
COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-1

A-1

A-2

A-3

A-4

A-5

A-1 The Project traffic analysis demonstrates that the Project does not have 
significant impacts on the Caltrans ramps; therefore, Caltrans submitted 
a revised letter on July 9 (Comment A-7) that replaced their original 
letter dated June 11 (Comment A-1 through A-6).

A-5 See Response A-1.

A-4 See Response A-1.

A-3 See Response A-1.

A-2 See Response A-1.
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RTC-2

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-2

A-6
A-6 See Response A-1.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-3

A-7

A-7 See Response A-1.
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RTC-4

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-4

B-1

B-1 The comment is introductory and is not at variance with the environmental 
document.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-5

B-2

B-3

B-4

B-5

B-6

B-6 The comment states that the LAFCO is a CEQA Responsible Agency 
for the Project.  This information is consistent with the environmental 
document. 

B-5 The comment states that the LAFCO process may require a review and 
update of the County adopted sphere of influence.  See Response B-3.  
The County and Applicant will work with LAFCO to determine the 
proper LAFCO action.

B-4 The comment indicates that LAFCO action is required to annex the 
Project into the County Sanitation District to provide sewer service and 
operations for the on-site sewer collection and proposed wastewater 
treatment plant.  The Board of Supervisors must submit a resolution 
requesting LAFCO approval for divestiture of the latent fire service 
power for the area.  The property tax exchange would be negotiated and 
also need BOS approval prior to LAFCO hearing scheduling.  Rincon 
del Diablo MWD is concurrently considering an option to exercise latent 
powers for wastewater treatment.  This information has been added to the 
EIR for clarification. 

B-3 The comment makes a correction to the EIR.  Section 4.1 of the Fire 
Protection Plan (FPP; Appendix L of the EIR) has been revised to 
address this comment and to correct the FPP’s statement that the entire 
proposed Project is within the jurisdiction of the San Marcos Fire 
Department (SMFD).  It has been revised to show that APN 232-500-24 
is located within the jurisdiction of County Service Area (CSA) No. 107 
–Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove.  This portion of the Project will require a 
LAFCO action to change the jurisdiction to SMFD.  

B-2 The comment makes a correction to the EIR.  The EIR has been revised 
to indicate that APN 228 313-13 is presently located within the sphere 
of influence of the City of San Marcos; please refer to Subchapter 1.2.1 
of the EIR.  This change is a clarification of fact that does not require 
circulation of the EIR under CEQA.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-6

C-1

C-2

C-3

C-4

C-3 The comment indicates that the Project Description should be revised 
to encompass the 2014 Rincon MWD Water Master Plan R7 Reservoir, 
including its design and construction.  The EIR has been modified in 
response to this comment, with construction of the R7 Reservoir and 

C-2 The comment indicates that future drought restrictions are possible 
and should be addressed in the EIR.  Section 3.1.8 of the EIR has been 
revised to include information about the Rincon del Diablo Municipal 
Water District’s (Rincon MWD) Drought Ordinance.  Section 3.1.8 
of the EIR (Subsection 2.11.1.1 in the DEIR), as well the Water and 
Recycled Water Study (Appendix P of the EIR), also document historical 
water use on the property and demonstrate that the estimated average 
Project water use would be consistent with (i.e., within approximately 
1.5 percent of) historical water use in the established baseline year 
(2013), and well below the previous five-year average on-site use.  In 
addition, these analyses identify several considerations that are expected 
to further reduce water demand at the Project site (although these 
considerations are not included in the Project water demand projections).  
Specifically, these include water use reductions associated with current 
and future technological advances and conservation measures, as well as 
the proposed use of recycled water to irrigate approximately 35.6 acres 
of proposed on-site landscaping in lieu of potable water use (with these 
factors assumed to result in a lower overall water demand than that used 
for the Proposed Project analysis, and reduce the average on-site use 
below the 2013 baseline year average).  This information can be used by 
the Rincon MWD Board to qualify the Project for meters as part of the 
Drought Ordinance.  This issue is also discussed in Responses C-8 and 
C-10.

C-1 The comment is introductory and is not at variance with the environmental 
document.  See Responses C-2 through C-22 below for responses to 
specific issues.
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RTC-7

C-4 The comment indicates that the DEIR implies that Rincon MWD has 
reviewed and approved the R7 Reservoir and layout of the water system 
when it has not been reviewed and approved, and that the EIR should 
further address the R7 Reservoir.  As stated in Response C-3, the EIR, 
as well as the Water and Recycled Water Study (Appendix P of the 
EIR), have been modified to discuss the inclusion of the R7 Reservoir, 
including potential design and construction characteristics. In addition a 
Project Design Feature has been included in Table 1-4 and Chapter 7 that 
states that the hydraulic analysis shall be reviewed by the Rincon MWD 
to verify the associated sizing and scheduling conclusions, with any 
resultant modifications to be incorporated into the final Project design.

C-3
cont.

related access road/pipeline facilities now included in the Project 
Description (refer to Subsections 1.2.1.3, 2.1.2.1, 2.3.2.2, 2.4.2.1, 2.5.1.4, 
and 3.8.1.).  This issue is discussed further in Responses C-4 and C-5.   
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RTC-8

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-7

C-5

C-6

C-7

C-8

C-9

C-10

C-11

C-12

C-13

C-14

C-5 The comment indicates that the Proposed Project triggers the need to 
construct the R7 Reservoir as opposed to just providing an opportunity 
to facilitate earlier construction.  The 2014 Rincon MWD Water Master 
Plan identified the R7 Reservoir as a facility required to: (1) meet future 
growth within the Rincon MWD Improvement District No. 1 (ID 1) 
South service area (which includes the Proposed Project site), for existing 
and future customers; (2) provide sufficient storage and water pressure 
to meet fire flow requirements within the ID 1 South service area; and 
(3) replace the capacity for potable water storage lost by converting the 
existing R1-A water storage reservoir to recycled water storage.  The 2012 
California Fire Code increased the fire flow requirements for residential 
from 1,500 gpm to 2,500 gpm in “high severity zone” or wildland areas, 
although the Valiano fire requirement is estimated to be 1,500 gpm by the 
San Marcos Fire Protection District (i.e., a “moderate severity zone”).  
These recent requirements have resulted in the need for higher flows in 
the District, and therefore the R7 Reservoir was included in the 2014 
Water Master Plan to address these issues.  As it has been determined that 
the Proposed Project triggers the need to construct the master planned R7 
Reservoir, it would be designed and constructed by Valiano as part of the 
development, and is therefore included and analyzed in the EIR and the 
Water and Recycled Water Study (Appendix P of the EIR) as appropriate 
(please refer to Subchapters 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5 and 3.1.8). 

C-7 The comment makes a correction to the EIR.  See Subsection 1.2.1.3 of 
the EIR.  

C-6 The comment makes a correction to the EIR.  The phasing of the on-
site system, including the R7 Reservoir, will be included in the detailed 
hydraulic analysis to be submitted to the District for approval.  A phasing 
figure (Figure 1-19b) has been added to Chapter 1 of the EIR.

C-8 The comment indicates that the 2014 Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP) and Master Plan updates have a strategic goal of no net increase 
in imported water.  The Project complies with this goal and the EIR, 
along with the Water and Recycled Water Study (Appendix P of the EIR), 
provide appropriate documentation of prior and projected water use and 
supply.  Specifically, the EIR analysis concludes that: (1) projected water 
use associated with the Proposed Project would be consistent with (i.e., 
within approximately 1.5 percent of) on-site use during the identified 
baseline year of 2013, and well below the average use at the site over the 
past five years; (2) while not included in the Project demand analysis, 
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C-9 The comment indicates that the EIR should reference the 2014 UWMP 
update.  The discussion of water supply and demand in Subsection 
3.1.8.1 of the EIR, includes applicable information from the 2014 UWMP 
update, with this issue also being discussed in Response C-8. 

C-10 The comment indicates that the EIR should discuss drought and future 
mandates from the State.  Section 3.1.8 of the EIR (Subchapter 2.11 in 
the DEIR) provides discussion of drought conditions and related State 
mandates, including Executive Order-B-29-15, which requires a net 
reduction of water use relative to the amounts used in 2013.  The Project 
site exhibited high historical water usage due to the previous orchard 
operations.  Specifically, as shown in Section 3.1.8 of the EIR and the 
Water and Recycled Water Study (Appendix P of the EIR), the average on-
site water use for the established baseline year (2013) was approximately 
162,000 gallons per day (gpd), while the average use on-site over the 
past five years was approximately 194,000 gpd.  The estimated average 
water use identified for the Proposed Project in the Water and Recycled 
Water Study is 164,520 gpd, which is well below the five-year average 
for the site and, consistent with the 2013 baseline year.  As described 
in the EIR, however, average water use for the Proposed Project is also 
assumed to be below the identified 2013 baseline year consumption 
with consideration of water use reductions from technological advances, 
conservation measures, and the proposed use of recycled water for on-
site landscape irrigation.  This issue is also discussed in Responses C-2 
and C-8.

C-11 The comment indicates that the EIR should mention Rincon MWD’s 
plans to use meter restrictions and potable water offsets during mandatory 
restrictions under the Rincon MWD Drought Ordinance.  This issue is 
discussed in Responses C-2, C-8 and C-10.

C-8
cont.

current and future technological advances and conservation measures, as 
well as the proposed use of recycled water to irrigate approximately 35.6 
acres of proposed on-site landscaping in lieu of potable water use, are 
assumed to result in a lower overall water demand than that used for the 
Proposed Project analysis (and to reduce the average on-site use below 
the 2013 baseline year average); (3) the Project demand for potable 
water would be met by water supplies identified to be available over a 
20 year planning horizon under normal, single dry year, and multiple dry 
year conditions; (4) the proposed R7 Reservoir would, in combination 
with surplus capacity in the ID-1 North system, ensure adequate storage 
capacity for the Rincon MWD and the ID-1 South system; and (5) 
the Proposed  Project water supply system facilities would be sized to 
provide adequate capacity for identified on-site development, and would 
not necessitate significant alterations to existing off-site systems beyond 
those assumed as part of the Project design.  This issue is also discussed 
in Response C-2.
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C-14 The comment indicates that the DEIR incorrectly stated that Rincon 
MWD recommended a conceptual water and recycled water study for 
the Project, and that further review by Rincon MWD would be required 
in the future.  The referenced text in the EIR has been modified to clarify 
that the water and recycled water study was not requested by the Rincon 
MWD and will be subject to review by Rincon. 

C-13 The comment indicates that the some of the facilities shown have yet to 
be reviewed and approved by Rincon MWD.  This issue is discussed in 
Response C-4.

C-12 The comment indicates that water supply demand impacts could be 
significant if offsets such as extending recycled facilities off-site or 
developing alternative water supplies are required.  As outlined in 
Section 3.1.8 of the EIR and Responses C-2, C-8 and C-10, however, 
the Proposed Project would (without offsets as described) use less water 
than the previous five-year average baseline agricultural use, and would 
be below the established 2013 baseline year use with consideration of 
assumed technological advances, conservation measures, and the on-site 
use of recycled water for landscape irrigation.  
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-8

C-14
cont.

C-15

C-16

C-17

C-18

C-19
C-20

C-21

C-22

C-15 The comment indicates that the R7 Reservoir is a developer driven project 
and is a facility requirement for the Project.  This issue is discussed in 
Response C-5.

C-19 The comment references Comments C-15 and C-17 and highlights a 
passage in the DEIR regarding the R7 Reservoir as being proposed by 
Rincon MWD.  This issue is discussed in Responses C-3 through C-6.

C-18 A revised reservoir and access road design has been prepared as part 
of the Water and Recycled Water Study (Appendix P of the EIR), and 
is included in the EIR (Subsection 1.2.1.3 and Section 3.1.8).  The 
preferred access route includes a 15-foot paved access road within a 20-
foot wide easement, and has been designed using the existing orchard 
roads as much as possible.  Under the proposed design, access road 
grades would be limited to a maximum of 20 to 25 percent, consistent 
with other Rincon MWD reservoir access roads.  

C-17 The comment makes a correction to the EIR.  The EIR, as well as the 
Water and Recycled Water Study (Appendix P of the EIR), have been 
modified to discuss the inclusion of the R7 Reservoir, including potential 
design and construction characteristics.  This issue is also discussed in 
Responses C-3 through C-6.

C-16 The comment indicates that the reservoir capacity and fire storage 
assumptions have yet to be reviewed or approved by Rincon MWD, and 
that the detailed hydraulic analyses will need to investigate additional 
issues.  These issues are discussed in Responses C-4 and C-5.

C-20 The comment references Comments C-15 and C-17 and highlights a 
passage in the DEIR regarding the R7 Reservoir as being proposed by 
Rincon MWD.  This issue is discussed in Responses C-3 through C-6.

C-21 The comment references Comments C-15 and C-17 and highlights a 
passage in the DEIR regarding the R7 Reservoir as being proposed by 
Rincon MWD.  This issue is discussed in Responses C-3 through C-6.

C-22 The comment indicates that the final sizing and timing of the R7 tank will 
be determined in a detailed hydraulic study, based on analysis of the ID 
1 South zone.  A revised design for the reservoir lay-out and access road 
was prepared as part of the Water and Recycled Water Study (Appendix 
P of the EIR), and is included in the EIR as the preferred access route.  
This issue is also discussed in Response C-18.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-17



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-21

COMMENTS RESPONSES
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-20
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-21
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-22
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-23
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-24
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-25
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-26
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-27
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-28

D-1

D-2

D-3

D-1 SANDAG’s 2014 publication, Smart Growth in the San Diego Region, 
which was developed with the Smart Growth Concept Map as part 
of the implementation of SANDAG’s 2004 publication, Regional 
Comprehensive Plan, defines smart growth as: 
“…a compact, efficient, and environmentally-sensitive urban 
development pattern.  It focuses future growth and infill development 
close to jobs, services, and public facilities to maximize the use of existing 
infrastructure and preserve open space and natural resources.  Smart 
growth is characterized by more compact, higher density development in 
key areas throughout the region that is walkable, near public transit, and 
promotes good community design.  Smart growth results in more housing 
and transportation choices for those who live and work in smart growth 
areas.”
The Project would represent infill development between the Village 
Residential, Semi-Rural Residential and mixed uses of Harmony 
Grove Village, and the urban development of the surrounding cities of 
Escondido and San Marcos.  The Specific Plan area is near four Smart 
Growth Opportunity Areas (SGOA) identified in the SANDAG Smart  
Growth Concept Map – North County, including within approximately 
1 mile of ES-8 (Potential Special Use Center associated with the 
SPRINTER Station and the Escondido Research and Technology Center 
[ERTC]), and within approximately 3 miles of ES-2 (Mixed-Use Transit 
Corridor along Mission Road), SM-2 (California State University, 
San Marcos Campus), and SM-1 (District mixed-use area [a Town 
Center]).  The Project’s location is consistent with regional plans to 
focus housing and job growth in urbanized areas where there is existing 
and planned transportation infrastructure.  The Project is also located 
near the 2035 Potential Transit Priority Project Areas that run along 
Citracado Parkway and the SPRINTER line.  While the Project is not 
located within the “walkable” 0.25 to 0.5 buffer zone of a transit hub that 
defines a SGOA, it would place residences within a very short commute 
of nearby employment centers, thus reinforcing and complementing the 
local economy on a sustainable basis.  In addition, the farthest Project 
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D-3 The comment indicates that in considering mitigation for regional 
transportation impacts, the Project should promote available TDM 
programs and services.  The Project has been and will continue to be 
marketed to the public as being located in close proximity to employment, 
shopping and transit infrastructure, including the park-and-ride facilities 
at the Escondido Transit Center and the Nordahl SPRINTER station, thus 
attracting future residents who would be likely to use TDM programs 
and these transit hubs.

D-2 The comment indicates that the Project should consider pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities to help support multi-modal access to transit amenities 
such as Nordahl transit station.  The Project would add a sidewalk on 
the north side of Country Club Drive and a decomposed granite (DG) 
pathway on the south side between the existing industrial park and Auto 
Parkway to facilitate pedestrian access to the transit centers, employment 
opportunities, and other activities.  In addition, due the proximity of the 
site to the Nordahl and Escondido transit hubs, Project residents are 
likely to take advantage of the park-and-ride facilities at these locations 
to use the SPRINTER, COASTER and BREEZE transit services, thus 
reducing regional VMT.  The Project also proposes a system of public 
and private trails and pathways for pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrian 
users within the Project site, as described in Subsection 1.2.1.2 of the 
EIR.

D-1
cont.

site ingress/egress at the southern end of Neighborhood 5 is within 
approximately 2 miles driving distance of the Nordahl SPRINTER rail 
station (which links to the COASTER rail and BREEZE buses).  Placing 
infill residential uses near transportation, employment, shopping and 
service centers would help minimize travel times and vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) by comparison with developments in more distant 
areas, and would be consistent with the goals of the RCP, 2050 RTP/
SCS, County General Plan Housing Element, and Senate Bill (SB) 375 
regarding greenhouse gas reduction.  
The Project also proposes a trail network to encourage non-vehicular 
forms of mobility to reduce emissions and promote health.  The 
Project traffic analysis addresses the potential for significant hazards to 
pedestrians, bicyclists or equestrians, per County significance guidelines.
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D-3
cont.

D-4a

D-4g

D-4e
D-4d

D-4b
D-4c

D-4f

D-4a The comment encourages the use of Designing for Smart Growth, 
Creating Great Places in the San Diego Region and Planning and 
Designing for Pedestrians, Model Guidelines for the San Diego Region 
when evaluating the Project.  The 10 major Smart Growth design 
elements discussed in Designing for Smart Growth, Creating Great 
Places in the San Diego Region were considered and incorporated into 
the Project design, where feasible, as discussed below.  These elements 
are: Mixed Land Uses; Compact Development; Range of Housing 
Opportunities; Open Space and Farmland Preservation; Development 
in Existing Communities; Walkable and Bikeable Neighborhoods; 
Distinctive, Attractive Communities; Transportation Choices; Predictable 
Development Decisions; and Community and Stakeholder Collaboration
Mixed Land Uses
The Project places residential development in close proximity to stores, 
offices, employment centers, hospitals, and residences (i.e., the cities 
of Escondido and San Marcos, as well as the Harmony Grove Village 
commercial core).
Compact Development
The Project is designed in a compact manner, to allow over 60 percent of 
the Specific Plan Area to be preserved as open space and for recreation. 
Range of Housing Opportunities
The Project includes a variety of housing types, densities and levels of 
affordability (e.g., conventional lots, as well as detached condominiums 
(courtyard homes), with average lot sizes ranging from 8,300 square feet 
(s.f.) to 17,200 s.f. to meet the needs of families, singles, and households 
of varying income levels and needs.
Open Space and Farmland Preservation
The Project includes approximately 31.2 acres protected within a 
biological open space easement, and a 35.4-acre agricultural easement.
Development in Existing Communities
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D-4a
cont.

The Project provides the transition between the communities of Eden 
Valley and Harmony Grove (existing/under construction) and the cities 
of Escondido and San Marcos, reducing sprawl into undeveloped areas 
of the County, and conserving open space and agricultural land.  The 
Project takes advantage of existing services and infrastructure, including 
transit, highway and employment infrastructure.
Walkable and Bikeable Neighborhoods
The Project neighborhoods are designed for pedestrians, bicyclists and 
equestrians, providing a network of well-connected streets, sidewalks 
and paths, which also connect to the multi-use paths on the adjacent 
Harmony Grove Village site.
Distinctive, Attractive Communities
The Project includes neighborhoods with distinctive characters that fit 
into the topographic and climatic contexts, and are compatible with the 
character of the nearby Harmony Grove Village development.
Transportation Choices
The Project provides a broad range of mobility options to allow all 
residents to enjoy comfortable, independent lifestyles.  Bicycle and 
equestrian facilities and pedestrian-oriented streets are located throughout 
the community.  The frequent, convenient public transit services provided 
at the Escondido and Nordahl transit hubs, with their park-and-ride 
facilities, are just a few miles away, and provide a desirable alternative to 
long-distance commuting by single-occupancy vehicles (SOVs).  These 
features of the Project can lead to improvements in community health 
and energy conservation, as well as reductions in VMT and greenhouse 
gas emissions.
Predictable Development Decisions
The Project proponent and the County are working together to develop a 
project that is consistent with local jurisdictions’ regulatory frameworks 
and development approaches, as well as the philosophy of the SANDAG 
RTP/SCS.
Community and Stakeholder Collaboration
The Project developers held over 20 community outreach meetings to 
involve residents of the surrounding area in the development process. 
The Project also incorporates many of the relevant elements recommended 
in Planning and Designing for Pedestrians, Model Guidelines for the San 
Diego Region, focusing on pedestrian-friendly street design, intersection 
design, sight distances, pedestrian crossings, sidewalks, and lighting.  For 
instance, roadway intersections on the Project site are made pedestrian 
friendly by designing minimal crossing distances and ensuring visibility 
for both the pedestrian and the driver.
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D-4b The comment encourages the use of Trip Generation for Smart Growth 
when evaluating the Project.  The Project Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA; 
Appendix H of the EIR) uses standard trip generation methodologies 
in accordance with County and SANDAG guidance as a conservative 
estimate.  Nevertheless, as discussed in the publication Trip Generation 
for Smart Growth, the Project’s multi-use trail system and proximity to 
transit hubs may result in lower trip generation than would be expected 
to occur for typical suburban developments.  Most Project residents are 
still likely to drive on nearby roadways to access the Escondido and 
Nordahl transit stations, because the Project is more than 0.5 mile away 
from these stations.  Therefore, it is expected that the results of the TIA 
for local roadways would be accurate.  For more distant roadways and 
highways, where Project-related VMT may be reduced because Project 
residents choose public transit instead of driving, the TIA provides a 
conservative estimate of Project traffic impacts.

D-4c The comment encourages the use of Trip Generation for Smart Growth 
when evaluating the Project.  The Project Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA; 
Appendix H of the EIR) uses standard trip generation methodologies 
in accordance with County and SANDAG guidance as a conservative 
estimate.  Nevertheless, as discussed in the publication Trip Generation 
for Smart Growth, the Project’s multi-use trail system and proximity to 
transit hubs may result in lower trip generation than would be expected 
to occur for typical suburban developments.  Most Project residents are 
still likely to drive on nearby roadways to access the Escondido and 
Nordahl transit stations, because the Project is more than 0.5 mile away 
from these stations.  Therefore, it is expected that the results of the TIA 
for local roadways would be accurate.  For more distant roadways and 
highways, where Project-related VMT may be reduced because Project 
residents choose public transit instead of driving, the TIA provides a 
conservative estimate of Project traffic impacts.

D-4d The comment encourages the use of Regional Multimodal Transportation 
Analysis: Alternative Approaches for Preparing Multimodal 
Transportation Analysis in Environmental Impact Reports when 
evaluating the Project.  This document has been reviewed, and it is 
concluded the Project traffic analysis provided results in a conservative 
estimate of the regional traffic impacts of the Project.  The availability 
of pedestrian, bicycle, equestrian and transit facilities, and the proximity 
of employment, shopping and other activity centers in Escondido, San 
Marcos, and Harmony Grove Village would likely reduce the regional 
traffic impacts of the Project by comparison with typical suburban 
developments.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-36

D-4e The comment encourages the use of Integrating Transportation Demand 
Management into the Planning and Development Process – A Reference 
for Cities when evaluating the Project.  This is discussed in Response 
D-3.

D-4f The comment encourages the use of Riding to 2050, the San Diego 
Regional Bike Plan when evaluating the Project.  The plan was consulted 
in the development of the Project.  The Project includes on-site multi-
use paths that would serve as bike paths complementing those proposed 
in the regional bike plan and would connect to the multi-use paths on 
the adjacent Harmony Grove Village site, thus providing an extended 
network of dedicated bicycle facilities.

D-4g The comment encourages the use of the SANDAG Regional Parking 
Management Toolbox when evaluating the Project.  This document 
has been reviewed, and it is concluded the parking provided by the 
Project would be appropriate for the Project location; the availability of 
pedestrian, bicycle, equestrian and transit facilities; and the proximity 
of employment, shopping and other activity centers in Escondido, San 
Marcos, and Harmony Grove Village.
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E-1

E-2

E-3

E-1 The comment is introductory and is not at variance with the environmental 
document. 

E-2 The comment indicates that the MMRP identify a methodology for fair 
share contributions that ensures funds collected reflect current construction 
costs and that they be effectively collected. The Project TIA (Appendix 
H of the EIR) states that physical mitigation is recommended at each 
impacted location as opposed to a fair share contribution.  Therefore, 
fair share contributions are not recommended to mitigate Project traffic 
impacts for locations in the City of Escondido and the identification of 
a fair share methodology is not necessary.  Per negotiations with the 
City as outlined in their letter dated December 22 (Comments E--23 
– E-27), it should be noted that the Applicant has agreed to pay a fair 
share contribution for improvements to Citracado Parkway, although the 
Project did not cause a significant impact to this roadway. 
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E-3
cont.

E-4

E-5

E-6

E-7

E-4 The comment indicates that the Project should include additional 
mitigation (e.g., additional landscaping) due to aesthetic impacts from 
views from the City of Escondido.  The closest point of the City of 
Escondido boundary to the homes stepping up the eastern-facing hillside 
is approximately 0.5-mile distant, with most City residences located 
farther away.  Based on topography alone, approximately 90 homes 
in the City looking over Eden Valley could potentially have views to 
some portion of the Project.  These include homes along the east-west 
trending streets rising in elevation, or along the more westerly sides of 
generally north-south streets.  (Homes to the east of adjacent tract homes 
at generally the same elevation were not counted as their views would 
be blocked by the intervening structures and associated vegetation.)  
Streets reviewed include such roadways as Live Oak Road, Oak View 
Way, Chardonnay Way, Amethyst Way, Allenwood Lane, Chateau Place, 
and Silver Oak Place.  Not all of the roughly 90 homes have open views 
toward the Project—some of them are not oriented toward the Project, or 
have vegetation blocking the view.  
Other areas in City jurisdiction near Eden Valley include the commercial/
industrial businesses located between Progress Place and Hill Valley 
Drive.  Those businesses have parking lots located between their 
structures and views to the south, along with landscaping on the slope 
between their edging walls and Hill Valley Drive.  Another use would be 
the hospital and training circuit trail that extends along its perimeter.  To 
the extent that hospital rooms may look toward the Project and patients 
may look toward that view, the Project would be visible, especially given 
the height of the medical facility and lack of screening of windows at 
higher stories.  The hospital is a medical facility, however, with a focus 
on health.  The actual effect on views toward the Project from the 
hospital, or potential glare toward the hospital from the Project, would 
be negligible.  This is both because the purpose of the hospital does not 
give it any sort of protected status relative to views (i.e., the presence, or 
absence, of views do not comprise primary criteria in whether one enters 

E-3 A plan to plan analysis is not required with the City of Escondido’s 
General Plan because the Valiano Project site is located within the 
County’s jurisdiction and the governing planning document is the County 
General Plan.
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E-4
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a hospital), and curtains or blinds are available in each room to close in 
case of potential glare.  Relative to the circuit trail, as described in the 
Project EIR, the primary location with views toward the Project from 
that trail is the SDG&E transmission line right of-way, where vegetation 
is kept low and the site can be seen along the right-of-way.  At its closest 
point, the trail is approximately 0.5 mile east of the closest Project parcel 
(Neighborhood 3).  The portions of the site which are most visible, the 
eastern-facing slopes along the western boundary of the Project, are 
approximately 0.9 mile or further in distance.  The distance from the 
Project, combined with the screening vegetation and the likelihood of 
the trail user’s attention being focused toward the training facility, in 
addition to the visual distraction provided by the much more visible 
hospital structure, plantings, and patios immediately to the east, and 
presence of transmission lines in the immediate view, result in awareness 
for Project development being rated low from this trail.  The commercial 
buildings, hospital and trail are not further addressed in this response.  
The remainder of this response addresses views toward the Project from 
homes in the City.
The Proposed Project would largely consist of residential buildings 
that would not incorporate the use of highly reflective materials.  The 
landscape plan is as dense as possible while still conforming to strict 
fire requirements relative to new developments and residential planting/ 
proximity to structures.  
As depicted in Figure 2.1-9b of the EIR, a number of the Project homes 
would also orient more northerly, or be otherwise angled on their lots, 
due to the roads that access the lots following more natural contours 
rather than just grading straight across the face of the hill.  This 
simulation shows potential Project effects from a point just west of the 
City boundary.  As demonstrated by the simulation, structural massing 
does not result in a notable visual impact from this area.  Afternoon glare 
also would be generally low (with the sun moving southerly of these 
residences), to non-existent (as the sun drops west and behind the high 
ridgeline above the homes, which would be located on the eastern side of 
the slopes.  As described in Subsection 2.1.2.8 of the EIR, consideration 
also was given to the potential for glare resulting from solar panels.  As 
stated in the EIR:
These panels are typically constructed of primarily dark absorptive 
material that is designed to capture as much light energy as possible.  
Because they are designed to get as much sun exposure as possible, they 
are routinely placed on roofs, which would have visibility to viewers from 
off-site elevated viewpoints.  Current technology results in these panels 
being less reflective than prior models.  To be conservative, however, it 
is noted that sun may be reflected during some times of day when the 
panel is located at a particular view angle.  If this should occur, there is 
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a chance that glare may be experienced by a viewer.  Because this may 
occur only for a short duration per day under worst-case conditions (i.e., 
reflection 365 days per year, assuming no diffusion related to cloud cover 
or atmospheric conditions), visual impacts related to glare from solar/
photovoltaic panels would not be significant; since building materials 
incorporated into the Project design would not be highly reflective, 
overall impacts would be less than significant.
In addition to the above-noted Project design elements, many of the 
homes in Escondido also are variously shielded.  Some are not at 
elevations that could be affected.  As noted above, some are not oriented 
with primary view/windows toward the Project or have views to the 
east otherwise blocked by residential landscaping in the neighborhood, 
intervening homes or their own yards.  Taking all of these elements 
into consideration, combined with the low level of reflective materials 
and the landscaping plan provided, additional landscaping to diminish 
visual impacts from these homes due to structures and related glare is 
not warranted.

