or the HOA as necessary, to the satisfaction of the Director of County 
PDS, with the associated text in Subchapter 2.3 and Appendix D of the 
Final EIR modified to reflect these elements:

• The property owner(s), lessee(s) and/or HOA will employ a 
qualified manager/consultant to maintain the 35.4-acre easement area 
in perpetuity and ensure that is it available and viable for associated 
potential agricultural uses.  This may include activities such as 
“stumping” the remaining and burned (dead) avocado trees; providing 
erosion, weed and rodent control; and maintaining the irrigation 
system used for the previous agricultural operations (as outlined 
below).  Agricultural fencing and signage shall be installed along 
the easement boundaries prior to approval of Project Grading and/or 
Improvement Plans, and shall be maintained as necessary.
• Signage will be corrosion resistant, a minimum size of 6 inches 
by 9 inches, spaced 100 feet apart, attached to fencing not less than 
3 feet in height from the ground surface, and will state “County 
Easement: Agricultural Uses Only (Project Ref: TM 5575).”
• The wells and water distribution facilities used for previous 
agricultural operations within the 35.4 acre easement area will 
be properly maintained (including replacement as necessary).  
Specifically, the irrigation system will be maintained in an operable 
condition so that it is available for potential future agricultural use 
within the easement area, unless additional and/or replacement 
facilities are required/proposed.  This could entail grading and 
construction for installation of additional (or replacement) wells and 
related facilities, as well as infrastructure for delivery of recycled water 
(when available) to supplement or replace the use of groundwater for 
agricultural irrigation.
• The Project’s HOA agricultural operations budget will include 
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10 years of maintenance operations, under the direction of a farm 
manager/consultant, unless conveyed or leased to a third party operator, 
which will develop and implement the maintenance operation based 
on an endowment or letter of credit to fund the proposed farming 
operation for 10 years.  The cost estimate will be generated by the 
Project applicant and/or HOA and approved by the Director of PDS.

In response to the first bullet, potential agricultural operations within 
the proposed easement would be directed by a qualified farm manager/
consultant/operator and subject to the same physical, economic and 
other conditions as any other local agricultural operation (e.g., irrigation, 
infrastructure, and maintenance costs, etc.).  There is no evidence to 
support the claim that the proposed easement and related activities would 
be “…manufacturing unfair competition…” as asserted in this comment.
In response to the second bullet, the proposed 35.4-acre agricultural 
easement would not result in “…taking these 16 [sic] acres out of the 
farming market…” as stated in this comment, but rather would ensure that 
this area is available and viable for agriculture as part of the long-term 
Project site operation.  As indicated above in this response, the proposed 
easement and associated potential agricultural use  is not considered to 
represent any type of “unfair competition” or an impediment to other 
(off-site) agricultural operations, as any potential on-site agricultural 
uses would be subject to similar related conditions such as cost, market 
fluctuations, and climatic variations.  The conditions of approval do not 
commit the HOA to produce a particular crop.  Additionally, as previously 
noted, the proposed on-site agricultural easement and related operations 
do not comprise mitigation (with separate mitigation required as stated), 
and therefore do not require conformance with the County Agricultural 
Guidelines and/or the PACE Program.
In response to the third bullet, the farm manager/consultant would be 
employed by the property owner(s) and/or HOA as described, and the 
farm manager/consultant would oversee the easement area (i.e., not 
the property owner[s] and/or HOA).  Agricultural activities conducted 
within the easement area would be directed by individuals who possess 
appropriate agricultural expertise and experience as noted to conduct 
the described farming operation (e.g., a qualified manager/consultant/
operator, or lessee), with potential issues related to costs and interface 
conflicts similar to any comparable local agricultural site.  
It should also be noted that agricultural operations have been conducted 
within the proposed 35.4-acre easement area (as well as adjacent and 
nearby on-/off-site locations) over the past several decades, with no 
known substantive issues related to interface conflicts (including off-
site residential properties to the north and east in closer proximity to 
agriculture uses than the proposed residential sites in Neighborhood 
4).  The assertion that “…after the 10 year endowment runs out, on-site 
agriculture would be abandoned and it would likely never be available 
to farm…” is speculative and unsupported by the conditions proposed 
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to be attached to the associated Agricultural Maintenance Agreement.  
Specifically, as listed above, a qualified farm manager/consultant would 
oversee the 35.4-acre easement and ensure that this area is available and 
viable for agriculture in perpetuity.

I-70 The issues raised in this letter have not included significant new 
information.  The County respectfully disagrees that the EIR needs to be 
re-circulated based on the responses provided to the comments contained 
in your letter.

I-69d In response to the final bullet, applicable portions of the site under the 
General Plan Density and Septic Option alternatives include minimum 
2-acre lots in areas with CDC Prime or Statewide Important candidate 
soils.  Accordingly, as outlined in Sections 4.3.2 and 4.7.2 of the 
EIR, these alternatives would likely result in fewer direct impacts to 
agricultural resources than the Proposed Project (with the associated EIR 
text modified to clarify this point; see Responses I-32, I-42, and I-43 
for additional discussion of modifications to the General Plan Density 
Alternative in the EIR).  As concluded in the EIR alternatives analysis, 
however, both noted alternatives would fail to meet most of the stated 
Proposed Project objectives. 

I-69c In response to the fifth bullet, any potential agricultural activities 
conducted within the proposed 35.4-acre on-site agricultural easement 
would be managed by an individual (or individuals) with agricultural 
expertise and experience.  Accordingly, any associated agricultural 
operations, while subject to similar market, climatic and other conditions 
as comparable local agricultural sites, would be anticipated to be viable 
and ongoing.

I-69b Please refer to response I-69a.  Leasing has been added as an option, as 
suggested by this comment.
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I-71 This comment is an attachment of a news article dated June 7, 2014 titled, 
Cocos fire traffic jams to be reviewed, by Teri Figueroa.  It recounts the 
difficult and terrifying evacuation during that fire.  This is not a comment 
on the EIR and no response is required.  
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i EFHG Community Plan.  
http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/docs/CP/ELFIN_FOR_HARM_GROVE_CP.pdf

ii “There is a lack of established neighborhoods, as well as public services. As such, there is no existing 
community on site to divide.” PDS2013-SP-13-001-DEIR-Chap3.1.4-Land-Use-Planning.pdf

I-71
cont.