E-6 The comment indicates that the Project should widen Hill Valley Drive to 
24 feet for emergency access.  The Project would improve private roads 
to meet the County’s Private Road Standards, with an exception to allow 
a 20-foot width for approximately 185 feet of Hill Valley Drive versus 
24 feet required in the County Consolidated Fire Code.  Hill Valley 
Drive would be gated, unless the additional right-of-way (ROW) can be 
acquired in the future, as a secondary roadway for the Project and used 
and managed for ingress and egress during an emergency event.  County 
Planning & Development Services (PDS) is able to support an exception 
on Hill Valley Drive as a gated emergency access for the Project because 
the Project conforms to all Fire Code access standards without the 
excepted access and only the Project’s emergency traffic would likely 
utilize the narrower section due to its location near the gate.  Additional 
paving and easement beyond the aforementioned width would impact 
the existing buildings located on the private properties.  Additionally, 
negotiations with the private property owners to obtain the additional 
easement to meet the 40-foot easement width have been unsuccessful.  
The SMFD has found the reduced improvement and easement width to 
be acceptable.  Therefore, it was determined that the exception would 
not adversely affect the safety and flow of traffic in this area.  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.  Improvements for Hill Valley Drive as an alternative access 
road are listed in Subsection 2.8.2.10 of the EIR.  

E-5 The comment requests a correction to the EIR.  The distance from the 
Project site to the SMFD’s Station #3 at 404 Woodland Parkway has been 
corrected in the EIR. 
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similar to the Escondido service option addressed in Subchapter 4.5 of  
the EIR, the Project sewer flows would be conveyed through new and 
existing City of Escondido sewer pipelines to the City’s sewer plant Hale 
Avenue Resource Recovery Facility [HARRF]) through a transportation 
or conveyance agreement between the City of Escondido and the 
County.  No new sewer pipeline connections are currently proposed 
at HARRF as existing Escondido pipelines would convey flows.  This 
option for sewer would additionally provide much needed upgrades to 
existing facilities with the construction by the Project of a new City of 
Escondido replacement sewer pump station and force main, and provide 
critical needed wet weather storage for the City of Escondido’s use to 
mitigate potential overflows in to Escondido Creek during storm events.  
The Project on-site sewer system would be owned and operated by the 
County and the new sewer pump station and force main would be part of 
the Escondido sewer system.

E-7 The comment makes a correction to the EIR.  The Escondido sewer 
option would require mutual consent and agreements with the City of San 
Diego, City of Escondido and the County in a scenario with the County 
acquiring sewer capacity via the City of San Diego.  Under this scenario, 
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E-8

E-9

E-10

E-11

E-8 The comment indicates that a number of measures should be included to 
minimize safety concerns.  Specific responses to each letter are below. 
a. Section 4.2.2 of the FPP (Appendix L of the EIR) has been revised to 
include stenciling on fire lanes.  
b. The FPP includes 30 feet on either side of a roadway for an FMZ in 
Section 4.5.2.5.  
c. The FPP states that all buildings would be fully protected with 
automatic fire sprinkler systems in Section 4.3.1. 
d. Hydrant spacing and fire flows would meet local fire requirements as 
required by the San Marcos Fire Department.  Section 4.3.3 of the FPP 
has been revised to address this comment. 
e. The FPP includes installation of all-weather fire access roadways 
(Section 4.2.6), fire hydrants (Section 4.3.2), and water supply (Section 
4. 3) prior to arrival of combustibles on the job site.  
f. The FPP addressed providing access prior to delivery of combustible 
materials for each phase in Section 4.2.7.  
g. The FPP includes emergency vehicle turnarounds on fire lanes 
exceeding 150 feet in length in Section 4.2.4.  
h. Section 4.2.8 of the FPP has been revised to include a comment 
regarding the angle of departure and angle of approach of a fire access 
roadway. 
i. Section 4.2.7 of the FPP has been revised to include the following 
additional sentence: Manual gates shall be provided with Knox padlock 
and Knox box.  

E-11 Comment E-11 refers to the analysis trip distribution.  See Responses 
E-18 through E-23.  There has been close coordination between the City, 
County, and the developer and it was determined that the trip distribution 
is appropriate. 

E-10 Comment E-10 refers to Comments E-18 through E-23.  See Responses 
E-18 through E-23.

E-9 Comment E-9 refers to Comments E-18 through E-23.  See Responses 
E-18 through E-23.
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E-12

E-13

E-14

E-15

E-16

E-17

E-12 The comment makes a correction to the EIR regarding parking on Country 
Club Drive and requests added mitigation to improve Country Club 
Drive to Local Collector standards.  The County and the Applicant met 
with the City of Escondido and based on the agreement reached between 
the City and the Applicant outlined in the letter dated December 22, 2015 
(refer to Comments E-24 through E-27), the following improvements 
of Country Club Drive between the existing industrial park east to Auto 
Park Way have been added to the Project.  The Project would improve the 
intersection at Auto Park Way and Country Club Drive traveling west of 
the intersection with connected sidewalks, an additional left turn pocket 
on Country Club Drive, adding a right turn pocket (through restriping) 
on Auto Park Way traveling west onto Country Club Drive, and widening 
Country Club Drive to provide a paved width of 36 feet consisting of 
two travel lanes and a 10-foot striped center turn lane starting 220 feet 
southwest of Auto Park Way for a length of approximately 830 feet.  
The Project would provide improvements along Kauana Loa Drive 
consisting of adding up to 2 feet of pavement to areas of Kauana Loa 
Drive that are designated as of concern to the City of Escondido and 
installation of traffic calming measures such as speed and curve signage, 
striping, “Bott’s Dots” along the centerline, and radar speed signs in 
both directions approaching the angled curve along this segment (such 
improvements would not require relocation of any existing facilities or 
acquisition of additional right of way).

E-14 The County appreciates this comment. However, the Kauana Loa Drive/
Harmony Grove Road intersection and Kauana Loa Drive were analyzed 
as part of the Project’s traffic analysis and impacts were calculated to be 

E-13 The comment claims that the City’s overriding findings for improvements 
to Mission Road/Auto Park Way should be evaluated for a fair share.  
The City of Escondido’s General Plan Update concluded that the impact 
to the Mission Road/Auto Park Way intersection was significant and 
unmitigable and utilized overriding findings due to the lack of available 
mitigation.  Therefore, it is accurate for the Project’s EIR to reach the 
same conclusion.  In addition, the City of Escondido does not have a 
program listing the Mission Road/Auto Park Way intersection as a 
location where improvements are required; and therefore a fair share 
contribution cannot be made.
The CEQA Findings from the City of Escondido General Plan Update, 
2012 that reference the subject intersection are included in Appendix K 
of the TIA
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E-16 Consistent with the City’s comment, Table 13-1 of the TIA states the 
post mitigation level of service of each intersection and street segment 
and also concludes whether the improvement mitigates the impact to less 
than significant.  In addition, the number of units which can be built 
before the impact would occur is provided.

E-15 The comment indicates that Citracado Parkway should be evaluated as 
a future Project access road.  The Project TIA assumes that Citracado 
Parkway is not constructed in the near-term baseline condition since it 
was not fully funded.  The TIA also includes a long-term 2035 analysis 
where the Citracado Parkway extension is fully included (among other 
area roadway improvements).  The analysis without and with the 
connection can be seen in Section 9.0 (near-term) and Section 10.0 (Year 
2035) in the TIA.  In Section 10.0, when comparing the “Year 2035 with 
General Plan Land Use” scenario to the “Year 2035 with the Proposed 
Project” scenario, no traffic impacts would occur even though traffic 
impacts occurred under the near term scenarios.  This is mostly due to 
the area roadway buildout assumed in the Year 2035 analysis.

E-17 The comment is conclusion statement and is not at variance with the 
environmental document.  The County PDS and the Applicant have met 
with the City to discuss some of the items discussed in your comment 
letter.

E-14
cont.

less than significant.  Due to the low amount of Project traffic forecasted 
to travel on Harmony Grove Road, impacts were determined to be less 
than significant and the roadway was not analyzed in detail.  Therefore, 
this Project should not be required to include mitigation measures.  It 
should be noted that Applicant has agreed to install Project Design 
Features along Kauana Loa Drive per the letter dated December 22, 
2015 (Comments E-24 through 27) even though no impacts have been 
identified.  This Project Design Feature has been added to the EIR in 
Subsection 1.2.1.2.
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E-18

E-19

E-20

E-21

E-18 The County appreciates this comment. However, using four lanes as the 
capacity would result in an analysis that is too conservative and does not 
accurately portray traffic conditions, based on the cross-section of Auto 
Park Way between Mission Road and Country Club Drive with multiple 
turn lanes in a short distance.  In terms of Auto Park Way between Mission 
Road and Country Club Drive, Auto Park Way approaching Mission 
Road contains nine lanes, six northbound lanes and three southbound 
lanes.  This road narrows to five lanes and then four lanes for about 300 
feet.  Additional turn lanes are then provided approaching Country Club 
Drive.  Based on these various cross sections, a five-lane capacity is most 
accurate and was therefore assumed in the analysis.

E-19 The comment recommends connectivity of improvements on the City of 
Escondido side of Country Club Drive as mitigation for traffic impacts.  
This issue is discussed in Response E-12.  This comment was first 
made prior to public review of the DEIR and after consideration of the 
comment, the DEIR was changed to include the requested sidewalk and 
road widening.  Since that request, the City of Escondido met with the 
County and the developer in the field and it was determined that widening 
would include a center lane in this road section to further reduce Project 
direct and cumulative impacts.  Specifically, the Project would install a 
5-foot wide sidewalk for approximately 830 feet on the west side of the 
street At the north end of Country Club Drive south of Auto Parkway.  
This would connect two currently disconnected sections of sidewalk; one 
extending approximately 220 feet southerly of Auto Parkway, and one 
extending approximately 1,380 feet north of the intersection of Country 
Club Drive and Hill Valley Drive.  A 6-inch curb and gutter would be 
located between the sidewalk and street pavement.  Four above-ground 
power poles are located within this area and one would require relocation 
west of the sidewalk and the other three would be protected in place.  
On the east side of Country Club Drive, paralleling the new sidewalk 
segment on the other side of the road and wherever existing driveways 
would not interrupt the improvements, a 6-inch (street-side) asphalt berm 
would be backed by a 5-foot wide decomposed granite pathway.  The 
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E-21 The comment indicates that traffic calming measures on Kauana Loa 
Drive should be included as mitigation due to Project traffic increases, 
the unimproved nature of Kauana Loa Drive, an assumption of 8,000 
ADT, and the statement that it will be further impacted by completion 
of Citracado Parkway.  Kauana Loa Drive carries 1,480 average daily 
trips (ADT) under existing conditions and 2,250 ADT with the Project.  
Mitigation measures to Kauana Loa Drive are not warranted based on 
these low volumes, even if a lower roadway capacity was utilized in the 
analysis.  Completion of the Citracado Parkway extension was included 
in the Year 2035 analysis of Kauana Loa Drive, as shown in Table 10-3 
of the TIA.  There would be no change to the traffic analysis required; 
impacts to Kauana Loa Drive would be less than significant and no 
mitigation would be warranted. 
While a mitigation measure is not warranted, the Project includes a Project 
Design Feature to improve Kauana Loa Drive from approximately 1,500 
feet east of Country Club Drive to Harmony Grove Road.  Improvements 
include traffic calming measures such as speed and curve signage, 
striping, “Bott’s Dots” along the centerline, and radar speed signs in 
both directions approaching the angled curve along this segment.  Figure 
1-15c of the EIR provides a conceptual drawing of the proposed traffic 
calming features.

E-20 The comment indicates that the feasibility of split phasing should be 
verified.  Table 13.1 of the TIA (Appendix H of the EIR) shows that the 
Country Club Drive/Auto Park Way intersection would be mitigated and 
operate at Level of Service (LOS) C with the implementation of the split 
phasing in the east/west direction.  The implementation of split phasing 
has been reviewed and found to be viable.  In addition, a sidewalk would 
be provided along the north/west side of Country Club Drive with a 
continuous center turn lane.

E-19
cont.

significant unmitigable traffic impacts (1A and 1B) identified in the DEIR 
are no longer considered  unmitigable because the City and Applicant 
have reached an agreement on the proposed mitigation as outlined in the 
letter dated December 22 from the City (see Comments and Responses 
E-24 through E-27).  Therefore, CEQA does not require recirculation of 
the EIR.
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E-22

E-23

E-22 The statement that Project distribution does not utilize Citracado 
Parkway in 2035 is inaccurate.  A manual Project distribution was not 
prepared for the Year 2035 time frame.  Rather, a traffic model was 
utilized which includes the extension of Citracado Parkway.  Therefore, 
the model assumes Project trips would utilize Citracado Parkway once 
the extension is completed.

E-23 The comment indicates that the Kauana Loa Drive/Harmony Grove Road 
intersection should be a part of overall traffic calming on Kauana Loa 
Drive.  The Kauana Loa Drive/Harmony Grove Road intersection was 
analyzed as part of the Project’s traffic analysis; however, impacts were 
determined to be less than significant and inclusion in an overall traffic 
calming plan would not be necessary.
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E-24

E-25

E-24 This comment introduces the following comments (E-25 through E-27) 
that supersede previous comments from the City of Escondido.  The letter 
dated December 22, 2015 summarizes the agreements made between 
the City of Escondido and the Applicant approved by City Council on 
December 9, 2015.

E-25 If the referenced alternative is implemented (the “Connection to the 
City of Escondido Hale Avenue Resource Recovery Facility [HARRF]” 
alternative discussed in Subchapter 4.5 of the EIR), the Sewer Facilities 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) will be implemented.
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E-26

E-27

E-26 The improvements identified in the Traffic Mitigation Funding Agreement 
(TMFA) would be implemented by the Proposed Project.  See Responses 
E-12, E-19, and E-21 to previous City of Escondido comments regarding 
these improvements.   

E-27 The comment is not at variance with the environmental document as it 
confirms that with implementation of the features discussed in the letter, 
the City of Escondido would have no issues remaining with the EIR. 
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F-1

F-2

F-3

F-1 The comment is introductory and is not at variance with the environmental 
document.

F-2 The comment indicates that: (1) the amount of landform alteration in the 
western portion on the Project should be reduced, (2) lot layout should 
conform to natural terrain, (3) slopes should be graded and 2:1 and 
undulated, and (4) slopes should be landscaped.  
Consistent with this comment, Project manufactured slopes would not 
exceed a 2:1 ratio.  Lot layout generally conforms to the underlying 
natural terrain.  As depicted on EIR Figures 2.1-9 and 2.1-11, the Project 
pads would follow the rising topography, and would not result in a single 
flat development pad.  As a result, the underlying topography would 
be respected.  Figure 1-4b illustrates how much of the site would be 
left ungraded and how tightly the grading conforms to the minimum 
necessary to support the residential structures.  Also as seen, the Project 
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F-3 The comment indicates that the Project lots are smaller than the lots in 
San Marcos and that there is not an adequate transition.  The change in 
elevation between the County lots and the lots in San Marcos, together 
with the landscaped nature of the slopes between them provides an 
adequate transition. 

F-2
cont.

streets along which residences would be located curve naturally to 
follow existing hillside shapes, thereby resulting in undulating slopes.  
Landscaping is additionally addressed in the last paragraph of this 
response, following additional information on landform alteration.
Most of the houses would be sited within the valley, while steeper slopes 
and hills within and surrounding the site would remain undeveloped.  As 
described in EIR Subchapter 2.1, there are approximately 35.6 acres of 
slopes on the property which meet the definition of steep slopes under 
the County’s RPO (i.e., slopes with a natural gradient of 25 percent or 
greater and a minimum rise of 50 feet).  This represents approximately 
15 percent of the Proposed Project site.  As described in Subsection 
2.1.2.2, the Project would impact only approximately 1.1 acres of RPO 
steep slopes.  This would occur in a total of 16 lots/areas with steep 
slope encroachment, with an average encroachment of approximately 5.4 
percent.  All lot grading would conform to the RPO.
Landscaping in each area would include a mixture of trees, shrubs and 
groundcovers appropriate to the location on site and the abutting vegetation, 
as shown on Figure 1-25 of the EIR.  This landscaping would be installed 
following grading and prior to residential occupation.  This landscaping 
would be maintained by the Valiano Homeowners’ Association (HOA), 
and would not be subject to individual lot management.  This would be 
a Condition of Project approval.  To the extent that any newly broken 
rock would be visible from City residences (or other County and City of 
Escondido residences to the east), please note that Mitigation Measure 
M-AE-1, which would be a Condition of the Project, requires “exposed 
newly cut rocks shall be stained to soften and screen the appearance of 
the manufactured slopes.” 
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F-4

F-5

F-6

F-7

F-8

F-9

F-10

F-11

F-12

F-4 The comment recommends that off-site improvements in the City of San 
Marcos’ jurisdiction shall be reviewed and approved by the City of San 
Marcos.  Any off-site improvements within the City of San Marcos will 
be submitted to the City for review and approval.  

F-8 As noted in Response F-27, an addendum to the Community Wildfire 
Protection Plan is no longer required. 

F-7 A Wildfire Protection Plan is not required per Comment F-27 and a 
valid Fire Protection Plan has been prepared for the Project and has been 
approved by the SMFD .  

F-6 In response to the commenter’s request, the Rancho Coronado project 
was included as cumulative project #28 in the Project TIA.  The DMV 
project located on Rancheros Road would not add a large amount of 
traffic to the Project cumulative traffic study area because it is located 
approximately 6 miles from the Project site and would add fewer than 
10 peak hour trips to any study area intersection.  Also, the DMV project 
has access to SR 78 at Rancho Santa Fe Road and therefore would not 
use the Project study area intersections.  In addition, 31 other projects 
within the City of San Marcos were included in the near term cumulative 
analysis, many of which are speculative and/or would be built out over 
many years.  For these reasons, adding the DMV project as a cumulative 
project does not change the conclusions in the EIR

F-5 In response to the commenter’s question, the Project’s TIA (Appendix H 
of the EIR) did include a horizon year analysis.  Please see Section 10.0 
of the TIA for more information.

F-9 Contrary to the comment, the letter from SMFD Fire Marshal dated June 
16, 2015 states a separate Resource Management Plan is not required 
for the Proposed Project.  The FPP (Appendix L of the EIR) that has 
been approved by the district would govern the vegetation management 
adjacent to wetland areas through the Valiano HOA.

F-10 The comment indicates that all access roads shall be a minimum 24-foot 
wide, that no parking shall be allowed on the 24-foot-wide roads, and 
that they shall support fire apparatus loads.  All access roads would meet 
these conditions except for a portion of Hill Valley Drive that would be 
20 feet wide.  As described in Response E-6, the SMFD has found this 
width to be acceptable.  Hill Valley Drive would be improved to private 
road standards (24 feet paved width) if the right of way or easement 
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F-12 The FPP includes fire sprinkler systems, consistent with the commenter’s 
requests, in Section 4.3.1.

F-11 As noted in your letter, Comment F-25 supersedes this comment.  See 
Response E-6.

F-10
cont.

becomes available for use or purchase; it would then be used as a day-
to-day access and not only for emergency purposes.  Improvements for 
Hill Valley Drive as an alternative access road are listed in Subsection 
2.8.2.10 of the EIR.
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F-13

F-14

F-15

F-16

F-17

F-18

F-18 The comment indicates that developments with construction that 
necessities updating of emergency response maps shall provide map 
updates to the City.  AutoCAD DWG files of the Project design would be 
provided to the City during final design of the Project and the appropriate 
fee would be paid at that time.  No changes to the EIR resulted from the 
comment.

F-13 Regarding g.(1), the FPP includes fire hydrant specifications in Sections 
4.3.3 and 4.3.4.  Regarding g.(2), the FPP includes blue dot markers in 
Section 4.3.10.  Regarding g.(3), fire hydrant locations are shown on 
the Tentative Map, and the Project team has met with the Fire Marshall 
on several occasions.  Fire hydrant locations would be further refined 
during final design of the Project, when the Fire Marshall would have an 
opportunity to review the Project improvement plans.  This information 
is consistent with the EIR.

F-17 Regarding k.(1), the FPP includes the installation and approval of wet 
utilities in Section 4.3.  Regarding k.(2), the FPP addressed the first 
layment of asphalt prior to delivery of combustible materials in Section 
4.2.7.  Regarding k.(3), the FPP addressed fire hydrant installation in 
Section 4.3.9.  This information is consistent with the EIR.

F-16 The FPP has been revised to address monument signs and the revised 
sentence in Section 4.11.9 reads: “Directory signs shall meet all San 
Marcos Fire Department Guidelines and an illuminated directory shall 
be placed at each of the three entry points to the development.”  

F-15 The FPP includes Knox rapid entry systems and strobe detectors in 
Section 4.2.8.

F-14 In response to this comment, the FPP has been revised to add “enhanced” 
to Section 4.6.   



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-55

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-41

F-19

F-20

F-21

F-22

F-19 The FPP addressed this in Section 4.2.3.

F-22 The comment recommends construction mitigation requirements for 
dwellings that provide more than 100 feet of defensible space but less 
than 150 feet.  Regarding (1), the Fuel Treatment Location Map in the 
FPP illustrates structures with less than 150 feet of defensible space.  
Regarding (2) through (7), the FPP addresses these comments in Section 
4.6.  Regarding (8) through (13), the FPP addresses these comments in 
Section 4.7. 

F-21 The comment recommends the Valiano Specific Plan include specific 
information regarding types of plant material, spacing of canopies, and 
minimum vertical clearance for fire safety.  Section 5.4, Fire Protection, of 
the Valiano Specific Plan refers users to the FPP and states: “The Valiano 
Fire Protection Plan (FPP) identifies requirements for fire protection 
for future development within the Plan area.  Those requirements are 
incorporated by reference into the Valiano Specific Plan.”  The Valiano 
FPP was approved by the County and the San Marcos Fire Protection 
District.  Incorporation of the approved FPP by reference into section 5.4 
of the Valiano Specific Plan demonstrates the Specific Plan is consistent 
with FPP.  

F-20 The comment indicates that the Project must be annexed into the San 
Marco Fire Protection District Community Facilities District (CFD).  The 
Project is annexing to and paying for the fire related CFD and joining the 
facility district does not require LAFCO approval; therefore, no change 
to the EIR is required.  Note that LAFCO annexation to the SMFD would 
be required for one of the Project lots (see Response B-3).
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F-22
cont.
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F-23
F-23 The letter from SMFD Fire Marshal dated June 16, 2015 states that 

Comments F-7 through F-22 were prepared a year ago and did not 
contain the revised comments from SMFD.
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F-24

F-29

F-25

F-28

F-27
F-26

F-25 The comment indicates that Hill Valley Drive is allowed to be 20 feet 
wide in certain areas.  The FPP contained in Appendix L of the EIR has 
been revised to address this comment.  See Response E-6.

F-29 The comment indicates that Comments F-24 through F-29 were not 
properly reflected in previous fire department comments.  This issue is 
discussed in Response F-24.

F-28 The comment indicates that trees shall be spaced according to County 
planning standards and fire department standards.  The FPP has been 
revised to address this comment with a clarification to Section 4.5.1.14 
that new trees planted on slopes and other areas shall be planted according 
to the County Consolidated Fire Code and SMFD standards.

F-27 The comment indicates that a Wildlife Protection Plan is not required.  
This issue is discussed in Response F-24.

F-26 The comment indicates that a Resource Management Plan is not required.  
This issue is discussed in Response F-24.

F-24 The letter from SMFD Fire Marshal dated June 16, 2015 states that 
Comments F-7 through F-22 were outdated.  The letter showed specific 
items and current SMFD requirements for the Proposed Project.
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20223 Elfin Forest Road 
Elfin Forest, CA 92029

2015 Board Members 
Jacqueline Arsivaud-Benjamin, Chair  
JP Theberge, Vice-Chair 
Nancy Goodrich, Treasurer 
Jan Denny, Secretary 
Teri Bair 
Sandra Bartsch 
Angelique Hartman 
Betsy Keithley 
Mark Shields 

Beth Ehsan 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO Planning & Development Services 
5510 Overland Ave., Suite 310 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Dear Beth, 

Following conversations with you and Kevin Johnston a few weeks ago re: clarifying intent of sewer prohibition in 
Harmony Grove, please find below the rationale for stating that the approved Community Plan clearly  prohibits 
anything other than septic outside the Harmony Grove Village.  We have gone through the plan and I think you will 
agree we demonstrate pretty convincingly that the prohibition is not only specific, but also supports the entire 
context of the policies which are designed to keep density outside the Community Development Pattern the same as 
the surrounding rural properties. 

The Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Community Plan specifies the intention to prohibit sewage treatment methods 
other than on-site residential septic systems outside of Village boundaries (excerpts from the plan supporting this 
statement are shown below in indented italic text). Historically, limiting residential waste treatment to on-site septic 
systems has limited urban sprawl and helped to keep an area rural. That is why Elfin Forest has clearly prohibited 
any sewer systems other than single family septic systems. However, unlike Elfin Forest, Harmony Grove could not 
simply prohibit sewer systems because the hundreds of acres of agricultural use parcels destined to be densely 
developed in a Village pattern would require an intensive sewage treatment system.  

p. 20 “Harmony Grove Village – The approved Harmony Grove Village project will have a small 
commercial town center that should serve the local community and provide public gathering 
places as well as opportunities for the sale of locally grown organic produce.  This project also 
will have a wastewater reclamation facility that will provide sewage service to Village homes and 
create recycled water for irrigation.” 

The community was reassured by the County that despite not being able to prohibit sewer systems area-wide, the 
“Village Limit Line” would disallow any development that would require intense sewage treatment. 

p. 27  “The Harmony Grove Village Boundary, shown on Figure 3 on page 25, is a growth 
boundary that identifies land to which development should be directed. Areas outside this limit 
line are not intended to expand and should retain the original Harmony Grove rural residential 
and agricultural character.” 

The original character of Harmony Grove is clearly described in the Community Plan. 
p. 20 “The area infrastructure is rural, and utilizes mainly septic systems for waste disposal.” 

and
p. 16 “Some of the key elements of the Harmony Grove character and values include one- and 
two-story single family homes on large lots; large animal facilities on residential properties; no 
clustered development; no "cookie-cutter" developments; no walled developments, and no gated 
communities” 

G-1

G-2

G-3

G-4

G-1 The comment is introductory and your specific comments are addressed 
below.

G-3 The comment states that the County reassured the community that the 
village limit line would disallow development with sewer.  However, 
the quoted language from page 27 of the EFHGCP helps to explain the 
intention behind the land use designations in the Harmony Grove area, 
including Neighborhood 5.  The proposed density is within the semi-
rural category, and thus does not conflict with the established village 
boundary.  Nevertheless, the Project would increase density, and that 
is why it requires the approval of a GPA by the Board of Supervisors.  
The Board will have to consider the direction of the EFHGCP along 

G-2 Please see Topical Response: Septic.  The comment states that the Elfin 
Forest Harmony Grove Community Plan (EFHGCP) intends to prohibit 
sewer outside the village boundaries to limit sprawl and keep the area 
rural.  However, the quoted language from page 20 of the EFHGCP is 
within the Community Background section of the plan, and specifically 
under the heading of Existing Community Facilities and Infrastructure.  
The quoted language does not express any intent as to the planned use of 
facilities and infrastructure outside of Harmony Grove Village and does 
not specifically prohibit future development from building or connecting 
to sewer facilities.
EFHGCP Goal LU-1.5.1 allows for clustered lots less than 1 acre for 
Semi-Rural 1 and 2 categories through an approved Specific Plan 
to allow for significant preservation of resources.  Please see Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis.
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G-4 The comment refers to the original character of Harmony Grove as 
described in the EFHGCP.  While only a small portion of the Valiano 
Project lies within the EFHGCP, the design of the Project is consistent 
with the rural character of the surrounding neighborhoods, as described in 
the EFHGCP.  Lots within the Specific Plan area can accommodate one- 
and two-story homes, consistent with the Harmony Grove neighborhood 
character.  Walls within Neighborhood 5 are limited to the northeast 
portion of Neighborhood 5 where required for noise mitigation.  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.  The Project 
shall utilize combinations of walls, earthen berms, and landscaping to 
soften the appearance of walls.  Therefore, the walls are in compliance 
with policy N-1.3 of the County’s General Plan.  Although there are 
several negative references to clustering in the EFHGCP, it is important 
to note that the specific policy setting minimum lot size in Harmony 
Grove, LU-1.5.1, allows for clustered lots less than 1 acre through an 
approved Specific Plan to allow for significant preservation of resources.  
The Project would incorporate a variety of architectural styles in 
different neighborhoods to avoid a “cookie cutter” appearance, and none 
of the ingress points to the Project would be gated.  This information is 
consistent with the DEIR. Please see Topical Response: General Plan 
Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis.

G-3
cont.

with other applicable factors before making a decision on the Project.  
The selection of a sewage treatment method would be secondary to the 
Board’s decision on the merits of increased density in this area; however, 
note that site-specific constraints make it difficult to develop the site on 
septic at the existing General Plan density of 118 homes (based on the 
RPO steep slope and RPO wetland requirements). 
A Septic Alternative was analyzed in Chapter 4.7 of the EIR which 
determined that only 66 dwelling units could be built on-site using 
either conventional or alternative septic systems.  Per the County of 
San Diego septic design guidelines, the minimum lot size is based on 
the expected percolation rates.  Based on the mapped soil types and soil 
conditions on site, percolation rates are expected to be in the range of 90 
to 120 minutes per inch, which is the slowest range of percolation rates 
where septic systems are allowed, leading to the 5 acre minimum lot 
size studied in this alternative.  Additionally, portions of the site exhibit 
shallow bedrock and steep grades, which preclude the installation of 
septic in some areas.  Finally, only the southern portion of the Project 
(Neighborhood 5) is located within the EFHGCP; thus regardless of how 
the plan is interpreted, the majority of the Project could still be connected 
to sewer.  This information is consistent with the EIR.  
Please see both Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea 
Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis, and Topical Response: Septic.
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Because residents were still worried that future developments outside the Village Limit Line might seek County 
approval to “share” the Village sewer system, they added a policy to make this “sharing” impossible. Clearly there 
was no intention to allow sewer systems beyond the Village. 

p. 49 “Policy SPA-2.2.6  The sewage treatment method selected must be sized for this project 
without the possibility for expansion.” 

Protecting the area from further urban or suburban development is clearly identified in the Community Plan as an 
important issue for Harmony Grove. 

p. 19  “The Harmony Grove community, working with County staff, designed a Village 
Development Pattern Model as represented in the General Plan Land Use Map.  There still exists 
many large undeveloped parcels of land within Harmony Grove outside the footprint of the 
approved Village.  Development of these parcels with an urban, clustered or suburban design 
would threaten the continued existence of the rural residential and equestrian character of 
Harmony Grove.” 
p. 21 “The population of Harmony Grove is expected to increase dramatically as the Harmony 
Grove Village development pattern is built out.  If the pattern shown on the General Plan Land 
Use Map is strictly followed, the final number of urban homes should approximately equal the 
number of rural homes in the neighboring communities and Harmony Grove should be able to 
keep its rural voice.  However, there is continual pressure to put higher density residential or even 
industrial development in Harmony Grove beyond what is allowed by the General Plan Land Use 
Map.  Several agricultural operations are finding that limits to their operations are leading them 
to consider re-zoning and re-development in the near future.  In addition, non-resident land 
speculators have purchased local undeveloped land in the hopes that General Plan Amendments 
allowing higher density will be adopted by the Board of Supervisors.  Residents will continue to 
work to preserve this historic 100-year-old community by implementing the Village Development 
Pattern that was negotiated.   
ISSUES THAT NEED TO BE CONFRONTED:  The Village development pattern as shown in the 
General Plan Land Use Map must be strictly adhered to as the formal development model for the 
area.  Urban homes must not outnumber the rural homes to maintain the rural voice and preserve 
the rural heritage of this historic community.  Annexation of Harmony Grove properties into 
adjacent cities allows landowners to escape the rural community development standards and must 
be discouraged.” 

Therefore, to further preserve the rural character of Harmony Grove, and to clarify the intent to prohibit sewer 
systems outside the Village, the following issue, goal, and policy was approved for the Community Plan (note that 
section 2.10 Infrastructure and Utilities has no community identity callouts restricting policies to an individual 
community and therefore all content refers equally to both communities, as is the case throughout the Elfin Forest 
Harmony Grove Community Plan.) 

p. 39 “ Issue CM-10.2  Septic systems are the sole and preferred sewage management for Elfin 
Forest, because they ensure that Elfin Forest - Harmony Grove will remain a rural community.  
Goal CM-10.2  A sewage disposal system that retains the rural character of Elfin Forest - 
Harmony Grove  
Policy CM-10.2.1  Require all proposed new development to use septic systems with one septic 
system per dwelling unit.”     

The Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Community Plan clearly states the intent to preserve the rural nature of Harmony 
Grove while accommodating a dense Village that requires a sewage treatment system. The Community Plan makes 
it clear that the sewage treatment plant is for Village use only, and that all future development beyond the Village 
will maintain the original waste systems in use through all of the remainder of Harmony Grove, which are 
residential, on-site septic systems. 

G-5

G-6

G-7

G-8

G-5 The comment indicates that the EFHGCP added a policy so that the 
Harmony Grove Village Sewer Plant would only be sized for that 
Project.  The Harmony Grove Village Sewer Plant was designed for only 
Harmony Grove, as specified in Policy 2.2.6, and while it is under the 
control of the Harmony Grove Village developer it cannot be expanded 
without revising the Harmony Grove Village Specific Plan.  
The EIR considers that if the Harmony Grove Village Sewer Plant flows 
are much lower than the Plant was designed, the County could be in 
a position to accept additional flows to the Plant to ensure efficient 
treatment and operations of the Plant.  In this future scenario, the County 
would have accepted operations of the Plant, experienced sufficient 
evidence that additional capacity was available and therefore would be 
responsible for determining any future connections.  Under this scenario, 
the County could allow an amendment to the Major Use Permit for the 
Plant to expand the use of the Plant that could allow the utilization of 
the Harmony Grove Village Sewer Plant.  However, at this time it is 
the position of the County Sanitation District that the plant as designed 
does not have sufficient capacity to serve Valiano and use of the plant 
by Valiano would require significant changes in approved design criteria 
(such as process redundancy and reduced safety factors) that would need 
Sanitation District approval.

G-6 The comment indicates that protecting the Harmony Grove Community 
from further urban or suburban development is identified in the EFHHCP.  
The County of San Diego’s Land Use Element of the County of San 
Diego General Plan defines densities for land uses within the County.  
An urban residence within the County is categorized within the Village 
densities.  Village land uses are defined as higher intensity land uses which 
include pedestrian-oriented commercial areas, mixed-use development, 
higher-density residential developments, and community-serving private 
and public facilities.  Village densities incorporate a range of residential 
densities from 30 units per gross acre at the high end to 2 units per gross 
acre at the low spectrum of density.  Semi-rural residential land uses 
without those higher density and associated commercial uses are defined 
as lower-density transition land uses from the Village areas, blended 
development with the natural landscape, with higher densities located 
closer to the Village core.  Semi-Rural densities range from 1 unit per half 
acre to 1 unit per 10 acres.  The Valiano Specific Plan area is proposing a 
General Plan Amendment to Semi-Rural 0.5, a rural land use designation.  
Additionally, the Valiano project proposes none of the typical land uses 
or facilities included within the Village land use designation which 
would define the project as urban.  Therefore the Valiano project adds 
no structures which can be defined as urban residences to the Harmony 
Grove Community Plan area.
The Valiano Specific Plan area is identified as having a Semi-Rural 
regional category in the General Plan.  According to the General Plan: 
The Semi-Rural category identifies areas of the County that are 
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G-7 Please see both Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea 
Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Topical Response: Septic, 
as well as Response G-3 regarding the infeasibility of developing the 
site to the General Plan density using individual septic systems.  Both 
the issue and goal statements aim to preserve rural character, which 
can be achieved through project design even in a sewered project.  By 
clustering homes in compact neighborhoods, the Project incorporates 
elements of rural character including areas of natural vegetation, an 
agricultural open space area, soft-surface multi-use trails and pathways, 
and equestrian amenities including a trailhead park in Neighborhood 3 
and a public equestrian staging area with trailer parking and a warm-up 
ring in Neighborhood 5.  Thus the Project maintains the rural character of 
the community while allowing development that would be infeasible on 
septic systems.  This information is consistent with the DEIR.

G-6
cont.

appropriate for lower-density residential neighborhoods, recreation 
areas, agricultural operations, and related commercial uses that support 
rural communities.  Semi-Rural areas often function as a transition 
between the Village and Rural Lands categories, providing opportunities 
for development, but without the intensity and level of public services 
expected in Villages and with design approaches that blend the 
development with the natural landscape.  Semi-Rural residential 
densities are derived in consideration of the physical conditions, 
community character, and availability of public services, roads, and 
other infrastructure.  Higher densities within the allowable range should 
be located near Village areas and surrounding urban areas, while lower 
densities should be located near Rural Land areas.  
The parcels that make up the Valiano Specific Plan area are currently 
designated as a mix of Semi-Rural 1 (SR-1) and Semi-Rural 2 (SR-2).  
Depending on the slope on an individual parcel, SR-1 densities can range 
from 1 dwelling unit (du)/gross acre to 1 du/4 gross acres.  Similarly, 
depending on the slope on the individual parcels, SR-2 densities can 
range from 1 du/2 gross acres to 1 du/8 gross acres.  With implementation 
of the Valiano Specific Plan and General Plan Amendment (GPA), all 
portions of the Plan area would change to the Semi-Rural 0.5 (SR-0.5) 
designation.  Densities under the proposed designation range from 2 du/
gross acre to 1 du/2 gross acres, depending on the slope.  The densities 
proposed under the Valiano Specific Plan are consistent with the proposed 
SR-0.5 designation.  SR-0.5 is the highest density in the Semi-Rural 
category, which is consistent with General Plan direction to locate higher 
densities near the urban areas of San Marcos and Escondido, as well as 
the Village area of Harmony Grove Village Specific Plan.  The proposed 
density is 1.38 dwelling units per acre (du/ac), which is less than the 1.6 
du/ac of Harmony Grove Village with their 742 units on 468 acres.  This 
information is consistent with the EIR. 
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G-8 The comment indicates that the EFHGCP makes it clear that the 
sewage treatment plant is for Harmony Grove Village use only and that 
development outside the village use on-site septic systems.  See both 
Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Topical Response: Septic, as well 
as Responses G-2, G-3, and G-5.  Subchapter 4.5 of the EIR includes 
multiple options for wastewater treatment, including an Off-site and 
Combined On-/Off-site Sewer Options Alternative.  One of the off-site 
options included connection to the Harmony Grove Treatment Plant.  
Subchapter 4.7 includes a Septic Alternative.  
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H-1

H-1 Thank you for not duplicating comments.  See responses to specific 
comments from the referenced letter below under Letter I.
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I-1

I-2

I-1 Introductory comment noted.  See responses to specific comments, 
below.

I-2 Comment noted.  Consistent with CEQA, the EIR evaluates potential 
impacts that could result to the physical environment by inconsistencies 
with plans and policies of the General Plan, the EFHGCP, and the 
San Dieguito Community Plan (see Section 3.1.4 of the EIR) and has 
considered the surrounding area in accordance with the County EIR 
guidelines.  Please refer to Topical Response: General Plan Amendment 
and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis and see responses to 
specific comments, below. 
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I-2
cont.

I-3

I-3 The County appreciates the time that was spent by community 
members to help with the General Plan Update and Community Plan 
update.  Guiding Principle #2 of the County’s General Plan promotes 
sustainable development within the County according to the Community 
Development Model (CDM) by placing semi-rural compact development 
on the periphery of village cores near infrastructure and transportation 
networks, thereby reducing impacts, and preserving open space.  The 
Project would not create another village within the Harmony Grove/
Eden Valley area, although it would increase density in the Project area.  
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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.
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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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•
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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.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-76

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-57

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.  
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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-64
cont.

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-65
cont.

I-66

I-67

I-68

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-69a

I-69b

I-69c

I-69d

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

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.
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J-1

J-2a

J-1 The comment is introductory and expresses concern about the adequacy 
of the DEIR’s fire and traffic analysis and omission of analysis for use of 
alternative septic.  See Topical Responses: Fire/Evacuation and Sewer, 
and responses to specific comments, below.

J-2a The commenter is correct that the DEIR evaluates six alternatives including 
a Septic Option Alternative.  The DEIR considered a range of reasonable 
alternatives that feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of 
the Project and avoid or substantially lessen one or more significant 
effects.  Alternative wastewater treatment systems (Alternative Septic - 
AS) referred to in this comment were not permitted directly through the 
County and were not accepted according to County design standards and 
principles at the time the DEIR was prepared so there was no opportunity 
to evaluate it as an alternative.  The Septic Option Alternative analyzed 
in Subsection 4.7 of the DEIR was based on the assumption that “…each 
house could have five bedrooms and each lot could be at least 5 acres 
in size to accommodate septic systems.”  Pursuant to the Final County 
Local Agency Management Program (LAMP) for Onsite Wastewater 
Treatment Systems which was issued after the Notice of Preparation 
was issued for the Project, this assumption has been changed to allow 
minimum 2-acre lots (with the number of potential bedrooms per house 
to remain unchanged).  Accordingly, the revised Septic Alternative 
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J-2b

J-2c

J-2d

J-3a

J-3b

J-2b See Topical Response: Septic and Response I-29.

J-3b The impact conclusions would not be less than significant as stated by 
the commenter, but most issue areas would also require mitigation as 
with the Proposed Project (aesthetics, noise, paleontological cultural, 
and biological).  Based on the updated Septic Alternative contained in 
Subchapter 4.7 of the EIR, the alternative septic alternative would have 
impacts similar but slightly higher than the conventional septic alternative 
(66 homes versus 58 homes), which slightly reduces impacts in every 
impact area.  The commenter posits that alternative septic would allow 
a more robust lot yield, but this would be likely to have impacts similar 
to the existing General Plan density alternative that reduces impacts in 
aesthetics, air quality, noise, paleontological resources, transportation/
traffic, and geology.  In either case, an alternative septic alternative 
would not add significant new information to the EIR.

J-3a See Topical Response: Septic and Response I-29.  The Septic Option 
Alternative has been expanded to include consideration of both 
conventional and alternative on-site wastewater treatment system 
(OWTS) designs.  Therefore, an additional alternative is not required as 
both type of septic systems are analyzed in the EIR.  Based on existing 
site conditions, the conventional septic would allow 58 units and the 
alternative sewer would allow 66 units.  Impacts are very similar between 
the conventional and alternative systems.  Therefore, recirculation of 
the EIR is not required.  Additionally, if the objective is to achieve the 
desired general plan densities, please be advised that Subchapter 4.3 the 
DEIR studied that alternative.

J-2d See Topical Response: Septic and Responses I-29 and J-2a.

J-2c There are numerous Project objectives articulated in the EIR and 
accompanying Specific Plan including, but not limited to, the provision 
of needed housing in proximity to infrastructure, places of work 
and transportation.  The preservation of resources and a balanced, 
contemporary approach to planning a new community require the careful 
balance of many considerations.

J-2a
cont.

included in Subsection 4.7 of the FEIR is based on 2-acre minimum lots 
and up to five bedrooms per unit, with a total of 58 lots (compared to the 
35 lots in the DEIR).  Based on the previously described LAMP, related 
amendments to the San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances 
(Division 8 of Title 6), and comments received during the EIR public 
review process, the Septic Option Alternative has also been expanded 
to include consideration of both conventional and alternative on-site 
wastewater treatment system (OWTS) designs.  Therefore, an additional 
alternative is not required as both type of septic systems are analyzed in 
the EIR.  See Topical Response: Septic and Response I-29. 
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J-3c

J-4a

J-4b

J-4c

J-4d

J-4e

J-5a

J-5b

J-4f

J-3c See response J-3a

J-4d The Project would improve private roads to meet the County’s Private 
Road Standards, with an exception for a portion of Hill Valley Drive.  See 
Response E-6.  The Project would also improve the intersection at Hill 
Valley Drive and Country Club Drive.  Section 12.0 of the TIA contains 
an analysis of Hill Valley Drive and the Hill Valley Drive intersection at 
Country Club Drive.  For the short distance where Hill Valley Drive is 
20 feet in width, vehicles, including fire apparatus, would be able to pass 
and the width would not prevent fire apparatus from gaining access to a 
potential fire within the Project area or prevent those evacuating from 
leaving the area.  SMFD and County PDS support the design exception 
to allow emergency access on this road.

J-4c The comment requests a model of traffic during evacuation.  Preparing 
a LOS-based operational analysis of Country Club Drive for a full 
evacuation of the area is not the County’s standard of practice and would 
not be useful due to the number of variables that cannot be accurately 
included in modeling. 

J-4b The commenter asks if Country Club Drive north of the Project would 
be able to safely accommodate the traffic spike in an evacuation.  Since 
circulation of the DEIR, the City of Escondido has required a center turn 
lane in the city segment of Country Club Drive (see Response E-12).  
In an emergency it would also be available for safety responders to use 
or for the Sheriff to use in directing traffic.  The accommodation has 
been made to mitigate the Project’s contribution to traffic impacts.  The 
Project change does not result in impacts that require recirculation under 
CEQA because they do not result in important new information.  See 
Response J-4a.

J-4a See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.  Regarding Impact TR-1a 
specifically, while the TIA (Appendix H of the EIR) does conclude a 
significant impact on Country Club Drive, improvements to mitigate 
several impacts would be completed by the Project.  Preparing a LOS 
operational analysis of Country Club Drive for a full evacuation of the 
area is not the County’s standard of practice and would not be useful due 
to the variables that cannot be included in modeling.  Note that while the 
impact on Country Club Drive north of the Project would be both direct 
and cumulative, the Project includes improvements that would reduce 
impacts to before Project traffic levels.  
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J-4e The comment questions how the Hill Valley Drive exception would 
operate during an emergency evacuation.  As mentioned, the road would 
be gated at the Project because it would be used for emergency access.  
For the short distance where Hill Valley Drive is 20 feet in width vehicles, 
including fire apparatus and horse trailers, would be able to pass.  It is a 
straight segment of road with available sight distance and this would not 
prevent fire apparatus from gaining accessing to a potential fire within the 
Project area or for those evacuating to leave the area.  SMFD and County 
PDS support the road design exception because the added traffic is only 
for emergency access.  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.  Improvements for 
Hill Valley Drive as an alternative access road are listed in Subsection 
2.8.2.10 of the EIR.  

J-5b Previous responses have adequately addressed these comments and there 
have been appropriate revisions to the FPP.  The additions to the FPP are 
clarifications and do not rise to the level of important new information 
that would require recirculation of the EIR under CEQA.  See responses 
E-6 and J-4e. 

J-5a The nexus between fire safety and transportation/traffic is illustrated in the 
TIA.  The FPP has been revised to document and illustrate the emergency 
evacuation routes and roadway improvements to be accomplished by 
the Project.  Ingress and egress would be adequate in the event of an 
emergency. 

J-4f The comment questions the allowance of design exceptions in light of 
standards.  The County has a process for requesting exceptions to Design 
Standards because not all facilities can fit the standard due to physical 
or other limitations.  As discussed in Response E-6, a design exception 
was allowed because it was determined that the exception would not 
adversely affect the safety and flow of traffic in this area due to the 
following reasons: the Project conforms to all Fire Code access standards 
without the excepted access; only the Project’s emergency traffic would 
likely utilize the narrower section due to its location near the gate; and 
that the SMFD found the reduced improvement and easement width to be 
acceptable.  In addition, Section 12.0 of the TIA contained in Appendix 
H of the EIR includes an analysis of Hill Valley Drive and the Hill Valley 
Drive intersection at Country Club Drive.  
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J-5c

J-6

J-5c Section 4.1 of the FPP has been revised to include more recent agreements 
and approvals for meeting the five-minute travel time by the first-in fire 
apparatus and to include that the temporary Harmony Grove Fire Station 
became operational in October 2015.

J-6 The comment is a summary conclusion statement and Responses J-1 
through J-5 address the stated concerns.
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June 15, 2015 

Ms. Beth Ehsan 
County of San Diego 
Planning & Development Services  
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310  
San Diego, CA 92123 
Beth.Ehsan@sdcounty.ca.gov 

Re:  Valiano Specific Plan, SCH NO. 2013061042—Public Comments on Draft 
Environmental Impact Report  

To the County of San Diego:  

The following comments are submitted on behalf of the Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Town 
Council regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Valiano Specific Plan 
Project.

The DEIR is inadequate and further analysis and mitigation is required for the reasons 
discussed below. In addition, we urge the County to deny the proposed General Plan Amendment. 
Developing the property according to existing General Plan designations would lessen or eliminate 
many of the adverse environmental impacts and issues associated with this development Project. 
Alternatively, the adoption of an alternative to the Project involving fewer units and/or a smaller 
development footprint would help to alleviate the adverse environmental changes posed by the 
Project as designed. 

General Comments – Proposed Project  
         The Project is described as the development of 326 residential units (277 single family 

residential and 49 detached condominiums) on a 239-acre site located in a “semi rural” area of 
Eden Valley/Harmony Grove in unincorporated San Diego County.  

Among other discretionary actions, the Project requests a General Plan Amendment to 
change the site’s land use designations from SR-1 and SR-2 to SR-0.5. Existing General Plan land 
use designations would allow 118 homes on the site; if approved, the General Plan Amendment 
will allow the construction of 326 homes. Approximately 54 secondary units would also be 
permitted in some areas. Thus, if approved, the General Plan Amendment will allow nearly 
three times the density currently permitted. The Project additionally includes a request to 
rezone the property from A70 (Limited Agriculture) to S88 (Specific Plan).  

The Project will be developed pursuant to a Specific Plan and the development divided 
among five Neighborhoods. According to the DEIR, the Neighborhoods will be constructed in 

K-1

K-2a

K-2b

K-2c

K-1 Introductory comment noted.  Certain alternatives analyzed in the EIR 
would result in fewer units and/or footprint than the Proposed Project, 
such as the Reduced Grading Alternative, the Biologically Enhanced 
Alternative, the Septic Option Alternative, and the General Plan Density 
Alternative.  As stated in the EIR, these alternatives would reduce or 
avoid some of the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts.  However, 
these alternatives would not meet all of the Proposed Project’s objectives.  

K-2c This comment is consistent with the information in the EIR except for 
the highest manufactured slope height, which would be 76 feet. 

K-2b This comment is consistent with the information in the EIR.

K-2a This comment is consistent with the information in the EIR.
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phases, with Neighborhood 5 being constructed first. Grading will occur over 127 acres or 52% of 
the site, resulting in 928,000 cubic yards of balanced cut and fill. Grading will result in an 
elevation change from 1,013 feet to 810 feet in the northwestern area of the Project site. Grading 
will also occur for off-site improvements, resulting in 6,200 cubic yards of export for the Mt. 
Whitney Road improvements. Grading will occur over a 2-year period. Blasting and ripping to 
remove hard rock is expected. The Project requires construction of manufactured slopes, some as 
high as 57 feet. There will also be “numerous” retaining walls ranging from 2 to 20 feet in height 
and between 41 to 523 feet in length (DEIR p. 1-21), a sound wall in Neighborhood 5, and 
extensive fencing. The EIR suggests that the private development will be gated, but it is unclear if 
that is the case.  

According to the DEIR, the Project site is currently used for commercial agriculture with 
“extensive” areas of active avocado orchards and for beekeeping. Agricultural uses have occurred 
continuously on the site since the 1960’s and 1970’s. The site’s topography consists of hills and 
ridgelines, primarily with a north-south trending ridge. A large knoll exists in the southeastern 
portion of the site. Site elevations range from 1,013 feet above sea level along the ridge at the 
northwestern site boundary and 614 feet above sea level along the southwestern boundary. 
Surrounding uses include large lot and open space areas located to the east and west. A large 
avocado farm exists to the south. The urban development farther to the north and east in the cities 
of San Marcos and Escondido described in the Project Description is neither visible nor easily 
accessible from the project site, being located over a mile away. 

The Project includes a request for a Major Use Permit for the construction of a new 
wastewater treatment plant to be operated by the San Diego County Sanitation District. LAFCO 
action is necessary for the annexation of the site into the County Sanitation District for sewer 
service. Water service will be provided by the Rincon del Diablo Municipal Water District 
according to the DEIR. On-site infrastructure will include two additional lift (pump) stations 
located in the northern and eastern portions of the site in order to pump water to higher elevations. 
Fire service would be provided by the San Marcos Fire Department and the Harmony Grove 
Village Fire Station according to the DEIR.  

The Project including the wastewater treatment plant is calculated to generate 3,786 
average daily vehicle trips (ADT), with a total of 304 trips during the AM peak hour and 376 trips 
during PM peak hour. Project access is proposed via Eden Valley Lane, Mt. Whitney Road, and 
two future access driveways south of Mt. Whitney Road, all connecting to Country Club Drive, a 
two-lane road. Emergency access may also be provided via Hill Valley Drive (currently a dirt 
road). Road improvements as to all access roads are necessary. Exceptions from County 
requirements for sight line distance has been requested as to Mt. Whitney Road.  

The DEIR states that 66 projects will result in the addition of 15,494 housing units in the 
vicinity. Among other nearby projects, the Harmony Grove South project (currently under 
construction) adds 742 single family homes on 468 acres to the south of the Project site.  

The Project is subject to the County of San Diego General Plan (adopted 2011) and the San 
Dieguito Community Plan as well as the Eflin Forest Harmony Grove (EFHG) portion of the 
Community Plan (adopted 2011 and amended 2014). The southern portion of the site falls within 
the Harmony Grove portion of the EFHG Community Plan. The northern portions of the site fall 
within the Elfin Forest portion of the EFHG Community Plan.  

The DEIR concludes the Project will have significant and unavoidable impacts as to 
aesthetics (short-term), air quality (cumulative – construction; direct and cumulative - operational) 
and traffic. 

K-2c
cont.

K-2d

K-2e

K-2f

K-2g

K-2d The Project entrances would not be gated.  However, one emergency 
access to the Project site off Hill Valley Drive would be gated; no daily 
access would be allowed. 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.  Improvements for 
Hill Valley Drive as an alternative access road are listed in Subsection 
2.8.2.10 of the EIR.   

K-2g This comment is consistent with the information in the EIR except that 
there would only be one pump station (see Figure 1-19a for location) to 
pump water to higher elevations and the northern portion of the site falls 
within the Eden Valley portion of the San Dieguito Community Plan and 
not the Elfin Forest portion of the EFHGCP.

K-2f The statement that “…urban development farther to the north and east 
in the cities of San Marcos and Escondido described in the Project 
Description is neither visible nor easily accessible from the Project 
site, being located over a mile away” is partially accurate.  The urban 
development to the north is not visible because of the Project’s open space 
and topography.  However, the urban development to the east is visible.  
The urban developments would be accessible from the Project site, as the 
closest driving distance from the Project site to the closest area of urban 
development to the west (Escondido) would be approximately 1.0 mile 
driving distance and the closest area to the urban development to the 
north (San Marcos) would be approximately 0.8 mile driving distance.  
The Project Description’s characterization of portions of the surrounding 
area to the Project as being urban is accurate.  Because this comment 
does not include any questions or comments on the EIR analysis or 
related considerations, no additional response is required.

K-2e The information in the comment is paraphrased from the Project 
Description text, including on-site land uses and topography, as well as 
surrounding land uses, and is generally accurate.  Because this comment 
does not include any questions or comments on the EIR analysis or 
related considerations, no response is required.
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Inadequate/Incomplete Project Description 
The Project Description is inadequate and incomplete under CEQA for at least the 

following reasons.   
The construction of off-site facilities including road improvements is not mentioned in the 

Project Description. These may impact adjacent residences. Also, the specifics of the off-site 
construction activities (e.g., location, duration, equipment to be used) are not adequately described 
in the DEIR.  

To the extent that the Project requests or includes exceptions or variances for fire access 
and grading, these issues should be discussed in the Project Description. For example, is the 
Project requesting a deviation from San Dieguito Community Plan Soils Policy #8? The Project is 
requesting and has obtained at least two variances from San Marcos Fire District (SMFD): a 
reduced road width from Code requirements on Hill Valley Lane, and a reduced Fuel Modification 
Zone (FMZ) around certain buildings within the Project.  The SMFD further accepted the concept 
of extending the 150’ FMZ outside the Project footprint and onto neighboring private properties. 

The description of on-site agricultural operations is confusing to the reader. Whereas the 
Project Description states that the on-site avocado farm was destroyed by fire in 2014, the DEIR 
indicates elsewhere that the avocado farm is still active, and, as such, the land is suitable for 
agricultural mitigation purposes.  
 Further description of the wet weather storage area should be provided. Will this area be 
enclosed or covered? Does it present safety hazards or air quality/odor issues for future residents?  
 Project phasing is confusing throughout the document. The Project Description indicates 
the Project will be built in discreet phases. Yet the traffic analysis states that “Any phased 
development that may occur across the five neighborhoods and/or three areas is unknown at this 
time” (p. 2.8-9). Overall, the DEIR contains inconsistent information on phasing of construction.  

The “alternative project description scenario” is not discussed in detail and it is not known 
under what circumstances Hill Valley Drive will be improved. (See, traffic section, p. 2.8-20 “Hill
Valley Drive would be expected to carry 1,147 ADT with the access alternative.” (emphasis 
added).) These new trips could impact existing residences.  

For water supply the DEIR appears to rely upon the construction and operation of 
Reservoir 7 by the Rincon del Diablo Municipal Water District; however, this facility is 
determined to be not part of the proposed Project. This is inadequate. The Reservoir should be 
fully disclosed, and made part of “the Project” for purposes of CEQA analysis. 

The Project Description does not discuss that the Specific Plan may be modified in 
significant ways without further review and input by the public and decision-makers, leading to the 
potential for new and/or different impacts than considered in the DEIR. (See, Specific Plan pp. 8.6 
– 8.7 [Changes are considered “minor” including changes that (1) expands or contracts the 
geographic area of a planning area within the outer boundaries of the Specific Plan; (2) changes 
land uses, including intensity and density changes, height and setback changes, transfers of uses or 
density (dwelling units) between planning areas, and substitution of uses (so long as the use is one 
that is allowed somewhere in the Specific Plan); (3) change in housing type (e.g. duplexes to single 
family units); (4) increases or decreasing in the total number of units; or (5) changes the 
sequencing or thresholds for development phasing.”].) Items 1 – 5 above are not “minor” changes. 
For instance, density transfers between planning areas was not considered in the DEIR. Nor are the 
“density transfers” described anywhere in the DEIR. What percentage of density can be transferred 
between planning areas? Increasing development in one area may affect the conclusions of, for 

K-3

K-4

K-5

K-6

K-7

K-8

K-9

K-10a

K-3 The comment is correct that some of the Project’s off-site facilities have 
been better defined since circulation of the DEIR.  The EIR Project 
Description has been revised to include construction of off-site facilities 
including the road improvements discussed in Subsection 1.2.1.2.  
Locations can be seen in Figures 1-15a, 1-15b, and 1-15c.  Subsection 
1.2.1.6 discusses Project phasing, including that the roadway construction 
would occur during the second phase (construction of Neighborhood 
1 and the private recreational facility).  Construction equipment is 
discussed in Subchapter 2.2. 

K-6 The EIR states that the wet weather storage area would be lined with 
an impermeable layer (concrete) to avoid localized infiltration.  Per 
Subchapter 2.3, the wet weather storage area would not be covered.  
Subchapter 2.9 discusses the potential for the wet weather storage ponds 
to significantly increase vector populations to a level that could harm the 

K-5 This comment is correct in that the Project Description notes that the 
on-site avocado orchards were impacted by the 2014 wildfire.  This 
condition is also described in Subchapter 2.3, including specific 
references in Sections 2.3.1.3 and 2.3.5, as well as in Section 1.2 of 
the Agricultural Resources Report included as Appendix D of the EIR.  
While this comment does not provide specific references within the EIR 
that describe the on-site orchards as active, if any such descriptions are 
encountered they will be corrected in the Final EIR.  Approximately 69 
percent of the site and 77 percent of the recently active on-site agriculture 
(avocado orchards) were burned in the 2014 Cocos Wildfire.  
This comment also notes that the EIR indicates that the on-site avocado 
orchards are “…suitable for agricultural mitigation purposes.”  As both 
Subchapter 2.3 and Appendix D of the EIR specifically note that the 
portion of the on-site orchards encompassing the proposed 35.4-acre 
agricultural easement is a Project Design Feature.  Proposed mitigation 
for Project-related agricultural impacts to significant agricultural 
resources encompassing CDC candidate soils, would consist of acquiring 
significant agricultural resources through an off-site agricultural easement 
(see Response I-69a for additional information on proposed agricultural 
Project Design Features and mitigation measures).

K-4 Regarding Soils Policy #8, the Project would impact 1.44 acres 
(approximately 62,700 square feet) of unaltered land with a greater than 
25 percent slope and therefore would be subject to this policy.  This 
impact is less than one percent of the total Project site; therefore, the 
Project is in substantial conformance with this policy.  Regarding Fuel 
Management Zones (FMZ), see Response I-49.  Regarding the Hill 
Valley Drive exception, see the discussion in EIR Subsection 1.2.1.2.  
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K-7 The comment requests clarification on Project phasing.  The traffic report 
assumed a conservative analysis in that everything would be built at 
once.  However, as discussed in Subsection 1.2.1.6, market conditions 
and funding for public facilities would drive specific product phasing, 
as well as controlling the overall implementation period.  Nonetheless, 
an overall approach to Proposed Project development has been designed 
that would ensure a logical and orderly expansion of roadways, public 
utilities, and infrastructure.  As described in the EIR Project Description 
in Chapter 1, the Project has five main sequential phases.  These phases 
could overlap to some degree and are described below. 
• The first phase focuses on Neighborhood 5 and included within 

this first phase is the grading, infrastructure, and construction of 
the WTWRF, wet weather storage, public neighborhood park and 
staging area, equestrian facility and multi-use trail.  

• The second phase consists of Neighborhood 1 and the private 
recreational facility.  

• The third phase consists of the grading, infrastructure and construction 
of Neighborhood 2.  

• The fourth phase consists of the grading, related infrastructure, and 
construction of Neighborhood 3.  

• The final phase would include the grading, infrastructure and 
construction of Neighborhood 4.  

For the purpose of the EIR analysis, Proposed Project construction 
is broken down into three main construction phases within each 
neighborhood area.  The first phase focuses on overall site grading and 
rock blasting, which would last approximately two years.  The second 
phase would be the infrastructure installation, which includes the 
construction of the utility connections, and roadways.  The infrastructure 
phase would last approximately one year.  The third phase, which 
addresses “vertical” development of the Project and includes constructing 
the residential buildings and coating the pavement/architecture, would 
take approximately 2.5 years.  Phasing has been clarified in the EIR.

K-6
cont.

health of the public.  To minimize this risk, Mitigation Measure M-HZ-4 
would implement a Manure Management and Fly Vector Control Plan 
that would be prepared prior to approval of the first Final Map.  See 
Subchapter 2.9 for more information. 
The water within the wet weather storage pond would be California 
Title 22 treated recycled water and would only be stored in the event of 
wet weather events.  Therefore, the pond would not provide a source of 
objectionable odors as the water is treated to State standards and the pond 
would not be required to be covered or enclosed.  Further, the wet weather 
storage pond itself would not include any water treatment processes and 
therefore no pollutants that could result in off-gassing emissions into the 
air.  No air quality impacts would occur.
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K-10a The comment is concerned with allowed minor modifications of the 
specific plan.  This aspect of the Project has been added to the EIR 
Project Description and is explained here.  Consistent with its authority 
under Government Code 65452, the County finds it necessary and 
desirable to implement the Specific Plan in a manner that accounts 
for market and other changes that may require minor modifications 
to the Specific Plan and may be approved as consistent with Specific 
Plan administratively by either the Planning Director or the Planning 
Commission.  The Project Description is an overview of the Project 
details.  The appropriate discussion on amendments to the Specific Plan 
area is located in the Implementation section of the Valiano Specific Plan 
(Chapter 8), including:
“The County finds the minor modification criteria necessary and 
desirable given that the Specific Plan is a conceptual land use plan 
intended to provide general guidance.  The land uses and development 
yield identified in this Specific Plan have been carefully analyzed in the 
EIR.  A revision to the Plan will not be considered minor if the revision 
triggers any of the conditions set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 
as determined by the Director of Planning & Development Services.” 
A revision to the Plan will not be considered minor if the revision will 
adversely affect adjacent property or property owner, 
The next part of the comment states that the allowed specific plan 
changes are not “minor.”  Any change, whether it qualifies as a Minor 
Modification or not, will be reviewed by Planning & Development 
Services in accordance with CEQA.
The next part of the comment states the potential for specific plan changes 
must be included in the EIR Project Description.  The information has 
been added; the change is not important new information that would 
require recirculation of the EIR under CEQA. 
The commenter refers to the housing type and conformance with General 
Plan principles.  The Project does not rely on the presence of detached 
condo units to define Smart Growth; see Responses D-1 and D-4a.  
However, the detached condo units are required to provide affordable 
housing according to General Plan policy H-1.9, and therefore cannot be 
eliminated.  The provision for change of housing types has been removed 
from the Minor Revisions section of the Specific Plan. 

K-9 The information requested in this comment about the implementation of 
RMWD improvements has been addressed in Response C-5.

K-8 The comment requests clarification regarding implementation of the 
alternative access scenario.  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.  Improvements 
for Hill Valley Drive as an alternative access road are listed in Subsection 
2.8.2.10 of the EIR.  This has been clarified in the EIR.
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instance, the traffic impact analysis in terms of the distribution of vehicle trips and the need for 
road improvements. Also for instance, eliminating the condominiums in favor single-family homes 
could change the assumptions of the water study (see, Appendix P p. 2). The Specific Plan notes 
that land uses may be changed including “intensity and density.” The potential for sweeping and 
major changes to the Specific Plan must be disclosed in the Project Description and evaluated in 
the DEIR. Otherwise the DEIR fails as an informational document.  

Additionally as to the Specific Plan, the DEIR relies on providing a range of housing types 
in order to conclude that the Project supports “Smart Growth” principles. The fact that certain 
housing types may be eliminated without further discretionary review or public input would 
undermine the assumptions and conclusions of the DEIR. Finally, the DEIR relies upon 
assumptions about Project phasing, particularly construction, but the Specific Plan indicates that 
phasing plans may be modified without notice.  

Aesthetics  
The Project entails substantial grading of natural landforms and the construction of homes 

extending up hillsides as well as installation of manufactured slopes, retaining walls, sound walls, 
and extensive fencing. The Project introduces an area of mass grading and a private higher density 
residential community where none currently exists in the visual setting. The conversion of vacant 
land with sensitive biological areas and natural landforms to urban uses will result in irreversible 
changes to the area. Aesthetic impacts must be deemed significant in the long-term, not merely 
the short-term. Apart from the Harmony Grove Village to the south, the type of development is 
very different from all adjacent development. Harmony Grove Village cannot be seen from the 
large-lot residences to the east along or near Country Club Drive. Dominant visual elements of the 
Project on the eastern side will include extensive manufactured slopes on the Project’s eastern 
boundary. Slopes for instance in Neighborhood 4 will be a maximum of 60 ft. To the west of the 
Project site, properties are designated by the City of San Marcos as very-low density residential 
(A1 Agriculture 1 acre minimum). The hillside lots and homes on the Project’s western side will
be much closer together than those in San Marco’s jurisdiction.

The DEIR’s description of the Project’s mass and scale are inadequate. Specific noise 
walls, retaining walls, and manufactured slopes must be shown with greater clarity and from closer 
distances. As it stands, vantage points are very far away (Key View 1/Photosimulation A). 

Photosimulations A - D contained within Technical Appendix B purport to illustrate post-
project conditions; however, as the simulations acknowledge, they are not realistic in that they 
depict very mature landscaping and homes are almost completely obscured (Photosimulations B 
and C). Until and unless landscaping matures in this manner, the simulations are not accurate 
representations of post-project conditions. Further, landscaping should be shown in the short-term 
to provide a better of understanding of short-term impacts. Simulations should be provided 
showing varying degrees of landscaping in order to assist the reader to understand the full extent of 
impacts. Additionally, as a means of short-term aesthetic mitigation, could the Project not install 
more mature landscaping at the outset? 

Photosimulations A and D are apparently meant to assist the reader in understanding the 
Project’s impacts to ridgelines and hillsides, but there is no “Key View” showing the majority of 
development. Photosimulation A is stated to illustrate Neighborhood 4 but it looks only upon a 
small number of homes from a very far distance. Key view/photosimulation locations at or about 
the terminus of Eden Valley Lane should be included. Also a key view looking from at or about 
existing homes south of Mt. Whitney Road should be provided, where these properties are located 

K-10a
cont.

K-10b

K-11a

K-11b

K-11c

K-12

K-13a

K-13b

K-13c

K-14a

K-14b

K-10b See Response K-10a.  The Plan area is comprised of five neighborhood 
components, with Neighborhood 5 being in the first phase; all phases 
are described in Subsection 1.2.1.6.  The development timing (i.e., start 
dates) of each phase would be determined by market conditions.  Within 
each phase, construction of the Valiano Specific Plan would meet the 
following objectives: provide for the orderly buildout of the community 
based upon market and economic conditions; provide adequate public 
infrastructure and facilities concurrent with construction of each phase; 
and protect the interests of public health, safety and welfare.

K-11a The comment states that the Project would entail grading of existing 
landform and construction of homes, with some located up the western 
hillside, with resultant modification of existing slopes to be manufactured 
slopes, and installation of retaining walls and community/privacy walls/
fencing as well as one location of sound barriers.  Retaining walls and 
privacy barriers would largely be shielded from viewers on the west (at a 
higher elevation) by being situated at the base of the downslopes.  They 
would be obscured from viewers from the east by intervening on-site 
structures and the buffering landscaping provided throughout the Project.  
It is also correct to say that modifications to the existing setting that 
would occur as a result of Project, and being placed at the base of slopes.  
Refer to the EIR analysis in Subchapter 2.1.
It is also correct to say that modifications to the existing setting that 
would occur as a result of Project implementation would be considered 
“permanent” changes to the area.  However, while this change may be 
permanent, the visual impact as analyzed from the viewpoints identified 
in the Guidelines of Significance are determined to be less than significant 
when compared to the existing setting.  In general, this is because there 
are existing residential, water infrastructure, and agricultural alterations 
in the view.  After Project implementation, there would be additional 
residential and water infrastructure, with a large amount of unaltered 
hillside remaining within the view.  
The remainder of the comment requires clarification.  The grading is tied 
to the development footprint, being the minimum practical to support 
the Project structures (see Figure 1-4b).  The characterization of the site 
as “vacant” land is not correct.  The Project parcels include two homes, 
sheds/barns, water tanks, etc. to support an equestrian facility and grove 
areas, among other isolated elements.  Although the site is currently rural 
in nature, the site is not “vacant.”  The Project’s sensitive biological and 
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K-11b The commenter states that the “Project is very different from all adjacent 
development.”  The Project would be different from some abutting 
parcel uses but those uses also range widely in parcel size and number of 
structures/sizing of them.  Relative to lots seen from Country Club Drive, 
10 of the lots on the east side of the street north of Hill Valley Drive, 
as well as 10 (i.e., half) of the 20 lots on the west side of Country Club 
Drive between Hill Valley Drive and Mt. Whitney Road (i.e., those lots 
that would be included in views toward the Project) are less than 1 acre 
in size.  Two of the latter larger lots also only connect to Country Club 
Drive via narrow flag driveways, so their size is not visually incorporated 
into development seen abutting the road.  At its broadest point, it is based 
on what is seen within the view shed, or that area from which the Project 
can be seen.  As alluded to in the comment, the larger setting plays a role.  
Development of the existing nearby homes in Eden Valley and Escondido 
were built under different development guidelines due to age or 
jurisdiction.  Harmony Grove Village construction is ongoing under its 
own specific plan.  These elements of age, jurisdiction and guidelines all 
lead to different patterns and visual elements.  The comment specifically 
mentions Harmony Grove Village.  It is noted that that Project is not 
visible from Eden Valley homes abutting Country Club Drive.  What is 
expected to be variously visible from those homes are the tract homes 
in Escondido that are part of Hidden Hills (with lots less than 20,000 
s.f.) and adjacent developments immediately east of Country Club Drive, 
as well as, from many viewpoints, the Palomar Hospital facility, which 
has permanently changed the skyline toward the eastern hills.  Although 
more limited in extent, some Eden Valley homes toward the north of the 
valley also have views to existing light industrial park areas and mobile 
home parks located just over the Escondido and San Marcos city lines. 
The dominant visual elements of graded slopes would be short-term in 
nature as they would only be visually prominent during the construction 
period and for a short-time thereafter.  Those visual effects were 
identified as significant and unmitigable.  The reference to a 60-foot 
slope in Neighborhood 4 is not understood.  A slope of that height is not 
depicted on Draft EIR Figure 1-31 (Final EIR Figure 1-32).  One isolated 

K-11a
cont.

steep slope areas would be set into open space, as depicted on Figures 
2.4-10a and b, in keeping with a semi-rural open character; the Project 
housing density of 1.36 units per acre is characterized by the County 
as semi-rural; the incorporation of large animal keeping lots in two of 
the three neighborhoods discussed here is also a semi-rural element.  
The Project implementation would result in Project aesthetic effects 
that require mitigation including landscaping and slope treatments, but 
the EIR conclusion is significant and mitigated in the long-term.  The 
reasons are more fully explained in the Project Visual Impact Assessment 
(VIA) as well as Subchapter 2.1 of the EIR, and further clarified in the 
responses below.
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cut area in that neighborhood would be higher (at 76 feet) while fill areas 
would be substantially lower (e.g., down to 36 feet in height).  These 
slopes (including specific reference to the highest slope at 76 feet) are 
discussed in EIR Subsection 2.1.2.2, with significant impacts assessed in 
the short-term, as noted above.  It should also be noted that these slopes 
would not be new topographic features in the area.  In fact, the elevations 
of these slopes are largely determined by the nestling of residences into 
the much larger and steeper hillsides that form the western boundary of 
the valley.  As such, following landscaping maturity, they would blend 
into other seen slope elements, and would be visually minimized by the 
stretch of hills behind. 
Details as to plant species maturity, by named species, are provided in 
the Project VIA and EIR.  By the time five years has passed, the slopes 
would appear as represented in Project simulations, with manufactured 
slopes appearing consistent with other slopes in the community.  The 
combination of shrubbery, trees and groundcover would cover the soil.  
This level of landscaping would be required by the HOA and would also 
be maintained by them.

K-11c It is agreed that the lots would be smaller than the lots in the abutting 
portion of San Marcos.  The San Marcos lots are mountain top homes, 
while the Valiano homes would flank the mountains and be placed in 
areas with less topography.  The lots would not be located in the City of 
San Marcos and City zoning and land use designations are not applicable.  
In terms of aesthetics, the fact that there is vertical as well as horizontal 
separation between the pads of the homes in Valiano and the homes to 
the west is also relevant. 
As an example, residences that would overlook the northern portion of 
the Project were reviewed.  Field checks are not possible as the road is 
private, but based on Google Earth, it appears that a total of 6 residences 
(fewer than 10) are located along Camino de la Cima that are likely to 
have views over the property.  The northernmost residence appears to be 
approximately 0.13 mile northwest of the residentially developed portion 
of the Project in Neighborhood 4.  Viewers from this location would look 
over a grove area (and a water tank proposed in 2005 and anticipated to 
be implemented by the Project if Valiano is approved) before viewing 
housing.  The closest residence is located approximately 0.1 mile west 
of the Project boundary, with a few additional homes located in close 
proximity to each other on a slightly higher knoll of land and at a little 
further distance from the Project boundary.  Although there may be 
variation based on grading, the closest home appears to be at an elevation 
of about 1035 above mean sea level (amsl).  The other homes would be 
higher (Google Earth places them at approximately 1070 to 1105).  The 
homes closest to this area would be on Lots 159 through 172, ranging in 
elevation from 756 to approximately 808 feet amsl, respectively.  At a 
minimum, therefore, the pads would be over 225 feet below the viewer 
from residences on Camino de la Cima.  Along Coronado Hills Drive 
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to the south, a total of five homes would have a view of the Project 
and the southern portion of Neighborhood 4, with a total of eight lots 
abutting the western Project boundary.  The elevation for these lots (221 
through 228) would range in elevation from 832 to 834 feet amsl.  The 
closest and lowest of the off-site residences to those homes would be 
at approximately 920 feet amsl, or approximately 85 to 90 feet above 
the pads.  This does not mean that the Valiano development would 
not be visible or within in the viewshed.  Project residences, however, 
would be generally below the direct line-of-sight to the very expansive 
views enjoyed by the viewer from these high locations, as the terrain 
falls away rapidly, and the eye is drawn to the horizon line of high hills 
and sky in the far distance.  This is demonstrated in the photosimulation 
in Figure 2.1-12b, which is considered a “worst-case” simulation for a 
combination of reasons.  For one, this is the area in which the largest 
number of homes would be located adjacent to the western property 
boundary.  There is also an intervening rising slope between the off-site 
homes and the Neighborhood 2 homes shown in the simulation, which 
allows for views to the full home from this vantage point.  In areas to the 
north, the pads are located close up against cut and retaining walls, which 
would minimize view to structure from points above them.  Taking all of 
the above into consideration, it can be seen that the Project would change 
views, but not those elements of the view having to do with foreground 
scrub habitat and distant, expansive views of the cities of Escondido and 
San Marcos to the far distant mountains.

K-12 The descriptions of the Project’s mass and scale are adequate for purposes 
of CEQA disclosure.  Retaining walls are identified on EIR Figure 1-33, 
which depicts their location, height and length.  These topics receive 
focused review in the EIR in Subsection 2.1.2.1 under the heading 
“Retaining Walls,” which details their location within the site or on site 
perimeters, as well as the amount of anticipated vegetative screening, 
with conclusions reached regarding ultimate visibility and whether or not 
that visibility would result in significant visual impacts.  Manufactured 
slopes are shown on EIR Figure 1-32, which depicts their horizontal 
extent as well as identifying their highest point (topographic lines 
provide information on the extent of those heights).  Text specifically 
focused on manufactured slopes and their visual effect is located in 
Subsection 2.1.2.1 related to overall effect, Subsection 2.1.2.2 regarding 
their relationship to steep slopes and revegetation/landscaping, Section 
2.1.4 regarding impact significance, and Section 2.1.5 regarding required 
mitigation.  
The slopes in simulation Figure 2.1-9b are from “far away” because 
the simulation depicts the view seen by the greatest number of people 
(valley residents and travelers along Country Club Drive), from the most 
open and Project encompassing location.  The technical specialist and 
County staff conferred and agreed on simulation locations that illustrated 
the widest amount of Project seen while still complying with rigorous 
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County simulation standards regarding the 60 degree “cone of vision” 
seen by the human eye.  
The sole sound barriers recommended also are immediately adjacent to 
Country Club Drive, and Figure 2.1-10b illustrates that sound wall.  The 
simulation assumes the viewer is immediately adjacent to the intersection 
of Country Club Drive and Mt. Whitney Road, in the southbound lane, 
looking into the Project.  It is not possible to get much closer.  Moving the 
viewer onto the property and out of public right-of-way would eliminate 
the public view seen by the greatest number of potential viewers, and 
also would bring the viewer so close to the wall that perspective on the 
changed condition at this intersection would be lost.  As shown, the 
wall would be located downslope from the road, with only the top of it 
showing.

K-13a The caveat noted on the simulations is that vegetation reflects five years 
following installation, a common industry practice.  Short-term impacts 
related to the construction period and the first few years of growth 
before plants attain visual maturity at five years following installation 
were assessed as significant and unmitigable.  At five years of growth 
following installation, the significant and unmitigable impacts associated 
with the end of construction and initial Project landscaping growth 
process would conclude and the landscaping is projected to be adequate 
to mitigate impacts to less than significant levels.  The simulations are 
accurate representations of projected Project conditions.  It should be 
noted that projects with similar landscaping that have been approved 
and constructed have mitigated for the long-term effects when the 
landscaping reached maturity.  The simulations are the product of staff 
vetted as qualified by the County to be responsible for such simulations.  
The licensed California landscape architect responsible for identification 
of landscape maturity at five years has over 30 years of experience in the 
field.

K-13c Consistent with this comment, the Project incorporates more mature 
landscaping in specific areas where it would make a difference to the 
viewer.  This includes the Project entrance off Country Club Drive and 
some areas edging this primary road or in buffer plantings where olive 
trees and oaks, respectively, would be installed from larger container 
boxes than would ordinarily be the case.  As described in Subsection 
2.1.2.1:

K-13b The simulations are prepared to support CEQA analyses.  As such, 
they become important elements of the evaluation process when they 
support findings that impacts would become less than significant.  It 
is not necessary to depict landscaping prior to it providing effective 
screening because the interim impact is identified as clearing exceeding 
County-identified thresholds.  There is no higher possible impact level 
under CEQA, and it is adequately disclosed, even though it would be a 
transitory condition.
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… the buffering landscaping has been chosen to provide heavy screening 
within the first five years of planting; unless otherwise specified.  Most of 
these plants/shrubs would be installed from one- to five-gallon containers. 
… Identified species include the following plants, with anticipated 
attainment of visual maturity noted: Matilja poppy and sugarbush (1 
year), coffeeberry (1 to 3 years), coast live oak (installed from a 48-inch 
box; 10 to 25 years), Catalina cherry and hybrid Oregon grape (2 to 5 
years), manzanita (5 to 15 years), and coastal scrub oak (low shrub; 5 
to 15 years).
And:
Within the streetscape zone, four trees are identified.  California sycamore 
and oaks would be planted in informal groves occasionally interrupted 
by limited drifts of California bay laurel, and olive trees would be located 
at Project entries.  Due to their slow growth rate relative to other species 
noted above, the entry olives would be installed from 36- to 48-inch 
boxes, so that more mature trees would be installed at the beginning.  
Oaks also would be planted from 48-inch boxes within streetscape areas.

K-14a Figure 2.1-9b is the best representation of the greatest amount of 
development on the Project.  As indicated in Response K-12 of this 
letter, the County has standards that govern preparation of simulations 
(Attachment A to the County Report Format and Content Requirements, 
Visual Resources; County 2007).  Included in this attachment is that 
simulations are to reflect the spread observed by the normal human 
eye, so that they are the closest possible representation of what would 
actually be seen by a viewer from any specific location.  Simulations in 
panorama format attempting to show an entire project in a single view 
are prohibited. 
It is acknowledged that the Project would be visually accessible from a 
multitude of specific locations.  Per County requirements noted above, 
they should “represent a real view as the public would see it from a publicly 
accessible location.”  They are not intended to depict every possible 
view, but to provide verification (using accepted modeling methods) of 
what a Project would look like.  Because not every viewpoint can be 
represented, those that are most representative of particular locations, 
the greatest number of viewers, the closest views, etc. are chosen.  These 
are the viewpoints that most reviewers of the analysis will relate to, and 
are therefore considered the most helpful.  As required by the County 
Visual Resources Report Format and Content Guidelines, viewpoints 
for analysis should be chosen based on several criteria, including “the 
potential number of viewers” (County 2007:4).  The locations which are 
representative of the largest number of viewers are given priority for 
simulation.
Pursuant to those criteria, simulating future conditions from at or 
about the end of Eden Valley Lane would illustrate a view potentially 
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experienced by approximately five or fewer residences.  Not all of these 
residences are oriented toward the Project, and all would be buffered 
from the Project by the buffering landscape shown on VIA Figures 13a, 
13b and 13c (this latter schematic also shows residential orientation 
although not all structures shown are residences).  It should also be noted 
that of the homes on the north side of Eden Valley Lane with potential 
views toward the Project, the nearest homes in Neighborhood 1 that they 
would see (Lots 20, 28 and 40) would be sited at a spacing that generally 
mirrors theses same residences (on the north side of Eden Valley Road).

K-14b See Response K-14a relative to a key view from Mt. Whitney Road.  
Approximately eight homes appear to take access off this road, but not 
all front it.  Some are located “behind” structures further to the north, 
and existing mature vegetation is present around these homes.  The 
westernmost home, or the one that would be located closest to the entry 
into Neighborhood 1, is aligned north-south on the lot, with the garage 
facing the Project, and direct orientation looking east (toward an existing 
neighboring property) or west (onto prior grove area).  Existing trees on 
the north (Project side) of Mt. Whitney Road are to remain, as indicated 
on the landscaping schematic in EIR Figure 1-25; and the Project would 
not remove any plantings associated with the residences on the south side 
of the road.  The existing vegetation, combined with the enhanced entry 
plantings simulated in Figure 2.1-11b, would result in Project-related 
visual changes being visible, but CEQA impacts are assessed as less than 
significant, as stated in EIR Subsection 2.1.2.1.
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at or near the Project property line. See, Exhibit A, attached hereto. There are numerous residences 
and properties located between the Project site to the east and Country Club to the west. Viewing 
Neighborhood 4 from Country Club Drive alone does not provide sufficient information on visual 
impacts to Project adjacent residences. Also there is insufficient visual information as to 
Neighborhoods 3 and 4. Key View/Photosimulation 4 depicts visual conditions relative to 
Seeforever Drive in San Marcos, but it is not a complete view of the scope of Project development. 
Moreover, a Key View should be selected on Coronado Hills Drive in San Marcos. Properties on 
Coronado Hills Drive are located at the Project’s property line. See, Exhibit A, attached hereto. 
However, even with the lack of adequate simulations, Photosimulation 4 indicates a significant 
visual impact in the long-term. Homes in San Marcos will directly overlook the entirety of the 
Project. This represents a significant visual impact in the long-term.  

Proposed mitigation measures are inadequate (M-AE-1 and M-AE-2). While landscaping 
and rock staining on manufactured slopes as well as texturing of retaining walls may be helpful, 
these seem more like elements of the Project’s design rather than mitigation for significant, long-
term visual changes to natural areas and viewsheds. Plant landscaping and the treatment of slopes 
and retaining walls do not mitigate the fact that the Project converts a natural area to urban uses on 
a permanent basis. The Project also relies on numerous Project Design Considerations for 
aesthetics (p. 7.19 -20). These must be adopted as CEQA mitigation measures in order to be 
effective and enforceable. See, Lotus v. Dep't of Transp. (2014) 223 Cal. App. 4th 645.  

Aesthetic impacts are also significant in the long-term because the Project is not consistent 
with policies of the County's General Plan including but not limited to Policy COS-12.1. The 
Project does not preserve hillsides and ridgelines: mass grading of natural landforms will occur. 
Also, the planned residential development with fencing, sidewalks, and street-lights undermines 
the General Plan’s goals and policies of preserving the area’s decidedly rural character.  
  The analysis of aesthetic impacts is also inadequate where there is no photosimulation of 
the wastewater treatment plant. This facility will be located near homes to the east. Also absent are 
vantage points from scenic area roadways.  
  Finally, aesthetic impacts must be considered significant on a cumulative basis. The DEIR 
insofar as acknowledges a significant cumulative visual impact. Particularly in conjunction with 
the Harmony Grove South project, the Project contributes to an overall change in the views and 
character of the otherwise rural, open-space, large-lot, and agricultural community.  

Agricultural Resources 
The Project proposes development of active or suitable agricultural areas and/or in areas 

with candidate soils. As discussed further below, the DEIR underestimates impacts and further 
mitigation is required.  

The Project site is described as including large blocks of commercial avocado orchards, 
citrus orchards, and lands with suitable soils for agricultural uses. Agricultural resources 
encompass 137.2 acres including: 117 acres of avocado orchards, 100.5 acres of Unique Farmland, 
and 27.3 acres of Farmland of Local Importance (areas overlap). According to the DEIR, 
“[a]pproximately 100.5 acres of Unique Farmland are present within the Proposed Project site; 
these areas are concentrated mainly in the western and northern portions of the property and are 
associated with on-site avocado orchards. Approximately 27.3 acres of Farmland of Local 
Importance are mapped in the western and northern portions of the Project site, with associated 
agricultural uses consisting of avocado orchards.” (DEIR p. 2.3-11) The Project area also includes 
high quality soils suitable for agricultural production. According to LAFCO criteria, the Project 

K-14b 
cont.

K-14c

K-14d

K-15

K-16

K-17

K-18

K-19

K-14c See Responses K-11c and K-14b, respectively, regarding views from 
homes in San Marcos and the importance of numbers of viewers 
relative to assessment of significant impacts.  See the photosimulation in 
Figure 2.1-12b, which is considered a “worst-case” simulation from the 
residences to the west.  Also as described in Responses K-12 and K-14a, 
the use of panoramas in simulations is not allowed.  Simulations must 
reflect the normal human eye cone-of-vision.

K-15 Regardless of whether an element is included as a design measure or 
mitigation measure, the important factor is whether it will be implemented 
(see additional discussion at the end of this comment).
The Project would not convert the parcels to “urban” uses.  The “SR” 
portion of the SR-0.5 land use designation in the County is an abbreviation 
for “Semi-rural.” Many of the Project lots also abut or contain retained 
open space, with a total of 149.4 acres, or over 62 percent of the site, 
retained in open space, landscaped area, or recreational area with 
full development of the Project.  Rural, as opposed to urban, themes 
resonate throughout the Project, including incorporation of large areas 
of open space, horse properties in Neighborhoods 3 and 5, retention of 
a portion of the riding facility in the southeastern portion of the Project 
in Neighborhood 5, incorporation of bridle trails along Project roads, 
including three-rail equestrian fencing, retention of agricultural elements/
easement on Project parcels, etc. 
The County rigorously enforces Project Design Features as well as 
mitigation measures.  Each item incorporated into a Project that affects 
impact identification and significance is identified in County EIRs.  As 
described in EIR Chapter 1.0, technical and environmental commitments 
were proposed as part of the Project that are both standard construction 
operating measures as well as those of specific design to minimize 

K-14d See Response K-11c.  The high value elements to the view are related to 
the elevated nature of the views from this area, with the ability to shift 
vision from one area to the next in views to the horizon.  It is not based 
on absence of development, as large portions of County, San Marcos 
and Escondido development are uniquely visible from these elevated 
locations.  As shown in Figure 2.1-12b, that would continue.  As noted 
elsewhere in these responses, the Project would be seen, but would 
not eliminate the breadth of possible views.  Nor is there any potential 
for interruption of horizon views.  Impacts are assessed as less than 
significant under CEQA.  
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K-17 The WTWRF is discussed in Subchapter 2.1.  It is included within 
DEIR Subsection 2.1.2.1 analysis (pages 2.1-18 - 19), under the heading 
“Architectural Design” (pages 2.1-20 – 21), under the heading “Massing 
and Scale” (page 2.1-23), relative to publicly accessible views (page 
2.1-37), private views (page 2.1-39), and relative to nighttime lighting 
in Section 2.1.26 (page 2.1-53).  Due to the visual consistency of the 
WTWRF with other agribusiness elements in this semi-rural area, as well 
as its low visibility due to landscape screening and low elevation relative 
to the adjacent heavily travelled roadway, no simulation is required in 
order to understand the less-than-significant visual effects.
The issue of scenic corridors is referred to throughout Subchapter 2.1 of 
the EIR, but provides the focus in Subsection 2.1.2.3.  As stated, although 
a small portion of Harmony Grove Road appears to be in the viewshed of 
the Project based on topography alone:
 … the closest scenic highway to the Proposed Project site is the segment 
of Elfin Forest Road/Harmony Grove Road between the San Marcos city 
limits and the Escondido city limits.  At its closest point, it is located 
approximately 0.5 mile from the Project site.  This County scenic highway 
is located within the Project viewshed, but several peaks, hills, trees, 
and intervening structures prevent any views of the Proposed Project 
from this scenic highway segment.  Other designated Scenic Highways 
in the general area include the segment of Via Rancho Parkway between 
Del Dios Highway and SR-78, which is located approximately 1.5 miles 
southeast of the Project site (at the intersection of Via Rancho Parkway 
and Del Dios Highway).  Intervening topographic features, however, 
prevent any views of the Proposed Project from this scenic highway and 

K-16 COS-12.1 states: “Protect undeveloped ridgelines and steep hillsides by 
maintaining semi-rural or rural designations on these areas.”  As noted, 
the Project proposed land use designation would be semi-rural (SR-0.5).  
No ridgeline development is proposed and steep hillside encroachment 
conforms to the very restrictive Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO).  
The Project would conform to COS-12.1.
The barriers proposed for the Project are consistent with existing privacy 
barriers in the valley, and would be largely subject to buffering landscaping 
in addition.  Fencing such as the equestrian three-rail fencing proposed 
for use in the Project, is completely “rural” in character.  Sidewalks 
would be limited, and trails would be developed of decomposed granite.  
Where limited sidewalks and streetlights are required consistent with 
the County LPC, they are safety features that the County does not find 
inconsistent with semi-rural development.  Also see Response F-2.

K-15
cont.

potential long-term adverse effects associated with the Proposed Project.  
These items were listed on Table 1-4 as well as in Chapter 7.0.  Each of 
these is identified as Project Conditions if a Project is approved, which 
are effective and strictly enforceable. 
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thus, it is not within the Project viewshed (refer to Figure 2.1-5).   
Future conditions will additionally screen views from Harmony Grove 
Road toward the site as Harmony Grove Village builds out between the 
roadway and the Project.

K-18 The County agrees with the characterization of the cumulative condition.  
Consistent with this comment, the cumulative condition is identified as 
significant.  The EIR also clearly states that the Proposed Project would 
contribute to the cumulative condition in the discussion of the collective 
effect of Harmony Grove Village, Harmony Grove Village South, 
Valiano, and the Palomar Hospital facility in particular.  The Project 
would not, however, make a “cumulatively considerable contribution” 
to the cumulative condition.  As (amended with the last sentence and) 
described in the EIR:
When viewed from off-site locations, the Proposed Project would not 
substantially contrast with visual patterns, particularly since large open 
space area would be retained along with retention of several existing on-
site elements (e.g., orchard uses and dense tree groves)…..  The Proposed 
Project would essentially be perceived as an extension of existing uses to 
the east and would visually blend with the emerging visual pattern within 
the valley.  Secondly, as the viewer approaches the Project site from 
Country Club Drive, views would open up compared to the developed 
surrounding settings.  (The visual environment to the north consists of 
developed areas with industrial buildings that line the roadway and 
restrict views to rural elements within the valley.)  Views approaching 
the Proposed Project from the south encompass rural and semi-rural 
residential development, and would be further reinforced upon buildout 
of the Harmony Grove Village project.  Third, views of the Project from 
public vantage points that offer expansive views into the valley floor, such 
as Seeforever Drive and public trails within the Elfin Forest Recreational 
Reserve, would not substantially contrast with surrounding development 
and visually, would be an extension of existing patterns (refer to Figure 
2.1-12b as an example).  This includes the incorporation of the R7 water 
tank.  As the facility would be connected to other agricultural visual 
elements rather than residential elements, it would not contribute to 
cumulative elements related to residential development, and would be 
visually separated in distance from other tanks in this portion of the 
County. 
In effect, the generally visible changes to the valley character have either 
already occurred due to housing east of Country Club Drive, ridgeline 
development on the western slopes of the valley, Palomar Hospital and 
its geometric 10-11 story facility to the northeast (with City of Escondido 
planned future industrial and office parks related to the hospital uses along 
Country Club Drive and Citracado Parkway to the east), and ongoing 
development related to Harmony Grove Village immediately adjacent 
to Country Club Drive and the scenic corridor Harmony Grove Road.  
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The changes to the overall setting of the valley would not substantially 
diminish without the Project.  Neither would the overall character of the 
valley substantially change with the Project given the amount of retained 
open space, the distance from the most heavily travelled roadways and the 
greatest number of viewers, and incorporation of buffering landscaping. 

K-19 This comment is correct in noting that the Proposed Project would 
develop active agricultural areas and areas with CDC candidate soils, 
and is also correct in citing agricultural-related information concerning 
on-site agricultural resources (137.2 acres), avocado orchards (117 
acres), Unique Farmland (100.5 acres), Farmland of Local Importance 
(27.3 acres), and prime agricultural land pursuant to LAFCO criteria 
and existing on-site conditions (140.2 acres), as well as the description 
of off-site zoning in adjacent portions of the City of San Marcos (A-1, 
although these areas also include HR-1 zoning designations, as noted in 
Subsection 2.3.2.3 of the EIR).  Because this comment does not include 
any questions or comments on the EIR analysis or related considerations, 
no additional response is required.
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site contains 140.2 acres of LAFCO Prime Agricultural Land. Surrounding uses include active 
and/or designated farmland and agricultural uses. The adjacent sites in San Marcos are zoned A1 
Agricultural.  

Pursuant to the LARA Model used to evaluate agricultural impacts, the Project site “is an 
important agricultural resource” (p. 2.3-20). Despite the site containing 100.5 acres of Unique 
Farmland and 27.3 acres of Farmland of Local Importance, the DEIR determines there are impacts 
to only 13.0 acres of candidate soils per the adopted threshold of significance (AG-1) (p. 2.3-21 
[“Project-related impacts to identified on-site agricultural resources that occur within areas of 
Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance candidate soils encompass approximately 
13.0 acres. This includes 11.6 acres of historic orchard use in the southeastern portion of the site, 
0.2 acre of historic orchard use in in the east-central area, and 1.2 acres of historic row/field crop 
production in the east-central area; the noted impact locations are shown on Figure 2.3-3”]).
However, Table 2-3.1 indicates that the site contains at least 50 acres of Prime or Statewide 
candidate soils. See also, p. 2.3-33 - 34. This apparent discrepancy should be resolved. Additional 
mitigation may be necessary.   

As mitigation for the loss of candidate soils, the Project relies on two Project Design 
Considerations (PDCs) and one CEQA mitigation measure. The PDC which calls for the 
dedication of a 36.5-acre agricultural easement does not directly address the loss of the 13 acres of 
Prime or Statewide soils, where the easement apparently relates to lands distinct from the Prime or 
Statewide soils. The PDC relies upon the HOA maintaining the avocado orchards to the north but 
calls for only 10 years of funding for the management. This is not long-term mitigation of 
significant, direct project impacts. The 36.5-acre conservation easement must be maintained in 
perpetuity, with adequate funding provided to ensure the appropriate management and oversight of 
the area. The PDC is also inadequate to the extent that the amount of the “security” may be 
determined by the “applicant and/or the HOA” (p. 2.3-36) (emphasis added). Also, management of 
agricultural production by a residential HOA is not equal to management by qualified farmers.  In 
addition, the PDC is not proposed for adoption as a CEQA mitigation measure; thus, it is 
inadequate and not enforceable pursuant to CEQA. See, Lotus v. Dep't of Transp. (2014) 223 Cal. 
App. 4th 645. Finally, to the extent the active avocado farm or a portion thereof was destroyed by 
wildfire in 2014, the PDC is arguably ineffective, illusory, and/or unenforceable. Mitigation 
Measure MM-AG-1 is also inadequate. For instance, MM AG-1 subd. (3) would allow the 
developer to “purchase off-site agricultural lands with easements totaling 13.0 acres that meet the 
intent of the County Agricultural Guidelines.” This is not an enforceable standard; also, 
historically, these types of private agricultural easements have been difficult to secure. Moreover, 
any approval by the Planning Director subsequent to project approval is not subject to public 
review and scrutiny, contrary to CEQA’s principles of public accountability.  

Preservation of on-site Prime or Statewide soils by way of a design consideration 
mitigation measure has not been shown to be infeasible. The Project should explore ways to 
preserve the lands with the 13 acres of prime soils including larger lots in these areas. Essentially it 
is asserted in the DEIR that a loss of lots in the neighborhoods comprising the Prime or Statewide 
soils would be infeasible from a cost perspective. Under CEQA, any finding of economic 
infeasibility must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. (CEQA Guidelines section 
15091 (a), (b).) Perhaps a loss of lots would result in a reduction in profits for the applicant but this 
does not necessarily qualify as a finding that a particular mitigation measure is truly infeasible.
Indeed, the justification that “the Project design does not include lots of two acres or larger in size, 
with all proposed lots in appropriate areas of agricultural resources and candidate soils less than 

K-19
cont.

K-20

K-21

K-22

K-23

K-24

K-20 This comment is correct in noting the following information from 
Subchapter 2.3 of the EIR: (1) the Project site “…is an important 
agricultural resource..” under the LARA Model, and would be subject 
to approximately 13.1 acres of associated impacts from implementation 
of the Proposed Project (pursuant to related criteria in the County 
Agricultural Guidelines, as outlined below); (2) the site contains 
100.5 acres of Unique Farmland and 27.3 acres of Farmland of Local 
Importance; and (3) the site contains over 50 acres of Prime Farmland 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance CDC candidate soils.  Based 
on these data, the comment concludes that the described conditions 
represent an “apparent discrepancy” and that “Additional mitigation may 
be necessary.”  As described in Subsection 2.3.2.2 (and Appendix D) of 
the EIR, however, the assessment of potentially significant impacts to 
agricultural resources (per the County Agricultural Guidelines) is based 
on the following Significance Guideline:
The Project site has important agricultural resources as defined by the 
LARA Model; and the Project would result in the conversion of agricultural 
resources that meet the soil quality criteria for Prime Farmland or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as defined by the FMMP; and as a 
result, the Project would substantially impair the ongoing viability of the 
site for agricultural use (emphasis added).
Based on this criterion, the EIR notes that the Project site includes 
approximately 137.2 acres of agricultural resources (with approximately 
14.55 acres of these resources located within CDC Prime Farmland or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance candidate soils, see Section 2.3.1 of 
Appendix D).  From the described information on agricultural resources 
and candidate soils, as well as the noted Significance Guideline, the 
EIR and Appendix D correctly conclude that  Project-related impacts 
to identified on-site agricultural resources that occur within areas of 
Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance candidate soils 
encompass approximately 13.1 acres (with the remaining 1.54 acres of 
candidate soils located within identified on-site agricultural resources 
not impacted under the Project design).  Specifically, under the County 
Agricultural Guidelines, agricultural impacts occur in areas of identified 
agricultural resources which also encompass Prime Farmland or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance candidate soils that are available 
for agricultural use (i.e., not encumbered with structures, roadways, 
biological conservation easements, or other uses/conditions that would 
preclude agricultural operations).  Accordingly, the assessment of Project-
related agricultural impacts is correct (i.e. approximately 13.1 acres), 
and the associated proposed mitigation would reduce these impacts to 
less than significant (see Response I-69a for additional discussion of 
proposed agricultural mitigation).
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K-22 See Response No. I-69a for specific information related to the noted 
questions/issues in this comment, including the management, duration 
and funding of the proposed 35.4-acre on-site agricultural easement.  
The described 35.4-acre on-site agricultural easement is specifically 
identified as a Project Design Feature, and is included as such in the EIR 
Project Description and on the associated Tentative Map.  In addition, 
Chapter 1.0 (see Table 1-4) of the EIR specifically requires that “Prior to 
approval of the first Final Map, an Agricultural Maintenance Agreement 
will be executed between the County and the Project owner(s)/lessee(s) 

K-21 As described in Subchapter 2.3 of the EIR and Appendix D, the Project 
Design Features do not represent mitigation, but rather are design elements 
intended to avoid/reduce associated impact and/or provide additional 
related benefits.  This comment is also incorrect in stating that the off-
site mitigation area “…apparently relates to lands distinct from the Prime 
or Statewide soils.”  As described in Subchapter 2.3 and Appendix D of 
the EIR, proposed off-site mitigation would require either acquisition of 
agricultural mitigation credits via the County Purchase of Agricultural 
Conservation Easement (PACE) Program, providing a combination of 
PACE mitigation credits and establishment of on- and/or off-site LBZ 
easements or agricultural easements (off-site) in appropriate areas, or 
purchasing off-site agricultural lands or easements that meet the intent 
of the County Agricultural Guidelines and are approved by the County 
(see Response I-69a for additional information).  The use of PACE 
credits and/or other (on- and/or off-site) agricultural easements requires 
approval by the County as noted, and would thus would be required to 
meet all applicable requirements related to the nature and characteristics 
of proposed mitigation areas under the County Agricultural Guidelines 
(including the presence of CDC candidate soils in easement areas, as 
applicable).
This comment also questions the use of the proposed Project Design 
Feature to establish a 35.4-acre on-site agricultural easement as 
mitigation, as well as related elements of this Project Design Feature 
associated with management structure, duration and funding.  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. See Response I-69a for additional description of the proposed 
35.4-acre on-site agricultural easement, including specific information 
related to the noted questions/issues in this comment.
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and/or HOA to maintain the 35.4-acre agricultural easement,” thus, 
providing an enforceable element to the Project Design Feature.  See 
Response I-69a for additional description of the noted Agricultural 
Maintenance Agreement.

K-23 This comment is correct in noting that “…the active avocado farm or 
a portion thereof was destroyed by wildfire in 2014…”  However, as 
outlined above in Response I-69a,  the proposed 35.4-acre agricultural 
easement would protect the availability and viability of the easement 
area for associated potential agricultural uses, which may include 
partial retention of the existing avocado orchards (or reestablishment 
of orchards impacted by recent wildfires), as well as establishment of 
additional agricultural uses such as vineyards and/or other orchards (e.g., 
pomegranates and olives).  The agricultural easement would also 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).  As such, this proposed 
Project Design Feature would ensure the availability and viability of the 
proposed easement area for potential agricultural operations, subject to 
the Agricultural Maintenance Agreement noted above and described in 
detail in Response  I-69a (with the issue of enforcing the agricultural 
easement Project Design Feature described above in Response K-22).  
Additionally, the proposed Agricultural Maintenance Agreement 
conditions described above in Response I-69a would be subject to review 
and approval by Director of PDS, with such review/approval authority 
to be granted to the Director by the Board of Supervisors as part of the 
associated resolutions/ordinances adopted under the Project approval 
process.
Further, the option to purchase off-site agricultural easements under 
Mitigation Measure M-AG-1 is a viable mitigation measure. As described 
in the referenced mitigation measure:
Options to implement this mitigation include: (1) providing 13.0 acres 
of off-site mitigation 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 
in appropriate areas encompassing CDC candidate soils and totaling 
13.0 acres, or (3) purchasing off-site agricultural lands with easements 
totaling 13.0 acres that meet the intent of the County Agricultural 
Guidelines, all to the satisfaction of the Director of PDS.
Accordingly, the purchase of off-site agricultural easements is only one 
option to implement this measure, and the associated requirements may 
be met through a combination of efforts as noted, with all proposed 
easements enforceable through the required approval by the Director of 
PDS.  
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K-23
cont.

While the noted approval of individual agricultural mitigation easements 
by the Director of PDS is not specifically subject to formal public 
review as indicated in this comment, such approval would be based on 
the associated requirements identified in the EIR (and by extension the 
County Agricultural Guidelines), which have been subject to formal 
public review.  As a result, the Director of PDS would not have the ability 
to alter or replace the EIR mitigation requirements, but would instead 
provide assurance that the proposed easements would comply with the 
mitigation requirements in the Public Review EIR (as well as the County 
Agricultural Guidelines).

K-24 Section 2.3.5 of the EIR concludes that the use of on-site agricultural 
resource preservation to fully mitigate Proposed Project impacts is 
considered infeasible, based on the following considerations: 
…(1) the Project design does not include lots of two acres or larger in 
size, with all proposed lots in appropriate areas of agricultural resources 
and candidate soils less than one acre in size (and most less than one-
half acre); and (2) on-site preservation of approximately 13.0 acres of 
applicable agricultural areas would create substantial land use effects 
(and related financial impacts) for the Proposed Project, due to the 
required loss of several residential lots in Neighborhoods 3 and/or 5, 
as well as associated potential effects to proposed open space, parks, 
landscaping, wastewater, storm water and/or recycled water facilities.  
As a result, a potential redesign to preserve the described agricultural 
elements on site is considered infeasible and would cause the project to 
be economically unviable…
With respect to item 1, the nature of proposed lot sizes makes it 
inherently difficult to include on-site agricultural (LBZ) easements, as 
most areas outside of the proposed development (structures, driveways, 
pads, grading, setbacks, etc.) would be limited in size, irregular in shape 
and generally not conducive to the use of LBZ easements.  Specifically, 
the County Agricultural Guidelines note in Section 5.1.1 that “Preserved 
agricultural resources must remain viable for continued or future 
agricultural production…” and conclude “…preservation of one-half 
acre [or smaller] areas within individual residential parcels would likely 
not be considered viable.”  Accordingly, most proposed lots in areas 
containing agricultural resources and CDC candidate soils would not be 
subject to the use of LBZ easements to retain and preserve agricultural 
resources that would be viable for agricultural use.  It should also be 
noted, however, that the discussion in Section 2.3.5 of the EIR concludes 
that it is considered infeasible to fully mitigate agricultural impacts 
from the Proposed Project (i.e., approximately 13.1 acres) using on-
site agricultural resource preservation.  Mitigation Measure M-AG-1 in 
Section 2.3.5 includes the option of “…providing a combination of PACE 
mitigation credits and establishment of on and/or off-site agricultural 
easements in appropriate areas encompassing CDC candidate soils and 
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K-24
cont.

totaling 13.1 acres.”  Accordingly, based on the final Project design, 
it may be feasible to mitigate a portion of the identified agricultural 
resource impacts through the use of on-site LBZ easements.
The potential use of larger lots in areas containing agricultural resources 
and candidate soils (as well as other locations) was evaluated in Chapter 
4.0 of the EIR for two Project alternatives, including the General Plan 
Density and Septic Option alternatives.  While either of these alternative 
designs could potentially accommodate LBZ easements in applicable 
areas to address some or all of the associated agricultural impacts, the 
analysis concluded that both alternatives would fail to meet all of the 
stated Proposed Project objectives (see Responses I-32, I-42 and I-43 for 
additional discussion of these alternatives).  
The discussion under item 2 also evaluates the full mitigation of 
agricultural impacts from the Proposed Project (i.e., approximately 13.1 
acres), with some potential for partial on-site preservation (mitigation) as 
noted above.  With the assumption of full on-site mitigation, the resulting 
conclusion of infeasibility is considered appropriate, as it would require a 
substantial Project redesign.  Specifically, this would potentially include 
the removal of several residential lots, landscaped areas and recreational 
features (e.g., the trail head park); redesign and/or relocation of a number 
of water quality/drainage and recycled water facilities (including several 
detention/bioretention basins, the wet weather storage pond, and related 
infrastructure); and loss or reduction of proposed open space areas.
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one acre in size (and most less than one-half acre)” is a statement, not a finding of infeasibility. 
The statement that “on-site preservation of approximately 13.0 acres of applicable agricultural 
areas would create substantial land use effects (and related financial impacts) for the Proposed 
Project, due to the required loss of several residential lots in Neighborhoods 3 and/or 5, as well as 
associated potential effects to proposed open space, landscaping, wastewater, stormwater and/or 
recycled water facilities” is not supported by fact. The County as the lead agency must also 
consider independently the feasibility of a particular mitigation measure.  

Finally, the conclusion of the DEIR of less-than-significant cumulative impacts is not 
supported.  Figure 2.3-6 shows the Project’s context in relation to active agricultural uses and areas 
of Prime or Statewide candidate soils. The DEIR acknowledges that within the study area 
combined projects will result in a loss of 340.8 acres of CDC Prime or Statewide soils. 
Nonetheless, the DEIR asserts the Project’s contribution is less-than-significant because “(1) 
Project-related impacts would represent only approximately 10 percent of the cumulative total (i.e., 
35.1 out of 340.8 acres); (2) under the Proposed Project design, nearly 38 percent of the on-site 
CDC candidate soils would be preserved (i.e., 21.4 out of 56.5 acres); and (3) impacts to CDC 
candidate soils from the Proposed Project would be partially offset by the required mitigation for 
direct on-site impacts, which would total 13.0 acres” (p. 2.3-34). First, the Project’s contribution to 
the loss of agricultural lands (10% of the total within the study area) must be deemed cumulatively 
considerable; 10% of the total is not a marginal number. Second, it is not clear how 38% of the on-
site CDC candidate soils will be preserved; the DEIR suggests that avoidance of these areas is 
infeasible. If this statement refers to the lands subject to the conversation easement, as discussed 
above, this PDC is not effective or enforceable.  

Air Quality  
The DEIR determines the Project will have significant and unavoidable air quality impacts 

relative to construction and operation phases. (AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, and AQ-4) Apart from M-AQ-
1 (providing a revised housing forecast to SANDAG) the DEIR asserts there are no feasible 
mitigation measures available to lessen significant impacts.  

First, redesigning the Project to construct fewer units has not been shown to be infeasible 
based on substantial evidence. Applicant concerns about profitability is not by itself evidence of 
financial infeasibility within the meaning of CEQA. 

In reaching conclusions regarding air quality impacts, the DEIR relies upon a number of 
Project Design Features (PDFs) as well as assumptions about Project operation and construction 
(e.g., p. 7-21–23). As these PDFs and assumptions are not adopted as CEQA mitigation measures, 
they cannot be relied upon in the conclusions. Additionally, on pp. 2.2-27-28, the DEIR asserts the 
applicant will exceed 2008 Title 24 requirements by 15%, thus claiming environmental benefits 
over the status quo. Title 24 has been updated with the latest version (2013) becoming effective on 
July 1, 20141. Not only must any new project adhere to the current code at the least but claiming as 
the DEIR does an environmental benefit for exceeding old standards is misleading to the public. 
Note that the CEC states, “California's Building Energy Efficiency Standards are updated on an 
approximate three-year cycle. The 2013 Standards improve upon the 2008 Standards for new 

1 California Energy Commission, California Building 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards  
          (http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2013standards/index.html). This hyperlink – and all    
           hyperlinks cited in this letter – are fully incorporated herein by reference.  

K-24
cont.

K-25

K-26a

K-26b

K-27

K-25 The EIR analysis concludes that effects to candidate soils from the 
cumulative projects (including the Proposed Project) are “…considered 
a cumulatively significant impact.”  The analysis goes on to note, 
however, that the Project contribution to this impact would be less than 
considerable based on the reasons cited in this comment.  This conclusion 
is considered appropriate, based on the following considerations: 
• As noted in this comment and the EIR analysis, Project-related 

effects to CDC candidate soils would represent less than 10 percent 
of the total cumulative impact.  Accordingly, the substantial majority 
(over 90 percent) of these impacts are associated with other identified 
cumulative projects (and the Project impacts represent less than 2.2 
percent of the total area of candidate soils in the study area [i.e., 
33.1 out of 1,516 acres]).  Specifically, without the Proposed Project 
impacts, the cumulative effect to candidate soils from the remaining 
cumulative projects would still be considered significant, as it would 
only be marginally reduced from 22.4 to 20.2 percent of the total 
area of candidate soils (i.e., 338.9 out of 1,516 acres, versus 305.8 
out of 1,516 acres).  As a result, the Project-related contribution to 
candidate soil impacts is not considered cumulatively considerable.

• The Project design would preserve over 41 percent of the on-site 
CDC candidate soils (23.3 out of 56.5 acres), as indicated in this 
comment and the EIR analysis.  Specifically, the preserved areas 
would be located in open space or other areas not proposed for direct 
impacts from Project development (e.g., portions of residential lots 
outside of the building/grading envelopes).  As outlined in Response 
K-24, the EIR concludes that the use of on-site agricultural resource 
preservation to fully mitigate Proposed Project impacts is considered 
infeasible.  Accordingly, areas of candidate soils totaling 23.3 acres 
would not be impacted under the Proposed Project design, with 
portions of these areas potentially suitable for establishment of LBZ 
easements as described in Response K-24.  It should also be noted 
that the described 23.3 acres of candidate soils to be preserved do not 
include any portion of the proposed 35.4-acre agricultural easement, 
as this area does not encompass any Prime or Statewide Importance 
candidate soils (with the issue of enforcing the agricultural easement 
Project Design Feature described above in Responses K-22 and 
K-23).

• This comment correctly references the EIR conclusion that “…
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K-26b Options for a reduced Project size are addressed within Subchapter 4.0, 
Project Alternatives.  Several alternatives, including the No Project/No 
Development Alternative, General Plan Density Alternative, Reduced 
Grading Alternative, and Septic Option Alternative include development 
of fewer units than the Proposed Project.  As discussed in that section, 
these alternatives would reduce air quality impacts.  In the case of the No 
Project/No Development Alternative, all air quality impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant.  In the General Plan Density Alternative, 
Reduced Grading Alternative, and Septic Option Alternative, direct air 
quality impacts would be reduced to less than significant; however, 
cumulative construction air quality impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable.  Impacts associated with all alternatives have been 
disclosed and assessed relative to the Proposed Project.  As such, all 
viable alternatives have been adequately addressed and evaluated in 
the EIR.  Air quality impacts associated with each alternative will be 
considered by San Diego County prior to Project approval.

K-26a As noted in the Air Quality section (Subchapter 2.2), the Project has 
been designed to include a number of Project Design Features that would 
reduce emissions of criteria pollutants.  These features include electric 
vehicle charging stations, high efficiency appliances and lighting, 
advanced plumbing, water recycling, efficiency measures to reduce 
energy and water consumption, prohibiting wood-burning fireplaces, and 
providing educational materials (such as brochures) with information 
regarding the use of low- Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) paints 
and consumer products in every residence.  In addition, construction-
related dust control measures are enforced by Rule 55 of the San Diego 
Air Quality Management District and are required on the grading plans.  
Design features also include the requirement of the use of renewable 
energy for 30 percent of the energy consumption (incorporated into 
the D-Designator Site Plan), and energy efficiency design features are 
enforced through a Title 24 Compliance Report that is part of the building 
permit issuance process.  Odor control measures are also included as 
Project design features in order to minimize objectionable odors.  
Because the Proposed Project would be inconsistent with the Regional 
Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) and State Implementation Plan (SIP), there 
are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s contribution 
to a less than considerable level other than reducing the Project size.  

K-25
cont.

impacts to CDC candidate soils from the Proposed Project would be 
partially offset by the required mitigation for direct on-site impacts, 
which would total 13.0 acres.”  As noted in Response K-21, the 
use of PACE credits and/or other agricultural easements requires 
approval by the County, and would be required to meet all applicable 
requirements related to the nature and characteristics of proposed 
mitigation areas under the County Agricultural Guidelines (including 
the presence of candidate soils in easement areas, as applicable).
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construction of, and additions and alterations to, residential and nonresidential buildings. The 2013 
Standards went into effect July 1, 2014.” Id. Also note that, “The 2013 Standards will use 25% less 
energy for lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, and water heating than the 2008 Standards.” Id.
(emphasis added). Accordingly, if the Project exceeds 2008 standards by 15%, this strategy would 
not achieve even the minimum 2013 standards. Also, the 2013 standards are the minimum energy 
efficiency standards; the Project should strive to exceed those standards – only then can the Project 
claim an improvement over the status quo. (See, DEIR p. 7-23) Finally, if Climate Change Impacts 
are evaluated in reference to or in reliance upon 2008, Title 24 standards, the assumptions and 
analysis must be revised.  

The analysis also fails to provide adequate information with respect to the wastewater 
treatment plant. The DEIR merely assumes that future design of the facility will ensure that odors 
are not objectionable. Also, reliance upon future enforcement action by another agency is not 
adequate CEQA mitigation. In addition, there is no discussion of odors associated with the wet 
weather pond. The discussion at p. 2.2-24 states that “[a]ll WTWRF facilities with the exception of 
the wet weather pond would be covered to avoid uncontrolled odor release” (emphasis added). 
Will this facility create objectionable odors to nearby homes? 

Construction Air Quality 
The analysis assumes that EPA Tier 4 off-road equipment and diesel particulate filters will 

be utilized (p. 2.2-23). These must be adopted through the mitigation program in order to be 
enforceable. 

Do the construction assumptions include truck trips associated with export of dirt for off-
site improvements and rock transport after blasting?

Biology
It is unclear whether biological mitigation areas overlap with agricultural mitigation areas. 

The preservation of on-site and potentially active agricultural areas such as avocado groves is not 
necessarily consistent with the goals for preservation of biological open space.  

The current design will effect local wildlife movement. The proposed biological open space 
easement in Neighborhood 4 is only 200 feet wide. The County General Plan and San Dieguito 
Community Plan require presentation of local wildlife corridors. A redesign of the Project is 
required to provide for a larger local wildlife corridor. The DEIR acknowledges that the Project 
site functions as a local wildlife corridor leading to the west.  

The Project impacts 53.8 acres of non-native grassland and 20.5 acres of extensive 
agriculture which are habitats for seven County Group 1 animal species observed on site, including 
Cooper’s Hawk, red-shouldered hawk, northern barrier, white-tailed kite, turkey vulture, prarie 
falcon and grasshopper sparrow. However, Mitigation Measure, M-BI-1a and b is uncertain and 
not shown to be adequate. This measure is discussed further below.  

There are potential discrepancies in the description of the amount of acreage to be 
preserved as open space.  

Surveys should be updated to account for current conditions. The DEIR states: “General 
biological surveys of the Proposed Project site were conducted, according to County 
Requirements, by HELIX on October 18, 2011, February 17, 2012 and November 21, 2012. The 
new addition of the Tentative Map was surveyed on February 17, 2012 and the sewer options 
alternative alignments were surveyed on July 22, 2014.” Despite multiple field reconnaissance 
surveys, there is no mention or analysis of the impacts from the May 2014 Cocos fire in the 

K-27
cont.

K-28

K-29

K-30

K-31

K-32

K-33

K-34

K-35

K-27 See Response K-15 regarding the enforceability of Project Design 
Features.  Regarding Title 24 requirements, the commenter is correct 
in that the Project Applicant would be required to comply with the 
latest version of the Title 24 Energy Code.  As noted on page ES-1 of 
the revised Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Analyses Report (Appendix J of 
the Final EIR), project buildout is anticipated to be in 2021; therefore 
it would be required to comply with the 2016 Title 24 Energy Code 
(which went into effect January 1, 2017); the 2013 CALGreen Building 
Code; Assembly Bill (AB) 341, which targets 75 percent diversion of 
operational waste; reduction of potable water use by 20 percent; low-
flow water and bathroom fixtures; reduction of wastewater generation by 
20 percent; weather-based irrigation systems; provide areas for storage 
and collection of recyclables and yard waste; roof anchors and pre-
wiring to allow for the installation of photovoltaic (PV) systems; and 
preparation of a Construction and Demolition Debris Management Plan 
in compliance with Sections 68.508 through 68.518 of the County of San 
Diego Municipal Code that requires 90 percent of inerts and 70 percent 
of all other materials to be recycled. 

K-28 Potential impacts associated with odors emitted from the WTWRF are 
analyzed in detail within Subsection 2.2.2.5 of the EIR.  The WTWRF 
includes a number of features designed to minimize odors from the 
facility.  All WTWRF facilities with the exception of the wet weather 
storage pond would be covered or enclosed to avoid uncontrolled odor 
release.  The water within the wet weather storage pond would be 
California Title 22 treated recycled water and would only be stored in 
the event of wet weather events and therefore would not provide a source 
of objectionable odors and is not required to be covered or enclosed.  
The WTWRF includes several measures that would control odors as the 
water is treated; for example, odor neutralizing misting system would 
be applied to the chemical compounds in the biogas, the use of chlorine 
gas to disinfect non-potable water, and the use of bio-filters to capture 
odor causing compounds.  Digester pressure relief valves are not vented 
to the outdoors.  Further, Section 6318 of the San Diego County Zoning 
Ordinance states that “All commercial and industrial uses shall be so 
operated as not to emit matter causing unpleasant odors which are 
perceptible by the average person at or beyond any lot line of the lot 
containing said uses.”  Additionally, Section 6318 requires that odors 
be diluted by “a ratio of one volume of odorous air to eight or more 
volumes of clean air.”  Active odor control units would be located to 
manage gases from the wet and solids stream treatment processes.  All 
processes and equipment would be housed (or otherwise contained), 
and ventilation would be controlled such that no objectionable odors 
would be discernible at the Project site boundaries.  Facilities that cause 
nuisance odors are also subject to enforcement action by the San Diego 
Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD).  SDAPCD Rule 51 (Public 
Nuisance) prohibits emission of any material causing nuisance to a 
considerable number of persons or endangers the comfort, health or 
safety of any person.
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K-33 Mitigation Measures M-BI-1a and b are consistent with County 
Guidelines.

K-35 For the purposes of analyzing impacts to biological resources, vegetation 
communities would still be mapped as they were prior to the Cocos 
fire; updates to the mapping are not necessitated.  For recently burned 
areas, County guidance is to use historical evidence for mapping these 
areas.  Because the areas were already mapped prior to the fires, there 

K-34 The acreage of on-site biological open space is 31.2 acres.  This amount 
has been adjusted since the DEIR, and has been updated in the EIR.  

K-32 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.

K-31 There is no overlap of biological open space with agricultural open space 
on site.  Refer to Figures 2.4-10a and 2.4-10b of the EIR for a depiction 
of these areas.  As described above in Response I-69a, the proposed 
on-site agricultural easement is a Project Design Feature and does not 
constitute mitigation for Project-related agricultural impacts.  While 
there may potentially be some on-site agricultural mitigation in the form 
of placing LBZ easements on applicable residential (or other) lots, none 
of these potential LBZs (or the 35.4-acre on-site agricultural easement) 
would overlap with biological easements or mitigation areas.

K-30 As noted in Section 4.2.1.2 of the Air Quality Analysis Report (Appendix 
C of the Final EIR), import and export of soil for Project construction 
(including most of the off-site construction) is expected to be balanced 
on-site.  Table 7 within the report provides the earthwork quantities by 
neighborhood.  The air quality modeling does take into account 6,200 
cubic yards of soil of export for Mt. Whitney Road.

K-29 The use of EPA Tier 4 off-road construction equipment has been 
included as a Project Design Feature.  See Response K-15 regarding the 
enforcement of these features.
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biological technical report. More than 90% of the project footprint burned in this fire, and all of the 
proposed biological open space areas have burned.  

Mitigation for biological open spaces should include a restoration plan should the 
vegetation community not restore to its previous condition by which it was used for mitigation. 
The agricultural/non-native grassland interface with areas of native vegetation/sensitive vegetation 
communities are at a higher risk of becoming invaded by non-natives and invasive species post 
fire.  If this is not possible, then mitigation may need to be applied offsite as well.  This applies to 
the following vegetation communities (from Table 2.4-8): Southern riparian forest (61300), 
Southern riparian woodland –including disturbed (62000), Southern willow scrub (63320) Mule fat 
scrub (63310), Freshwater marsh (52400) , Herbaceous wetland (52510)  Disturbed wetland 
(11200), Open water/pond (64140), Coast live oak woodland –including disturbed (71160) Diegan 
coastal sage scrub –including disturbed (32500), Southern mixed chaparral –including disturbed 
(37121) Eucalyptus forest (79100) , Eucalyptus woodland (79100), Non-native grassland (42200), 
Non-native vegetation (11000), Orchard (18100), Intensive agriculture (18200), Extensive 
agriculture (18300), and Disturbed habitat (11300).) 

Thus, biological resources should be reviewed post fire (via Vegetation Mapping, 
biological surveys, etc.), and the reports should be amended as necessary for each area. A 
Restoration Plan for the biological open spaces should be developed to ensure that on-site 
mitigation is indeed of like-kind. If on-site mitigation is no longer feasible for these impacts, the 
DEIR should describe alternate mitigation measures or avoidance measures. Biological open 
spaces should also be expanded and connected to allow for more species to move inside the local 
wildlife corridors, which will also protect the seedbanks so post-fire vegetation will recover more 
successfully.  

Surveys should be conducted for additional species. According to the Biological Technical 
Report (DEIR Appendix D), pp. D-7 - D-9, there are several animal species of special concern and 
County group 2 species with moderate or low to moderate potential to occur. A proper survey was 
not conducted for many of these species, which would require special survey. For instance, bat 
surveys and mammal trapping should have been performed to determine if these special species of 
concern listed in Appenidx D are present. Bats are in abundance in this valley, particularly because 
of the fresh water features, the agricultural and non-native grasslands foster a lot of insects for 
foraging, dark night skies, minimal noise, and the tall trees and woodlands that provide potential 
roosting and resting elements. There are also a number of rocky outcrops on the western slopes just 
below Coronado Hills (where the project proposes extensive blasting) and nearby to the east along 
Country Club Drive that would provide roosting opportunities. Residents have had bats roost in 
their eaves, and there are reported bat boxes in the Project area. Without a bat survey it would be 
difficult to determine what species are present, and how to mitigate for a nesting maternal roost 
site, and impacts to their foraging sites. Residents report a high number of bats in the warmer 
months, and have enjoyed this natural vector control for years. There are also a high number of 
rodents in the Project area, particularly because of the agricultural and non-native interface with 
native vegetation which is commonly used for many species. Because the Northwestern Pocket 
Mouse is a listed California species of special concern/County Group 2 species- and has a 
moderate potential to occur - it likely needs trapping surveys to determine its presence.  

Thus, the Project should be required to conduct mammal trapping surveys, and provide 
appropriate mitigation or avoidance measures. Because Bat habitat is an understudied area of 
expertise, and most species are becoming protected, if roosting sites for bats are located, they 
should be protected and avoided. Rock outcroppings on the western side of the development for 

K-35
cont.

K-36

K-37

K-38

K-39

K-40

K-37 See Responses K-35 and K-36 regarding biological surveys and restoration 
plans and Response K-32 regarding wildlife corridors.  Biological open 
space areas are connected to the extent feasible given Project design 
constraints and fuel modification zones.  The majority of native habitat 
(southern riparian forest, southern riparian woodland, southern willow 
scrub, mule fat scrub, freshwater marsh, herbaceous wetland, coast live 
oak woodland, Diegan coastal sage scrub, and southern mixed chaparral) 
on site is avoided, thus preserving the native seedbank.

K-36 Mitigation is required only for habitats considered sensitive by the 
County and Resource Agencies.  Mitigation is not required for impacts to 
eucalyptus forest, eucalyptus woodland, non-native vegetation, orchard, 
intensive agriculture, or disturbed habitat.  Biological open space on site 
is for avoidance, not mitigation; habitat mitigation would occur off site 
for impacts to County-sensitive vegetation communities.  The acreages 
presented in the “Mitigation Required” and “Off-site Mitigation” 
columns in Table 2.4-8 are equivalent.  A restoration plan is not required 
for biological open space that is not proposed for habitat mitigation.  The 
terms “Extensive Agriculture”, “Orchard” and “Intensive Agriculture” 
are biological habitat types, and are not related to the analysis of 
agricultural impacts associated with the Proposed Project.

K-35
cont.

would be no change to the vegetation communities as depicted in the 
EIR.  The Biological Technical Report (Appendix E of the Final EIR) 
acknowledges that the majority of the site burned in the May 2014 Cocos 
fire.  Fire is a natural part of the ecosystem process in southern California, 
and the burned vegetation communities within biological open space are 
expected to recover.  

K-38 Project surveys and impact analyses were completed pursuant to County 
guidelines and CEQA and are considered adequate for evaluating impacts 
to biological resources.  Small mammal trapping and bat surveys were 
not required for the Project.  The Project avoids the majority of forest 
and woodland habitat on site, as well as the 0.51 acre freshwater pond 
in Neighborhood 5.  Proposed biological open space and the agricultural 
easement would continue to provide potential foraging and roosting 
habitat for bats, and man-made structures, such as barns, may also provide 
potential roosting habitat for some species.  Pallid bat maternal roosts 
are found in a variety of locations, including mines, caves, crevices, 
hollow trees, buildings, and under bridges.  While potentially suitable 
maternal roosts may occur on site, pallid bats are extremely sensitive to 
disturbance and given the agricultural activities and other human-caused 
disturbances that have been ongoing on the Project site for many years, 
it is not expected that this species would be breeding on site.  Western 
mastiff bat typically roosts in cracks or crevices in cliffs, which do not 
occur on site.  Maternal roosts of small-footed myotis are typically found 
in caves and mines, which do not occur on site.  Maternal roosts of Yuma 
myotis are typically located in buildings, mines, caves, or under bridges.  
As such, maternal roosts of these species are not expected to occur on site.  
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K-39 Species-specific surveys for County Group 2 northwestern San Diego 
pocket mouse were not required for the Project and the analysis is 
consistent with County Guidelines and CEQA.  Furthermore, no sign of 
pocket mouse was observed during various biological surveys conducted 
on site.  The preferred habitat/soils of this species (coastal sage scrub/
moderately gravelly and rocky substrates) is very limited on site, and the 
site plan has been redesigned (Neighborhood 3) to conserve the largest 
area of sage scrub on site in biological open space.  If the species is present 
on site, the limited acreage of sage scrub present would likely correlate 
to a small number of individuals, most likely associated with conserved 
biological open space areas.  Further, the Project is compensating the loss 
of potential habitat through off-site preservation of habitat.  

K-38
cont.

Maternal roosts of long-legged myotis are typically located under bark or 
in hollow trees, rather than rock crevices.  Although some suitable trees 
for roosting may occur on site, this species is most common in woodland 
and forest habitats above 4,000 feet and maternal roosts are not expected 
to occur on site.  
However, in order to avoid potential direct impacts to bats, the following 
mitigation measure has been added to the Final EIR:
Focused surveys to determine presence or absence of bat colonies and/or 
bat nursery sites will be conducted within any structures to be demolished 
or hollow trees to be removed on the Project site.  Surveys will begin a 
maximum of seven days prior to structure demolition or tree removal and 
one survey will be conducted the day immediately prior to the initiation 
of work.  If any bat colonies and/or bat nursery sites are found within any 
structure(s) or hollow tree(s), demolition of the structure(s) or removal 
of the tree(s) shall be postponed until the nursery/breeding activity ends.  
If bat roosting sites are found, demolition of the structure(s) or removal 
of the tree(s) shall be postponed until the bats are excluded from the 
structure(s).  A copy of the survey results shall be submitted for approval 
to the Department of Planning and Land Use prior to the demolition of 
any structure(s) or removal of any hollow tree(s) on the Project site. 

K-40 Species-specific surveys for County Group 2 bat species were not 
required for the Project and the analysis is consistent with County 
Guidelines and CEQA.  See Responses K-38 and K-39 regarding bats 
and northwestern San Diego pocket mouse.  Mitigation for Group 2 
species is typically accomplished through habitat preservation, and thus 
the identification of additional Group 2 species on the site would not 
change the mitigation requirements.  Proposed biological open space and 
proposed off-site mitigation would mitigate for potential impacts to these 
species according to County Guidelines and CEQA.  
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example, should be avoided. While protocol surveys were conducted for some species with “low 
potential to occur on site”, surveys for other species surveys were not: Pallid bat (Antrozous
pallidus) low to moderate potential to occur, Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus 
fallax fallax) moderate potential to occur,  Western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus) Low 
to moderate potential to occur, Small-footed myotis (Myotis ciliolabrum) Low to moderate 
potential to occur, Long-legged myotis (Myotis volans) Moderate potential to occur, Yuma myotis 
(Myotis yumanensis) Moderate potential to occur.  

Edge effects and conflicts with biological open space areas are not mitigated to the fullest   
extent possible. The DEIR states:  

“Edge effects can result from increased noise, unauthorized trampling of  
habitat, introduction of pets and pest plants to open space areas, and effects of 
irrigation and lighting. Project implementation would potentially cause in direct 
impacts from construction noise, human access, domestic animals, exotic plant 
species, and lighting. …
Permanent fencing would be installed around biological open space, and signs 
precluding access would be posted to avoid potentially significant impacts from 
human access….
The Proposed Project is residential in nature, so domestic predators (e.g., dogs and 
cats) may be introduced to the surrounding habitat. Although such introductions 
have potential to harm native wildlife species, the site is adjacent to existing rural 
residential development and is already subject to some level of disturbance and 
predation by domestic animals. In addition, the aforementioned permanent fencing 
that would be installed around the biological open space would preclude access by 
domestic predators to avoid potentially significant impacts.” (DEIR p. 2.4-21) 

The proposed fencing around the biological open spaces is intended to keep out humans and 
predatory domestic pets like cats and dogs. It is a three-strand wire fence. While a wall around 
the biological open space is not advisable (wildlife should be able to fluidly come and go to 
breed/forage), there should be strict regulations about allowing pets off-leash and residents should 
be prohibited from leting cats outside. This fence will not prevent dogs and cats from entering 
biological open space areas, animals which are the most common predatory threats to wildlife in 
an urban/wildland interface. The fence and signage is not satisfactory mitigation measure in itself. 

In addition, because the biological open spaces are disconnected from one another, and 
circumvented by roads and structures, and fuel modification zone (FMX), these islands of open 
space create a very dangerous and unfavorable situation for the wildlife. This should be included 
in the edge effects discussion. Wildlife will cross the roads and be subject to roadkill. Wildlife will 
seek other foraging opportunities and likely be killed by cars, or humans that do not welcome 
creatures like snakes, reptiles, and rodents. Urban minded people do not usually appreciate wildlife 
on their properties. In addition, the development should limit edge effects by limiting use of 
pesticides, herbicides, and other potential toxic sources that will have indirect effects to the 
wildlife and contaminate the natural water courses from which they depend. The Biological Open 
Spaces should be created in a way that allows for natural wildlife corridors that are already onsite. 
Preservation of these corridors will allow safer movement between foraging and possible breeding 
locations on the Project site for wildlife. Many of the natural drainage features already on site 
would be good avenues for this connectivity and decrease the impacts from the proposed plan, if 

K-40
cont.

K-41

K-42

K-43

K-44

K-45

K-43 The Biological Technical Report has been revised to include a discussion 
of road kill as a potential edge effect.  Road kill impacts would be 
considered significant if they result in adverse effects to federal or state 
listed species.  No federal or state listed species have been documented 
on site and none are expected to occur.  Roads within the Project site 
would have posted speed limits of 25 mph.  This low speed limit would 
lessen the likelihood of wildlife being hit by vehicles.  Most sensitive 
species that have been documented on site are birds, which are far less 
likely to be hit by vehicles than mammals or reptiles, particularly at low 
traveling speeds.  Although roadkill of common, non-sensitive species 
(e.g. side-blotched lizard [Uta stansburiana], western fence lizard 
[Sceloporus occidentalis], Audubon’s cottontail [Sylvilagus audubonii], 
and California ground squirrel [Spermophilus beecheyi]) may increase as 

K-42 Comment noted.  Three-strand wire fence, or similar, is typically placed 
around biological open space so that wildlife can pass into and out of 
these areas.  Signs would be posted around biological open space to alert 
residents that access to these areas is prohibited.  In addition, the County 
has a leash law for public areas and the homeowner disclosures provided 
to homebuyers will include this requirement to keep pets on leash in 
public areas, including trails.  Signs posted along the trails would also 
remind users that pets must be leashed.

K-41 The Project addresses edge effects through implementation of several 
measures, including permanent signs and fencing around biological open 
space, avoiding use of invasive species in landscaping, directing lighting 
away from biological open space, and seasonal restrictions on clearing 
and grading during the bird nesting season.  Furthermore, biological open 
space areas are surrounded by minimum 100-ft wide limited building 
zones to ensure that no fuel modification would occur within biological 
open space.  These measures are considered sufficient to address edge 
effects on biological open space for the Project.
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K-44 As outlined in Section 3.13 of the EIR, the Proposed Project includes a 
number of measures intended to limit and/or control the use of chemical 
pesticides, herbicides and fertilizes to protect water quality and related 
resources, in conformance with applicable regulatory standards (e.g., the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System).  Specifically, these 
include measures to:
• Design site landscaping to maximize the retention of native vegetation 

and use of appropriate native, pest-resistant, and/or drought-tolerant 
varieties.

• Minimize applications of chemical pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers; 
use licensed professionals for application of such chemicals in 
common landscaped areas; restrict the rates and times of fertilizer 
applications to minimize potential discharge in irrigation or 
precipitation runoff; use building design features such as sand barriers 
under floor slabs to act as pest shields; and provide Integrated Pest 
Management information to on-site owners, lessees and operators.

The use of pesticides within biological open space is not anticipated, 
and if required, would only be applied under the direct supervision of a 
licensed pest control advisor.  Precluding the use of pesticides on private 
lots would not be enforceable upon Project buildout, but neither is the 
current agricultural operation precluded from using pesticides.
In addition, on-site agricultural activities, if implemented, would 
be subject to applicable regulatory requirements related to pesticide 
use and control.  These include a number of specific state and federal 
regulations, with the County Agricultural Commissioner responsible 
for their implementation.  Additional information on pesticide use and 
control standards in San Diego County is available at: http://www.
sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/awm/pesticides.html. 

K-45 See Response K-32 regarding wildlife movement.  The Project avoids 
impacts to the majority of riparian habitat and associated stream channels 
on site.  Furthermore, the site plan has been redesigned to provide greater 
connectivity through the northern portion of the site (Neighborhood 3) 
by removing a road through the riparian area and associated lots along 
the north edge of the riparian area, thus, opportunities for movement and 
enhanced habitat have been increased.

K-43
cont.

a result of the Project, these impacts would not be considered significant 
as these species are widespread throughout the region and do not have 
special status under federal, state, or local jurisdictions.
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they were preserved. The Project should avoid impacts to natural resources by decreasing the 
number of units that are surrounding these biological open spaces, and by eliminating roads that 
circumvent them.  Currently the Project design by nature does not allow for a less-than-significant 
impact.

Additional mitigation is required:  
M-B1-1a and b. Because wildlife is consistently observed by residents using non-native 

grassland and extensive agriculture (pasture) for foraging particularly in Neighborhood 5, and 
seven County Group 1 animal species were observed in these areas, mitigation ratios should be 
consistent. NNG and Extensive Agriculture (pasture) should both be mitigated for at a ratio of 1:1. 

M-BI-3a, 3b, 3c, 3d, 3e. The Project should check for availability to mitigate these impacts 
with the local agency, The Escondido Creek Conservancy (TECC). 

M-B1-3f. Mitigation for impacts to 6.7 acres of Coast live oak woodland should all be 
mitigated for at a ratio of 3:1.

M-B1-7. In order to ensure compliance with the MBTA, a qualified biological monitor 
shall be present at all times during construction related activities if they are being conducted during 
the bird breeding season (February 1-September 1).

Other mitigation recommendations: 
During construction, a biological monitor shall be present at all times to determine if there 

are any sensitive wildlife species that need to be removed/relocated that are in the Project site 
before grading and earth moving. In addition, a monitor would verify that any animals that could 
become trapped in ditches/holes/construction features that are created by earth moving activities 
are removed safely. Given the high likelihood that sensitive species are in the area that can become 
trapped in man made structures/features (like Coastal Rosy Boa, Red Diamond Rattlesnake, 
Orange throated whiptail, coast horned lizard, Coastal whiptail, and Coronado skink) this measure 
would mitigate for impacts to sensitive species that are not capable of dispersing. 

GHGs/Climate Change 
The DEIR does not discuss the new Governor’s Executive Order, B-30-152, issued April 

29, 2015. This order requires a 40% reduction of GHGs below 1990 levels by year 2030. As the 
Project is a new source of GHGs, the EIR must be revised to evaluate whether/ how the Project is 
consistent with this new reduction target. 

Hazards - Wildland Fires  
The Project presents the risk to life and safety from wildfires in the area. The conclusion of 

the DEIR of less-than-significant impacts due to wildland fires is not supported. In particular, traffic 
and public safety issues to the community at large have not been adequately addressed. In the 

2 (http://gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938) 

K-45
cont.

K-46

K-47

K-48

K-49

K-50

K-51

K-52

K-52 The comment is concerned with the risk of wildfires in the area, and 
specifically with evacuation.  See Topical Response: Fire and Evacuation 
and Responses I-47 and I-53.

K-49 The Final EIR has been revised to include a Project Design Feature 
for construction monitoring (see Table 1-4).  A Project Design Feature 
instead of a mitigation measure was the chosen approach since the 
suggested measure did not directly corresponded to a significant impact.

K-48 Proposed mitigation is commensurate with the proposed impacts 
and would occur in accordance with County and Resource Agency 
requirements.  County guidelines allow for a 2:1 mitigation ratio for 
coast live oak woodland occurring within fuel modification zones where 
the trees would be allowed to remain.

K-47 Comment noted.  TECC has been contacted by representatives of the 
Project Applicant and does not have availability to mitigate these impacts.

K-46 Proposed mitigation is commensurate with the proposed impacts 
and would occur in accordance with County and Resource Agency 
requirements.  Extensive agriculture on the Project site is associated 
with the equestrian center and subject to regular disturbance and does 
not warrant an enhanced mitigation ratio of 1:1.  Impacts to NNG would 
be mitigated at 1:1, which is above the requirement of the County’s 
Guidelines, because the NNG is used by sensitive species.  Extensive 
Agriculture would be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1 which meets the 
requirements of the County’s Guidelines.

K-51 The comment is correct that Governor Brown issued Executive Order 
(EO) B-30-15 on April 29, 2015, which sets a GHG reduction target of 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.  Please refer to Topical Response: 
Greenhouse Gasses Analysis with regard to how the 2030 target was 
applied in the revised Greenhouse Gas Technical Report (Included as 
Appendix J to the Final EIR). 

K-50 The Final EIR has been revised to include a Project Design Feature for 
construction monitoring and relocation of wildlife (see Table 1-4).  A 
Project Design Feature instead of a mitigation measure was the chosen 
approach since the suggested measure did not directly corresponded to a 
significant impact. 
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Coco’s fire in 20143 4, which burned over 90% of the Project footprint5, current residents of Eden 
Valley and Harmony Grove had difficulties evacuating because of congested road conditions.  

3 The Cocos Fire started on or about May 14, 2014 and burned 1,995 acres in San Diego County.  
(http://cdfdata.fire.ca.gov/incidents/incidents_details_info?incident_id=962) 
4 The Cocos Fire is described at the following URL, 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/May_2014_San_Diego_County_wildfires) 
The May 2014 San Diego County wildfires (also known as the "2014 San Diego Firestorm") were a 
swarm of wildfires that erupted during May 2014, in San Diego County, California, during severe 
Santa Ana Wind conditions, historic drought conditions, and a heat wave. The main event during 
mid-May was preceded by a precursor fire that ignited on May 5. The severe weather conditions 
contributed to the spread of at least 19 more individual wildfires, with ten of them receiving names. 

The Cocos Fire burning above CSU San Marcos, on May 14, 2014 

The Cocos Fire, previously known as the Twin Oaks Fire, was a wildfire that ignited on May 14 in 
San Marcos, in the hills south of California State University, San Marcos. The Cocos Fire quickly 
spread into western Escondido. The fire destroyed more than 40 buildings, including a dozen single-
family homes. The Harmony Grove Spiritualist Association, a 13-acre spiritualist retreat founded in 
1896, was particularly hard hit, most of the buildings and residences on the property were destroyed, 
and the association's president said, "We're pretty much wiped out." Property damage from the fire is 
estimated at more than $5.7 million. Three minor injuries have been reported. The Cocos Fire began 
at 5:38 PM PDT on May 14, and it had burned 400 acres (160 ha) by the evening of the same day. 
Flames were reported near homes, and the southeastern part of the city was ordered evacuated. By 
the morning of May 15 the Cocos Fire was the top priority for county firefighters. It grew overnight 
to 800 acres (320 ha) and was only 5% contained. Additional evacuations were announced. During
the afternoon of May 15, the fire grew to 1,200 acres (490 ha). By the morning of May 16 the fire 
was still only 5% contained; several hours later, the fire grew to 3,018 acres (1,221 ha) with 15% 
containment. During the late afternoon of May 16, the Cocos fire was reported as 50% contained.
During the morning of May 17, the fire was 70% contained. At 8:20 PM PDT on May 17, the Cocos 
Fire was 80% contained. On May 20, fire was reduced to 1,995 acres (807 ha) and was 93% contained. 
At 6:30 PM PDT on May 22, the Cocos Fire was reported to be 100% contained. 

K-52
cont.
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 5 (http://wildfiretoday.com/2014/05/15/california-cocos-fire-in-san-marcos/) 

  
 

K-52
cont
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There is only one narrow two-lane road (Country Club Drive) to exit the community6, and 
with only the 80 or so residents of Eden Valley and perhaps another hundred from Harmony Grove, 
the roads were blocked by horse trailers and traffic, making the exit towards Highway 78 very 
difficult as traffic was backed up on Auto Parkway and on Country Club Drive trying to turn onto 
Auto Parkway.  To the West, evacuating traffic taking Harmony Grove Road to Elfin Forest Road 
found itself ensnared in a traffic jam at the corner of Elfin Forest Road and Twin Oaks/San Elijo, 
with delays of over an hour to try to reach Rancho Santa Fe Road. In the reasoned opinion of 
residents and area stakeholders, fire evacuation problems can be expected to increase with the 
Project.

The Fire Protection Plan (FPP) (DEIR Appendix L, dated April 2015) does not analyze or 
the Coco’s fire in its historical analysis.  This is a major flaw of the analysis and fails to give 
decision-makers and the public adequate information. Given the seriousness of the impact of that 
fire on the proposed project location (90% burned) as well as the surrounding immediate area a full 
analysis of weather and fire-fighting conditions for that specific fire must be included in order for 
decision makers to fully appreciate the potential impact of adding density in a valley prone to 
devastating fires. 

Additional flaws of the FPP include: 
The objective of the FPP is described as “identif[y] and prioritize the measures 
necessary to adequately reduce the fire risk to the project” (emphasis added).  No 
mention is made of addressing measures necessary to reduce the fire risk to the 
surrounding community in which it seeks to triple existing density. As such there is 

6 Map showing the Cocos Fire evacuation areas: 
(http://media.nbcbayarea.com/images/Evacuation+map+605pm.JPG)

 

K-52
cont.

K-53

K-54
K-54 The comment is concerned with the lack of analysis in the Fire Protection 

Plan regarding (1) how evacuating Project traffic will impact the ability 
of current residence to evacuate, and (2) how added human activity may 
increase fire risk to the existing community.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations regarding evacuations and Response I-59 regarding how 
the fire protection measures of Proposed Project would improve the fire 
safety of the surrounding area compared to the existing condition. 

K-53 The comment is concerned with the Fire Protection Plan Historical 
Analysis in that the Coco fire is not included.  See Response I-53.
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no analysis of how the evacuating project traffic will impact ability to evacuate for 
current residents, or how the added human activity may increase fire risk to the 
existing community. 
The second paragraph on page 4 inaccurately situates the Project within Eden 
Valley, failing to mention that a portion of the Project is located in the community 
of Harmony Grove. 
On page 4, the statement :” The San Marcos Fire Department (SMFD) 
encompasses the entire site within its boundaries,” is incorrect, as portions of 
Neighborhood Five (approximately 10 acres) are part of CSA 107, Elfin Forest 
Harmony Grove Fire Department, distinct from SMFD. 
While SMFD plans to “provide fire service for the project,” given how far the San 
Marcos stations are, first responders are likely to come from two other jurisdictions: 
Escondido FD and County Fire at Harmony Grove Village (once constructed).  Yet 
San Marcos is granting variances to reduce width of access roads (185’ on Hill 
Valley at 16’ instead of the 24’ required by County Code), which could endanger 
other first responders. Should Escondido and/or other jurisdictions have joint 
authority to approve these variances?
The Project uses adjacent private properties as part of their Fuel Modification Zone 
(FMZ), requiring 3 property owners to agree to easements to reduce fuel, while the 
FMZ extends to many more private properties. 
A field visit conducted in July 2012, but no visit was made after the Coco’s fire to 
analyze fire impact and test whether assumptions made were correct.  For example, 
the Southwestern wind which is described as infrequent was a key factor in the 
Project area burning, but no mention is made at all of this recent event. 
Page 9 mentions that “Imported water and sewer service would be provided by the 
Valley Center Municipal Water District”, which is not factual.
Page 9 notes that “If agricultural operations in the watershed ceased, the Valiano 
property would be significantly more xeric.”  FPP should accurately describe 
current conditions under “Environmental Setting” to include the fact that the 
avocado grove was destroyed in the 2014 fires.  
“Fire History” on page 12 makes a brief note of Cocos Fire but does not analyze 
how it burned close to the entirety of the Project footprint, and what was learned 
from the fire about fire behavior in the valley. Figures 3 and 4 only mention 2003 
and 2007 fires, omitting the most recent onsite event.  
Since previous fire in this area would not historically or now have been responded 
to by San Marcos Fire due to distance, the relevant historical data should at least 
include vegetation fires in CSA 107, where part of the project is located, and 
Escondido FD, which would cover this area due to proximity.  “The San Marcos 
Fire Department did respond to approximately 142 confirmed vegetation fires in 
San Marcos from 2000 to 2005. This is an average of 24 wildland fire responses in 
San Marcos per year.” 
The DEIR goes on to state,“ There is past history of frequent wildfires in similar 
vegetation and topography found on- and off-site the proposed Valiano project 
site.” Then the online version of the FPP which is different from the bound copy 
adds the sentence, “However, FIREWISE 2000, Inc. did not find that any large fires 
have burned the project area in the last 50 years.”  That sentence, clearly added 

K-54
cont.

K-55

K-56

K-57

K-58

K-59

K-60

K-61

K-62

K-63

K-64

K-64 Section 1.4.4 of the FPP has been clarified to include the 2014 Cocos Fire 
in the Fire History Section.  The practice of CAL Fire and other local fire 

K-63 The CSA No. 107 acreage with the Project is relatively small, but 
clarification to the FPP has been made to show that APN 232-500-24 is 
located within the jurisdiction of CSA No. 107 –Elfin Forest/Harmony 
Grove.  
The total of 142 responses to vegetation fires was obtained from SMFD.  
Mutual Aid agreements would have enabled other fire suppression 
responses from other fire departments.

K-62 The comment is concerned with the Fire History, and specifically the 
lack of analysis related to the Coco wildfire.  See Response K-59.

K-61 The revised FPP (Appendix L of the Final EIR) addresses this comment 
in Section 1.4.2 to clarify that a large portion of the planted avocado 
trees burned in the Cocos Fire.  If agricultural and other existing 
disturbances ceased, the area would revert to a high load, dry climate 
shrub environment.

K-58 The comment is concerned with the need for off-site Fuel Modification 
Zones.  These off-site zones would no longer be necessary (see Response 
I-49).

K-57 All proposed mitigation measures have been shared with SMFD and the 
County to promote clarity and concurrence on approach.  There is not a 
requirement for joint approval beyond the current review process.

K-56 The comment identifies an inaccuracy in the FPP related to the Fire 
Districts that serve the Project.  See Response B-3.

K-55 The comment identifies an inaccuracy in the FPP related to the location of 
the Project.  The noted paragraph in the FPP has been revised to address 
the inaccuracy.

K-60 This comment was addressed by the FPP and the error corrected to state 
that the Rincon MWD would provide water for the Project.

K-59 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.  
The lessons learned and evaluation of the Cocos Fire, and other fires, 
were important for establishing the FPP requirements for the Valiano 
Project.
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after the fact, is misleading since the Cocos fire burned right through the Project 
site last year. 
While the FPP acknowledges the increased danger from increased housing density, 
it fails to acknowledge and analyze the impact of the increased density of this 
Project on surrounding existing residents: “As the density of structures and the 
number of residents in the interface increases, potential ignition sources will 
multiply and a large wildfire occurrence increases. Efforts in this FPP will be made 
to mitigate the increased likelihood of human ignition of a wildfire spreading to the 
surrounding wildland fuels.” (Page 13) 
The Fire Behavior analysis is based on a 2006 and 2007 CWPP, which again does 
not analyze the Cocos Fire.  Actual wind speed on the site in 2014 should be 
discussed, as well as prevailing winds instead of extrapolating from general models. 
Onsite vegetation analysis is inaccurate re: existing conditions: “Most of the site is 
planted with avocado (Persea americana) and limited amounts of citrus (Citrus 
sp.).”  Active agricultural uses were destroyed during the 2014 fire.  
The FPP repeatedly avoids analyzing impacts on current residents outside the 
proposed project.  For example, at page 17: “These open space corridors will be fire 
prone areas with wildfire threat. However, the Implementation of prescribed Fuel 
Management Zones (FMZs) recommended in this FPP would create acceptable 
wildfire protection for all the structures within this development.” (emphasis 
added)
Offsite vegetation analysis is inaccurate re: Northern and Southern “Boundary: the 
“irrigated and managed avocado orchard” is now dead trees, hence the statement 
that “The exposure of the southern boundary of the project site is significantly 
reduced by the agriculture (avocado). An extensive area southwest of the southwest 
corner of the proposed Valiano project is also avocado orchard. This adds 
additional fuel modification of native fuels in the area and significantly reduces the 
wildfire hazard” needs to be revised to reflect actual conditions on the ground. 
To properly model the fire behavior, should a scenario be included which evaluates 
building to General Plan designations (i.e., 118 homes on 2 acres), rather than “no 
project”?  “For purposes of evaluating worst case scenarios it was assumed that if 
the disturbance to the site were discontinued the site would revert quickly to some 
form of a very high load, dry climate brush fuel models”?
Which of the 4 scenarios evaluated reflect the Cocos fire conditions, if any?  If 
none, the analysis should be redone.  
Travel times discussed in response time do not take into account traffic conditions 
on Country Club Drive. Also, in case of emergency, the analysis does not discuss 
the fact that over 50% of existing residents have horses which in an evacuation 
means incoming trailers for those without sufficient capacity, and outgoing trailers 
on two-lane road, along with emergency vehicles. 
The reduced width on Hill Valley (p. 31) increases danger to first responders and 
current residents trying to evacuate. This is not acceptable. 
The statement “If access roads are not currently to DPW road standards, they will 
be improved to the applicable DPW road standards (See APPENDIX ‘G’ - Valiano 
Neighborhood Exhibit and Road Circulation Plan)” has not been evaluated in the 
EIR.  

K-64
cont.

K-65

K-66

K-67

K-68

K-69

K-70

K-71

K-72

K-73

K-74

K-71 Data and fire behavior from the Cocos Fire were used to validate fire 
behavior modeling calculations for the Project.  The lessons learned 
and evaluation of the Cocos Fire, and other fires, were important for 
establishing the FPP requirements for the Valiano Project.  The first day 
of the Cocos Fire ignited during hot, dry, windy Santa Ana Conditions in 
May 2014.  Historically, the fire behavior on the first day of the fire was 
similar to fire behavior most often experienced during the late summer 
and fall.  The fire behavior of the Cocos Fire most closely matched 
Scenario 1 described and evaluated in the FPP.  However, the fuel 
parameters (rate of spread, fire line intensity, and flame length) were still 
not as severe as the worst case scenario conditions that could potentially 
occur in this area.  Using the most extreme worst-case scenario fire 
behavior calculations in the FPP provides requirements and mitigations 
that ensure the best protection for lives and property in the area.

K-64 agencies was to not keep permanent fire records for fires of fewer than 
300 acres (now permanent records for all fires are kept).  Section 1.4.4 
– Fire History, is a section of the FPP which documents occurrence of 
large local wild fires.

K-68 See Response I-59. 

K-67 The revised FPP addresses this comment in Section 1.4.2 to clarify that 
a large portion of the planted avocado trees burned in the Cocos Fire.  If 
agricultural and other existing disturbances ceased, the area would revert 
to a high load, dry climate shrub environment.

K-66 The FPP did not extrapolate from general models.  A fire behavior 
modeling program was used to calculate fire behavior parameters (rate 
of spread, fire line intensity, and flame height) for on-site and off-site 
native mature fuels during worst-case scenarios, e.g., for late summer 
strong winds northeast winds (Santa Ana) and late season, strong south 
to southwest winds.

K-65 The FPP does state that statistically the increased density of structures 
and the number of residents in the interface areas could increase potential 
ignition sources and thereby increase the likelihood of large fires in the 
area.  See Response I-59. 

K-70 Neither CEQA nor County Guidelines require fire modeling to be 
conducted for Project alternatives.  The different scenarios analyzed in 
the FPP are intended to reflect different weather conditions that could 
affect fire behavior.  Fire behavior modeling was completed for on-site 
and off-site native mature fuels during worst-case scenarios, e.g., for 
late summer strong winds, northeast winds (Santa Ana) and late season, 
strong south to southwest winds.

K-69 The comment identifies inaccuracies in the FPP, specifically the off-site 
vegetation at the Project boundaries.  This has been addressed in the 
changes discussed in Response K-61.
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K-74 The Project would improve private roads to meet the County’s Private 
Road Standards, with the exception noted in Response E-6 and K-73.  All 
off-site improvements to roads serving the Project have been analyzed in 
the EIR

K-73 As discussed in Subsection 1.2.1.2 of the EIR, the SMFD has accepted 
this reduced roadway section and a design exception has been granted by 
County PDS.

K-72 The comment is concerned with response time and that the analysis does 
not take into account traffic conditions.  See Response I-55 regarding 
calculation of travel time and see Response I-62 regarding animal 
evacuations.
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Also, the impact to residents analyzed in terms of parking availability and access 
for residents and guests.  “Fire apparatus access roadways will be designated “fire 
access roadways or fire “fire lanes” and not obstructed in any manner, including 
the parking of vehicles.”
Since the FPP acknowledges increased fire danger from increased density and 
proposes that “All buildings shall be fully protected with automatic fire sprinkler 
systems”, the applicant should be required to install at their cost fire sprinkler 
systems in all the older homes impacted by added fire risk because of the 
development without that protection. This should be adopted as Project mitigation. 
The Cumulative Impact Analysis fails to mention the 2014 fires. 
Under Additional Requirements, one of the measures is outdated since the onsite 
avocado orchard is no longer productive. “4.8.6 The on-site actively managed 
avocado orchard is anticipated to remain a productive orchard into the foreseeable 
future. However, if the active management is abandoned and the orchard become 
dead/decadent and a fire hazard, the SMFD will have authority to remove or have 
removed the abandoned orchard as a community protection measure.” 
Requiring adjacent private owners to encumber their property with a FMZ for the 
benefit of another private entity, and then making the SMFD the authority for 
“disputes over fuel modification of individual lots” is an unreasonable burden on the 
nearby owners.  
The FPP concludes that, “This FPP evaluated the adverse environmental effects 
that the proposed Valiano development may have from wildland fire and to 
properly mitigate those impacts to ensure that this development does not 
unnecessarily expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires,” yet never discusses the adequacy of evacuation 
routes and impact on evacuating residents outside the Project footprint who will see 
their fire risk increase as stated on page 13 of the FPP. 
Is it reasonable to expect that proper irrigation of fire-resistant plants within FMZ 
Zone 1 will occur? These plants must be watered for effectiveness.  
Will the HOA or the individual homeowner be responsible for fuel modification 
maintenance? There are conflicting statements in project documents. (Compare,
DEIR p. 2.9-18 re: continued maintenance and Appendix L Section 4.4.3 on p. 35 
[maintenance under control of HOA].) Responsibility for fuel abatement must, at 
the least, be the responsibility of the Project’s HOA. Ideally, a qualified agency 
would also provide oversight.  
The potential for construction fire has not been adequately addressed. The FFP 
states the developer will remove flammable brush and vegetation prior to 
construction. But specifics are not given (e.g., how much will be removed and in 
what areas?). As response times are currently inadequate, construction fire is a 
potential area of concern. Note that the 2014 so-called Bernardo Fire, in or near the 
4S Ranch Community, was started at a construction site, according to media 
reports. (http://www.nbcsandiego.com/news/local/New-Details-Bernardo-Fire-
Cause-MAST-Hillside-Excavating-261758001.html) 
If construction occurs during fire season, such as late summer or fall when Santa 
Wind events are present, these issues are even greater.  
Are water reservoirs at sufficient capacity to air-drop water to the site? 

K-75

K-76a

K-77

K-78

K-79

K-80

K-81

K-82

K-83
K-84

K-76b

K-77 The Valiano HOA would have responsibility to maintain orchards 
to minimum standards outlined in Zone 2 standards.  The FPP was 
revised to address this comment and clarifies that the HOA will have 
the responsibility to maintain any orchard to Zone 2 criteria, and that if 
an orchard is abandoned or dies, the SMFD would have the authority to 
remove or have the orchard removed.

K-76b The lessons learned and evaluation of the Cocos Fire, and other fires, 
were important for establishing the FPP requirements for the Proposed 
Project. 
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 the impact of wildfires.  This analysis 
ensures that established fire codes of the local fire agency are followed 
and mitigation measures are proposed to ensure that wildfires do not 
create fire safety and welfare concerns for the residents and visitors of 
the Project and the surrounding areas.

K-76a The Fire Code requires that all new homes built in fire prone areas shall 
be sprinklered.  At present, the Fire Code does not require retrofitting 
older homes and particularly does not permit the retrofitting of older 
homes on the property of others.

K-75 The FPP identifies the requirement of the County Consolidated Fire 
Code and SMFD standards that proposed identified fire lanes with widths 
of 24 feet shall not have parking.  Fire lanes with 30 feet width can 
allow parking on one side; therefore, there would be adequate parking 
available for Project residents and guests.

K-79 The comment is concerned with the conclusion of the FPP, specifically 
with the inadequacy of evacuation routes and the impact on evacuating 
residents outside of the Project footprint.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations.

K-78 The FPP has been revised and includes proposed mitigation to eliminate 
or minimize that hazard, including enhanced mitigation requirements, 
which will no longer require acquisition of a recorded easement from 
adjacent properties to meet fuel modification requirements.

K-80 The FPP was revised to address this comment with inclusion of the 
following in Section 4.5.1:
Due to the water shortage caused by the current (sic) drought and water 
shortage in southern California, the “Survivable Space” landscaping 
may not include irrigated green lawn, but may be modified with water-
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K-83 The comment is concerned with construction that could occur during the 
fire season.  See Response K-82.

K-82 The comment is concerned with the adequacy of the FPP related to 
construction fire.  The FPP was revised to address this comment with 
clarification as to specifics in Section 4.11.5

K-84 The FPP addressed this comment stating that the water district can 
provide water service for the Project, including adequate water reserves 
for fire-fighting.  The Project shall meet the fire flow requirement by 
the water district for fire control through the hydrants, the largest fire 
sprinkler demand, and any domestic use supplied.  The new R7 Reservoir 
will provide access to water storage for portions of the Project.  The R7 
Reservoir is a planned regional facility that would be implemented by 
the Project; it will increase fire protection resources in the ID 1 South 
service area.

K-81 The HOA would be responsible for the common areas where fuel 
modification and hazard abatement is required.  Homeowners would be 
responsible for their individual lots.

K-80
cont.

less landscaping or trees, shrubs, groundcovers, and other vegetation 
capable of sustained growth and reproduction with only natural moisture.  
This would include strict adherence to removal of highly flammable 
and undesirable plant material (See FPP Appendix B).  It would also 
include strict adherence and use of the San Diego County Acceptable 
Plants list (See FPP Appendix B).  Other types of landscaping can also 
be utilized; e.g., decorative rock or other material that can be used in 
lieu of irrigation.  The obligation to address drought and water shortage 
alternatives for all zones within the FMZ will be required by the Project 
HOA and specified in the development’s CC&R’s.
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The applicant is receiving a variance for a reduced FMZ from 150 ft. to 100 ft. 
which could increase fire risks to residents and neighbors in terms of emergency 
access and evacuation difficulties; the impact of this variance is not evaluated in the 
DEIR. Nor is the impact associated with reducing the width of Hill Valley Drive. 
Also, who is responsible for enforcing the requirements imposed by the SMFD for 
homes with reduced defensible space (here, lots 1, 3, 4, 119-123, 127, 135, 149, 
150, 158, 162, 163, 170, 171, 258, 289)? 
Do FMZs overlap with areas required for biological mitigation? See, attached 
Exhibit B (August 14, 2014 site drawings) 
Section 4.5.3 of Appendix L states regarding Zone 3 (the off-site perimeter parcels 
which provide the required 150-foot fuel treatment zone for select Project parcels) 
that adjacent properties will provide the required modification of hazardous fuels 
150 feet from off-site structures. There is no assurance that easements can be 
obtained.
Fire water storage is also assumed to be available (see, DEIR Appendix P pp. 3-4). 
Is this accurate? 
See, Exhibit C attached hereto for additional comments regarding the FPP. These 
comments are fully incorporated herein by reference.  

Mitigation measures are also inadequate. Section 7.2.10 relies upon the implementation of 
numerous PDFs for fire protection but these are not proposed for adoption through the mitigation 
program; thus, they are not enforceable or effective under CEQA. Also, the FPP contains extensive 
requirements for fuel modification as well as requirements for lots with less than 150 feet of 
defensible space. These must be made CEQA mitigation measures. The “Additional 
Requirements” identified on Page 44 must also be adopted through the mitigation program. Again, 
also, the requirement that individual lot owners shall be responsible for maintenance of fuel 
modification areas in accordance with the extensive requirements of the FPP is not adequate; 
individual owners and residents cannot be relied upon for proper fuel management practices.  

Feasible mitigation has not been adopted and/or has not been shown to be infeasible. The 
DEIR states, “[p]olice and fire protection service demands would likely increase with 
implementation of the Proposed Project … With regard to fire protection, substantial fire 
protection facilities are available in the Project vicinity with the construction of the proposed 
Harmony Grove Fire Station. A two-acre lot has been transferred to the County for the new fire 
station and a [CFD] has been established with a funding mechanism in place. The Project would 
contribute its fair share to construction and operation of the station” (p. 3.1.4-29) (emphasis 
added). Yet the DEIR at p. 3.1.7-7 states that no mitigation is necessary. These are seemingly 
inconsistent statements.  

The DEIR states nonetheless that, “To be able to avoid potential impacts from exceeding 
the five-minute travel time in responding to fires and emergencies, the Harmony Grove Fire 
Station would have to be in operation for the portion of the Project outside of the EFD’s Station #6 
coverage. Therefore, prior to occupation of portions of the site outside of the five-minute travel 
time, the Harmony Grove Fire Station must be in operation.” Thus, the DEIR proposes for 
adoption M-HZ-3b which states that, “Prior to occupancy of any structure that does not meet the 
five minute travel time according to Figure 7 of the approved FPP, either the Harmony Grove Fire 
Station must be in operation and providing service, or alternate mitigation measures must be 
provided to the satisfaction of the County Fire Authority and the PDS Director.” But this measure 

K-85

K-86

K-87

K-88

K-89

K-90

K-91

K-92

K-93

K-92 The comment is concerned with an inconsistency related to mitigation 
(pages 3.1.4-29 and 3.1.7-7).  The statements in the EIR are not 
inconsistent as both sections determine that impacts to fire protection 
would be less than significant.  The new temporary Harmony Grove Fire 

K-91 The comment is concerned with Additional Requirements (FPP, page 44) 
and requests that they be adopted as mitigation measures.  See Response 
K-90.

K-88 The SMFD maintains fire storage in each of its existing water tanks that 
would be available for a fire.  Fire protection and flows are governed by 
the SMFD.  The Project has been assigned a 1,500 gpm residential fire 
flow requirement by District.  
The 2014 Rincon Water Master Plan identified the R7 Reservoir as a 
facility required to meet future growth within the District and to provide 
fire protection in the Improvement District No. 1 (ID 1) South service 
area for existing and future customers.  The location and hydraulic 
elevation can help provide increased fire protection and also operational 
and emergency storage in the ID 1 South service area that may have been 
reduced with the conversion of the District’s R-1A Reservoir to recycled 
water, immediately southeast of the Project site and east of the Harmony 
Grove Village project.
The Project may need the R7 Reservoir and resulting water pressure to 
meet storage and/or fire flow demands.  Therefore, the EIR considers the 
District owned APN 228-313-14 reservoir site, associated pipelines, and 
service access road as part of the Final EIR.

K-87 The comment is concerned that easements for the off-site fuel treatment 
zone (Zone 3) cannot be obtained.  See Response I-49.

K-86 The FPP requires that fuel modifications do not overlap with the 50-foot 
buffer for the RPO.

K-85 The Project would improve private roads to meet the County’s Private 
Road Standards, with the possible exception noted in Response E-6.  
The FPP provides enhanced mitigation requirements for those lots that 
have fewer than 150 feet of FMZ, and the SMFD has agreed the enhanced 
mitigation would provide adequate protection for those lots.  Both the 
SMFD and HOA would be responsible for enforcing the requirements 
for homes with reduced defensible space.

K-90 The mitigation measures are fire code requirements or mitigations 
approved by the SMFD and the County.  Also see Response K-15 related 
to the enforceability of Project Design Features.

K-89 The comment refers to Exhibit C attached to the comment letter.  See 
responses to Exhibit C comments in Responses K-179 to K-212.
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K-93 The comment is concerned with mitigation measure M-HZ-3b that does 
not obligate the Applicant to any “fair share” funding.  In addition, the 
commenter states that “until funding sources exist and the applicant 
pays their fair share that this must be deemed a significant impact.”  See 
Response K-92.

K-92
cont.

Station, for which the Project would pay a fair share for construction 
and operation, became operational in 2015.  This station will provide the 
required response travel time for emergency response for the Project and 
impacts would be less than significant regarding the five-minute travel 
time.  
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does not obligate the applicant to any “fair share” funding as indicated at DEIR, p. 3.1.4-29. The 
existing San Marcos Fire Department facilities cannot meet the General Plan travel time 
requirement of 5 minutes. While the Harmony Grove Village project station will be able to meet 
travel time requirements, this facility is not fully funded with regard to capital costs to build the 
station or the ongoing costs for operation. See, Exhibit C hereto.  Even with funding sources, there 
are “gaps” in the funding. Id. Until such time that funding sources exist and the applicant is 
obligated to pay its fair share for construction and operation, fire impacts must be deemed a 
significant impact of the Project. Also the fact that “alternative mitigation measures” may be 
provided is not assurance of effective and enforceable mitigation pursuant to CEQA. The DEIR 
indicates that only if the Harmony Grove Fire Station is operational that impacts will be less than 
significant for a portion of the Project site.  

The Project also relies upon the procurement of certain easements on private properties 
adjacent to the Project site for fuel modification (150 feet from structures).  It is not clear that these 
easements can or will be secured, though necessary for fire protection mitigation. Thus, impacts 
have not been reduced to less than significant. Moreover, how will off-site fuel modification zones 
be monitored and maintained? Will the Project’s HOA be responsible for and permitted to 
maintain the FMZ on adjacent private properties? 

Was the variance to permit less than 150 feet of fuel modification fully evaluated? Where 
in the DEIR are the justifications in support of this variance?  

Land Use
The Project is inconsistent with and impedes the goals and policies of the County of San 

Diego General Plan (2011)7. As a result, there are significant and unmitigated land use impacts 
contrary to the conclusions of the DEIR. 

County of San Diego General Plan 

The Project conflicts with numerous County General Plan policies, and these conflicts are 
not mitigated by the proposed General Plan Amendment. Initially we observe that the Project 
conflicts with the principles and intent of the new General Plan. The County prominently states on 
its website that the General Plan, 

is the first comprehensive update of the San Diego County General Plan since 1978 
and is the result of the collective efforts of elected and appointed officials, 
community groups, individuals, and agencies who spent countless hours 
developing a framework for the future growth and development of the 
unincorporated areas of the County. This document replaces the previous General 
Plan and is based on a set of guiding principles designed to protect the County’s 
unique and diverse natural resources and maintain the character of its rural and 
semi-rural communities. It reflects an environmentally sustainable approach to 
planning that balances the need for adequate infrastructure, housing, and 
economic vitality, while maintaining and preserving each unique community 
within the County, agricultural areas, and extensive open space.

The General Plan directs future growth in the unincorporated areas of the County 

7 (http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/generalplan.html) 

K-93
cont.

K-94

K-95

K-96a

K-96a The Project location is consistent with the County’s commitment to 
reduce 15 percent of housing capacity in the eastern rural areas of the 
County and shifting 20 percent of the future growth to the western 
communities.  The County believes the Applicant’s request for a General 
Plan Amendment is appropriate and in keeping with the intent of the 
principles and goals of the County’s General Plan by adding regional 
fair share housing unit additions in close proximity to transportation and 
employment centers, thereby reducing a portion of the housing shortfall 
within the unincorporated County areas.  See Topical Response: General 
Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis 
regarding provisions of housing adjacent to major public and private 
infrastructure and investments, comprehensive transportation options, 
and major employment centers; consolidated (clustered) design and 
principles and goals of the County’s General Plan; as well as the unique 
character of the semi-rural community. Also see Responses G-4, G-6, I-8 
and I-65. 

K-95 The comment questions whether the fuel modification reduction from 
150 feet was fully evaluated and requests the justification for the support 
of the variance.  The FPP (Section 4.7) requires enhanced mitigation for 
dwellings with fewer than 150 feet of a Fuel Management Zone (FMZ).  
After evaluation, these mitigations were defined for each residential 
structure and lot development standards where there are fewer than 150 
feet of FMZ.

K-94 The comment is concerned with the requirement to obtain off-site 
easements for fuel reduction and is concerned as to how these fuel 
modification zones will be monitored and maintained.  See Response 
I-49.
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with a projected capacity that will accommodate more than 232,300 existing and 
future homes. This growth is targeted to occur primarily in the western portions of 
the unincorporated County where there is the opportunity for additional 
development. Compared to the previous General Plan, this update reduces housing 
capacity by 15 percent and shifts 20 percent of future growth from eastern 
backcountry areas to western communities. This change reflects the County’s 
commitment to a sustainable growth model that facilitates efficient development 
near infrastructure and services, while respecting sensitive natural resources and 
protection of existing community character in its extensive rural and semi-rural 
communities. The General Plan provides a renewed basis for the County’s 
diverse communities to develop Community Plans that are specific to and 
reflective of their unique character and environment consistent with the 
County’s vision for its future. (emphasis added) 

(http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/generalplan.html) 

The Project fundamentally conflicts with the General Plan insofar as it represents a dramatic 
change in the land use intensities than permitted by the current General Plan. The Project also 
does not represent an extension of other higher density areas in a manner anticipated by 
regional planning documents. See, General Plan Housing Element Figure H 2 identifying 
SANDAG “Smart Growth Opportunity Areas” near “Village Centers.” 
(http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/gpupdate/docs/GP/HousingElement.pdf) 

The Project also conflicts with specific General Plan Policies related to preservation of 
rural, natural, and agricultural areas; smart growth; transportation planning; noise abatement; 
environmental sustainability; and fire protection and services. Conflicts exist as to the following 
policies, among others:  
LU-1.2 Leapfrog Development. Prohibit leapfrog development which is inconsistent with the 
Community Development Model … For purposes of this policy, leapfrog development is defined 
as Village densities located away from established Villages or outside established water and sewer 
service boundaries.  
LU 5.3 Rural Land Preservation. Ensure the preservation of existing open space and rural areas 
(e.g., forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and corridors, wetlands, watersheds, and 
groundwater recharge areas) when permitting development under the Rural and Semi Rural Land 
Use Designations.  
LU 13.2 Commitment of Water Supply. Require new development to identify adequate water 
resources, in accordance with State law, to support the development prior to approval.  
LU 14.4 Sewer Facilities. Prohibit sewer facilities that would induce unplanned growth. 
M-4.3 Rural Roads Compatible with Rural Character. Design and construct public roads to 
meet travel demands in Semi-Rural and Rural Lands that are consistent with rural character while 
safely accommodating transit stops when deemed necessary, along with bicyclists, pedestrians, and 
equestrians. Where feasible, utilize rural road design features (e.g., no curb and gutter 
improvements) to maintain community character. [See applicable community plan for possible 
relevant policies.]  

K-96a
cont.

K-96b

K-97

K-98

K-99
K-100

K-101
K-99 The Proposed Project is exempt from Senate Bill 610/221 regarding water 

supply documentation, based on its size (fewer than 500 units).  The 
Project was included in the 2014 Rincon UWMP update.  The property 
has historically used more water than it is projected to use following 
completion of development.  In 2013, even after reducing water over 
previous years, the property used a significant amount of water to serve 

K-98 See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis.  The Project is consistent with policy LU-
5.3 as follows.  The development plan concentrates residences to protect 
sensitive habitats, steep slopes, and agricultural lands.  Open Space areas 
were selected primarily to avoid and preserve RPO wetlands and steep 
slopes.  All habitat mitigation would occur off-site in areas of higher-
quality wildlife habitat that allow for wildlife movement and provide 
carbon sequestration benefits for the region. 

K-97 The responses regarding specific General Plan Policies are addressed in 
the following comments.  Regarding leapfrog development, policy LU-
1.2 does not apply because the Project does not include a Village density.  
See also Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea 
Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Response G-6.

K-96b See Response K-96a.  Although the Valiano Project increases density, 
the clustered design reduces the intensity of the proposed development 
by reducing the impact footprint.  Although Valiano is not a smart 
growth project many of the elements of smart growth were included 
in the design and location of the project to stay consistent with County 
General Plan Principles and Goals.  See Response G-6 regarding density, 
and Responses D-1 and D-4a regarding smart growth.  Refer to Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis.
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K-101 The only public road within the Proposed Project is Country Club Drive.  
New water quality standards, public safety issues, and constraints within 
easements make it infeasible to construct Country Club Drive without 
curbs, gutters and sidewalks.  County Mobility Element Policy M-4.3 
allows for exceptions to rural road design by inserting the language 
“where feasible.” Therefore, Valiano is consistent with Policy M-4.3.

K-100 The on-site sewer system and WTWRF has been sized for the planned 
development only, similar to Harmony Grove.  In addition, the Project 
does not violate County General Plan Policy LU-14.4.  Policy LU-14.4 
allows extension of sewer service beyond Village boundaries when 
necessary for a conservation subdivision adjacent to existing sewer 
facilities.  The Project would likely meet the intent of a conservation 
subdivision, and is located adjacent to existing sewer facilities.  For this 
reason the plan is consistent with the conservation subdivision exception 
of policy LU-14.4 of the County’s Land Use Element.

K-99
cont.

agricultural irrigation from Rincon MWD potable water sources in 
addition to the use of on-site well water during this period.  The Project 
Water Study (Appendix P) and Section 3.1.8.2 of the Final EIR provided 
a historical analysis of water use on the property with a baseline year 
(2013), including an analysis of average annual usage as well as peak 
usage by existing irrigation meter size.  The District shall consider the 
Project’s historical water consumption in relationship to the projected 
demand for the single family development and consider appropriate 
offsets, if any, which may be necessary to mitigate the Project’s impact 
on District supply.  This approach would meet the District’s 2014 
UWMP goal of no net increase in imported water supplies to supply new 
development.  Therefore the Project is consistent with policy LU-13.2.
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M-4.4 Accommodate Emergency Vehicles. Design and construct public and private roads to 
allow for necessary access for appropriately-sized fire apparatus and emergency vehicles while 
accommodating outgoing vehicles from evacuating residents.  
M-4.5 Context Sensitive Road Design. Design and construct roads that are compatible with the 
local terrain and the uses, scale and pattern of the surrounding development. Provide wildlife 
crossings in road design and construction where it would minimize impacts in wildlife corridors.  
M-8.1 Maximize Transit Service Opportunities. Coordinate with SANDAG, the CTSA, NCTD, 
and MTS to provide capital facilities and funding, where appropriate, to: 1. Maximize 
opportunities for transit services in unincorporated communities. 

The Project’s distance to the Sprinter station is over one mile at best, and the terrain is largely not 
walkable (no sidewalks). There are no immediately accessible mass transit opportunities for the 
Project residents.  

M-8.5 Improved Transit Facilities. Require development projects, when appropriate, to improve 
existing nearby transit and/or park and ride facilities, including the provision of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, provisions for bus transit in coordination with NCTD and MTS as appropriate 
including, but not limited to, shelters, benches, boarding pads, and/or trash cans, and to provide 
safe, convenient, and a
COS 11.1 Protection of Scenic Resources. Require the protection of scenic highways, corridors, 
regionally significant scenic vistas, and natural features, including prominent ridgelines, dominant 
landforms, reservoirs, and scenic landscapes.  
COS 11.3 Development Siting and Design. Require development within visually sensitive areas 
to minimize visual impacts and to preserve unique or special visual features, particularly in rural 
areas, through the following:  

Creative site planning  
Integration of natural features into the project  
Appropriate scale, materials, and design to complement the surrounding natural   

    landscape  
Minimal disturbance of topography  
Clustering of development so as to preserve a balance of open space vistas, natural  

     features, and community character.  
Creation of contiguous open space networks  

COS 12.1 Hillside and Ridgeline Development Density. Protect undeveloped ridgelines and 

steep hillsides by maintaining semi rural or rural designations on these areas.  

COS 13.1 Restrict Light and Glare. Restrict outdoor light and glare from development projects 

in Semi Rural and Rural Lands and designated rural communities to retain the quality of night 
skies by minimizing light pollution.  
COS 14.1 Land Use Development Form. Require that development be located and designed to 

reduce vehicular trips (and associated air pollution) by utilizing compact regional and community
level development patterns while maintaining community character.  

K-102

K-103

K-104

K-105

K-106

K-107

K-108

K-109

K-110

K-104b

K-104a

K-106 The Project would not impact dominant landforms or topographic features 
in the immediate vicinity, such as Mt. Whitney or other prominent 
ridgelines or hills.  Specific to the City of San Marcos, the areas identified 
as sensitive in views from SR-78 include the hillsides and peaks of Double 
Peak Mountain and Mt. Whitney.  As generally described throughout the 
visual analysis, Project-related residences would be substantially below 
the Mt. Whitney peak (at an elevation of over 1,700 feet amsl), as well as 
below visible residences in the City on the hillsides and ridgelines below 
it.  Open views to the Mt. Whitney upper slopes and peak associated 
would not be disrupted.  Specific to the lower Double Peak, this feature 
is located west of Mt. Whitney and on the other side of the ridgeline 
that includes Mt. Whitney.  It is not included in views that include the 

K-105 County Staff shall identify any appropriate improvements identified in 
the EIR.  If mitigation measures are necessary, the Project would make 
improvements to public infrastructure, roads, and transit facilities.  In 
addition, the Project Applicant would pay into the County’s Traffic 
Impact Fee (TIF).   

K-104b Project road design is appropriate for the community design and location.  
The Project site is located within 2 miles driving distance of the Nordahl 
SPRINTER rail station which links to the COASTER and BREEZE 
buses, and 2.1 miles driving distance from the I-15/SR 78 interchange.  
Palomar Hospital is located 1.7 miles driving distance from the Project 
site and Cal State San Marcos is located 3.1 miles driving distance from 
the Project site.  In addition, as part of mitigation for traffic impacts, the 
Project would install a sidewalk at the north end of Country Club Drive 
that would connect two currently disconnected sections of sidewalk, 
thereby making it easier for Project residents to walk to the SPRINTER 
station.

K-104a Mobility Element Policy M-8.1 directs the County on how to design 
and construct public transit systems, and does not apply to individual 
development projects.

K-103 All roads within the Valiano Plan area were designed to conform to 
the natural terrain and do not deviate significantly from surrounding 
roadways.  Roads were engineered appropriately to state and local 
standards with the least amount of disturbance to surrounding natural 
landforms as possible.  The Project site does not support significant 
wildlife corridors that would require wildlife crossings.

K-102 All private internal streets have been designed to accommodate 
appropriately sized fire apparatus and emergency vehicles.  Private 
residential streets were reviewed and approved by the local fire authority 
with jurisdiction over the Project.  Lane widths and turning radii factored 
fire apparatus mobility into the design.  The Project is consistent with 
County Mobility Element Policy M-4.4.
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K-107 Chapter 2 of the Valiano Specific Plan addresses the design elements 
and materials the Project incorporates to meet General Plan Policy COS-
11.3.  Specifically, the Plan’s text includes the following statement: “The 
design addresses basic community planning goals and concepts as well 
as community-wide issues of conservation and design.  These goals 
include the preservation of the hillsides and open space through careful 
layout and orientation of roads and neighborhoods.” Section 2.1 of the 
Project Specific Plan includes the following information which satisfies 
COS-11.3: “Maintain the semi-rural character of the community by using 
natural materials that enhance the existing unique features and identity 
of the site and protect open space for a variety of informal outdoor 
experiences where regular use is encouraged through careful placement 
and attractive design.”  The clustered design with smaller lots also allows 
for greater conservation of resources and open space.  The Project would 
preserve 31.2 acres within a biological open space easement and another 
35.4 acres within an agricultural open space easement.  Additionally, 
restriction of structures from over half of the Project site (allowing 
it to act as visual open space) contributes to the rural feel of the area 
and acts as a visual amenity.  The Project blends with the existing 
community character of the area through landscaping, setbacks and also 
the provision of a multi-use trail which would accommodate equestrian 
users and equestrian features at the proposed neighborhood park (e.g., 
water trough, tie-ups).  The design details included in the Project are 
discussed in the Specific Plan and are compliant with COS-11.3.
Furthermore, the Project is consistent with each sub-point of the policy: 
• The site has been creatively planned to retain areas with oaks 

and wetlands (integration of natural features), an existing pond, 
equestrian staging area and a Neighborhood Park open to the public 
in the most accessible location (see Figures 2.4-10a and b). 

• Relative to appropriate scale, materials and design, the homes would 
not exceed two stories, which is currently seen on hillsides on both 

K-106
cont.

Project area from SR-78.  The Project would similarly have no effect on 
Frank’s Peak (located west of Harmony Grove Village).  These findings 
are also relevant to the regionally significant scenic vistas, scenic 
landscapes, prominent ridgelines and dominant landforms issues noted 
in the comment.  The regionally significant scenic vistas/landscapes (i.e., 
important to a region, and not primarily a local area) are either associated 
with the ridgelines seen from so many vantage points in County and city 
jurisdictions; or are located within  protected public access areas with 
designated viewpoints (e.g., the Harmony Grove Overlook in Elfin Forest 
Recreational Reserve).  These areas are beyond the Project or already 
impacted at higher elevations than the Project’s impacts.  There are no 
scenic open water reservoirs that would be affected by the Project.  The 
Project is consistent with COS-11.1.  Also see Response K-17 regarding 
the location of scenic highways/corridors in relation to the Project.
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sides of the valley.  Roofs would be dark brown and homes would 
be painted in earth tones.  Stone elements would be incorporated 
into entry monuments, and wood would be notably visible in the 
three-rail equestrian fencing along the Project roads.  Much of the 
Project ultimately would be obscured by native vegetation or Project 
landscaping, merging into the surrounding natural landscape. 

• Minimal disturbance of topography is being attained.  This is 
because the existing gradients are generally being followed, with 
homes primarily located in the valley, following small increases in 
elevation, and then being aligned along lower portions of the east-
facing western slopes, in strict conformance to the County RPO 
steep slope encroachment restrictions (see Response F-2).  

• Clustering of development has been incorporated.  Homes have been 
clustered to retain a large amount of visual open space, including 
park areas, biological set aside and existing agricultural areas. 

• Relative to creation of contiguous open space networks, Figure 1-13 
of the EIR depicts the agricultural, biological, common open space 
and landscape easements that combine to create an unbroken open 
space area from north to south along the Project western boundary, 
as well as some open space east-west connections within the Project 
Neighborhoods 1, 2, 3 and 4 (and a north-south connection in 
Neighborhood 5) that are interrupted by the narrow Project roads 
and paths/trails. 

The Project is consistent with COS-11.3.

K-109 As detailed in EIR Subsections 2.1.2.5 through 2.1.2.7 and 2.1.2.9, the 
Project would be required to strictly comply with the County LPC.  The 
LPC is designed to minimize light pollution and maintain the quality of 
night skies (“dark skies”).  This occurs through restrictions on lumens, 
use of light shields and control of light “spill” onto areas not requiring 
illumination, as well as only providing for night lighting of the WTWRF 
if staff are present and working (would only occur on an intermittent 
basis).  Lights would be minimal, shielded and pointed downward.  
Elimination of street lights unless required for safety purposes also plays 
a role.  The Project is consistent with COS-13.1.

K-108 The comment is concerned with compliance to General Plan Policy COS-
12.1 (Hillside and Ridgeline Development Density).  See Response K-16 
of this letter regarding Project compliance with COS-12.1.

K-110 The location of the Project near to major state and federal highways, 
near a SPRINTER station, near a primary hospital, near to employment 
opportunities and primary shopping opportunities, etc., consistent with 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and Senate Bill (SB) 375 strategies, 
is expected to potentially reduce trips usually associated with southern 
California transportation patterns.  The conformance with compact design 
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and community character is described in Responses D-1, D-4a, I-8, and 
K-11b, as well as EIR Subchapter 2.1 and Section 3.1.4.  The Project 
is consistent with COS-14.1 and meets the spirit and intent of Guiding 
Principle 2 of the General Plan to “promote health and sustainability by 
locating new growth near existing and planned infrastructure, services, 
and jobs in a compact pattern of development.”
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COS-14.5 Building Siting and Orientation in Subdivisions. Require that buildings be located 
and oriented in new subdivisions and multi structure non residential projects to maximize passive 
solar heating during cool seasons, minimize heat gains during hot periods, enhance natural 
ventilation, and promote the effective use of daylight.  
COS-15.1 Design and Construction of New Buildings. Require that new buildings be designed 
and constructed in accordance with “green building” programs that incorporate techniques and 
materials that maximize energy efficiency, incorporate the use of sustainable resources and 
recycled materials, and reduce emissions of GHGs and toxic air contaminants.  
COS 15.4 Title 24 Energy Standards. Require development to minimize energy impacts from 
new buildings in accordance with or exceeding Title 24 energy standards.  
COS 16.5 Transit Center Development. Encourage compact development patterns along major 
transit routes.
S 3.6 Fire Protection Measures. Ensure that development located within fire threat areas 
implement measures that reduce the risk of structural and human loss due to wildfire.  
S-6.3 Funding Fire Protection Services. Require development to contribute its fair share towards 
funding the provision of appropriate fire and emergency medical services as determined necessary 
to adequately serve the project.  

Here, this Policy could mean mitigation in the form of constructing or funding a new road 
connection to La Moree Road. Note also that fair share funding has not been required as to the 
construction of the Harmony Grove Village fire station.  
S 6.4 Fire Protection Services for Development. Require that new development demonstrate that 
fire services can be provided that meets the minimum travel times identified in Table S-1.  

Travel
Time 

Regional Category (and/or Land Use 
Designation) 

Rationale for Travel 
Time Standards** 

5 min 

Village (VR-2 to VR-30) and limited 
Semi-Rural Residential Areas (SR-0.5 and SR-
1)

Commercial and Industrial Designations 
in the Village Regional Category  

Development located within a Village 
Boundary  

S 6.5 Concurrency of Fire Protection Services. Ensure that fire protection staffing, facilities and 
equipment required to serve development are operating prior to, or in conjunction with, the 
development. Allow incremental growth to occur until a new facility can be supported by 
development. (emphasis added) 
N 1.3 Sound Walls. Discourage the use of noise walls. In areas where the use of noise walls 
cannot be avoided, evaluate and require where feasible, a combination of walls and earthen berms 

K-111

K-112

K-113

K-114

K-115

K-116

K-117

K-118

K-119

K-113 The energy features would be verified in the Title 24 Compliance Report 
submitted during the building permit process.  These features include: 
participation in the California Green Builder Program; enhanced heating, 
ventilation and air condition (HVAC) systems and duct seals insulation 
(achieve 2016 Title 24); enhanced ceiling, attic and wall insulation 
(achieve 2016 Title 24); high-efficiency water heaters (with 19 percent of 
residential water heating needs accommodated by solar water heaters); 
energy-efficient three-coat stucco exteriors; high efficiency window 
glazing; Energy Star appliances and energy-efficient lighting; rooftop 
solar photovoltaic panels that would supply a minimum of 30 percent 
of residential electricity needs per planning area (Neighborhoods 1-5); 
residential electric vehicle charging stations that would provide electrical 
capacity and appropriate circuitry in proximity to vehicle parking areas 
and/or garages; parallel hot water piping or hot water recirculation 
systems; buyer-optional high-efficiency clothes washers; drought-
tolerant landscaping plan; high efficiency drip irrigation systems; the use 

K-112 Section 2.1.1 of the Valiano Specific Plan notes the Project shall comply 
with Conservation and Open Space Element Policy COS-15.1.  The 
Plan notes “in addition to regulatory requirements, the Project would 
incorporate several design features and best management practices 
to reduce construction and operational GHG emissions…The energy 
features would also be verified in the Title 24 Compliance Report 
submitted during the building permit process.”  The first bullet on page 
2-2 of the Specific Plan states the Project’s participation in the California 
Green Builder program.  

K-111 Building siting and orientation was carefully studied.  The Valiano 
Specific Plan notes “the Plan has been designed to demonstrate 
sustainable design practices through a variety of measures including 
energy efficient home design, functional street trees, native and drought 
resistant plant materials, and Low Impact Development (LID) storm 
water facilities, which are intended to reduce the overall footprint of the 
community.  A significant amount of vegetation is proposed and many 
existing trees are preserved.  A system of interconnected public and 
private trails provides an alternative mode of travel.  The Plan shall use 
landscape shading of paved and hardscape surfaces and employ the use 
of high reflective and porous materials that would significantly reduce 
the heat gain of pavements by the sun.  The Plan shall use cool pavement 
technology where possible for roadways and sidewalks to help reduce 
energy consumption, air pollution, and greenhouse gas emissions.  The 
final location of the cool pavement areas would be identified during final 
engineering.”  Incorporation of the above mentioned building methods 
and the maximization of shade and minimization of impervious surfaces 
meets the intent of Conservation and Open Space Element Policy COS-
14.5.
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K-118 Response

K-117 Response

K-116 The Project complies with Policy S-6.3 of the County’s General Plan 
Safety Element.  Information on compliance with Policy S-6.3 was 
provided in Chapter 5.4 of the Valiano Specific Plan.  See Response 
I-63 regarding the infeasibility of connecting to La Moree Road.  The 
financial agreements provided below provide evidence of conformance 
with the County’s Safety Element.  The Project Applicant proposes a 
Community Facility District (CFD) fee contribution to the San Marcos 
Fire Department for primary emergency service to the Plan area.  In 
addition a financial contribution would be made to the Harmony Grove 
Fire Station to provide first emergency response services to the Plan area, 
in an amount acceptable to the County.  The combination of primary 
service from SMFD, mutual aid agreements from County Fire agencies, 
and the fair share contribution to the Harmony Grove Fire Station meet 
Policy S-6.3 of the County’s General Plan Safety Element.

K-115 According to the FPP prepared for the Specific Plan area, adequate 
mitigation and fire buffers are in place to reduce the risk of structural 
and human loss due to wildfire, consistent with Policy S 3.6.  The City of 
San Marcos requires even more stringent fire buffer rules and regulations 
than the County.

K-119 Response

K-114 Placing housing near transportation, employment, shopping and 
services, helps minimize travel times and is consistent with the goals 
SB 375 (Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008).  
Additionally, the County General Plan Guiding Principle 2 promotes 
compact development near transportation facilities, retail centers, and 
employment centers thereby reducing VMT.  Increased density near 
infrastructure and commercial and employment development reduce 
the strain on public funds necessary for improvements.  The Project is a 
semi-rural compact development outside the village core area, yet very 
near employment and retail opportunities in San Marcos and Escondido 
and the transportation facilities and infrastructure that facilitate North 
County residents.  Additionally, the Project is approximately 1.7 miles 
driving distance from the I-15/SR-78 interchange, thereby reducing 
miles traveled to transit opportunities, reducing pollution generation, and 
maintaining compliance with COS-16.5.  Also see Response K-104.

K-113
cont.

of reclaimed water from the proposed WTWRF for outdoor irrigation; the 
Project would provide areas for storage and collection of recyclables and 
yard waste for each residence; maximization of shade and minimization of 
impervious surfaces; low- VOC coatings and sealants during construction 
and operation; natural gas fireplaces; traffic calming measures where 
allowed; use of Tier 4 construction equipment; building products that 
have at least 10 percent recycled content; and use of recycled materials 
for flooring and sustainable wood products and other recycled materials 
where possible.  With inclusion of these features, the Project would be in 
conformance with Conservation and Open Space Element Policy COS-
15.4.  Also see Response K-112.
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K-118 The Project complies with Policy S-6.5 of the County Safety Element.  
Agreement with the San Marcos Fire Department for primary service to 
the Plan area has been secured.  Service agreements have been made with 
County Fire agencies for mutual aid to the Plan area.  First response would 
come from the Harmony Grove Fire Station which must be constructed 
and operational prior to first occupancy of Project units, unless other 
mitigation options are approved by the SMFD.  The temporary Harmony 
Grove Fire Station is already operational and able to serve the Project 
area.

K-117 The Valiano Plan area complies with General Plan Safety Element Policy 
S-6.4.  Emergency service response times shall meet the five-minute 
travel time shown in Table S-1 of the County’s Safety Element.  Section 
5.4 of the Valiano Specific Plan provides details on the fire protection 
services and how the Plan area proposes to meet emergency response 
times.  The entire Project site is located within a five-minute travel time 
of the Harmony Grove Fire Station.  Also see Response K-116.

K-119 Berms are usually associated with sound walls when the wall will be 
very tall and is also visually accessible.  In this case, the only sound walls 
proposed for the Project are located in one area, in Neighborhood 5, west 
of Country Club Drive, and would be associated with lots backing on to 
that roadway.  The required barriers are not of excessive height (5.5 to 
6 feet in height), and additionally would be sited downslope from the 
roadway, so that less of their height would be visible.  As noted in the 
policy, vegetation or other screening methods to “soften” the appearance 
of the wall are also appropriate.  In this instance, intervening roadside 
vegetation would partially obscure these features, and an architectural 
treatment would be applied to render it more visually appealing (see Figure 
2.1-10b).  There are noise walls to the south of the Project associated with 
Harmony Grove Village.  The walls would not be continuous because no 
walls are proposed where the WTWRF, the equestrian staging area, and 
the park are adjacent to Country Club Drive.  The Project is consistent 
with N-1.3.
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and require the use of vegetation or other visual screening methods to soften the visual appearance 
of the wall. (emphasis added)  
N 4.1 Traffic Noise. Require that projects proposing General Plan amendments that increase the 
average daily traffic beyond what is anticipated in this General Plan do not increase cumulative 
traffic noise to off site noise sensitive land uses beyond acceptable levels.  

Many of the foregoing policies are not discussed in the DEIR. As to air quality, the DEIR 
concludes that impacts are less-than-significant with respect to conflicts between the Project and 
General Plan air quality policies, but this conclusion is not supported where the DEIR finds that air 
quality impacts are significant on an operational and cumulative basis. Additionally, the DEIR 
asserts, “the Project would be built in accordance with the Building Industry Association’s 
California Green Building Program to reduce impacts to air quality. The key CGB design features 
would account for 15 percent greater energy efficiency than the current Title 24 2008 energy 
code.” (emphasis added) As discussed above, Title 24 was updated in 2013.  

Finally, as to applicable General Plan mitigation measures, these must be adopted as 
CEQA mitigation measures, not Project design features, in order to be legally enforceable and 
effective (p. 3.1.4-9). The Project also fails demonstrate compliance with or include applicable 
General Plan mitigation measures, including but not limited to: Aes-1.3, Aes-1.7, Aes-1.8, Agr-
1.1, Agr-2.1, Haz-4.3, Hyd-1.7, Hyd-2.1, Pub-1.4, Pub-1.5, USS-4.1, USS-4.3. 
(http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/gpupdate/docs/BOS_Aug2011/EIR/FEIR_7
.00_-_Mitigation_Measures_2011.pdf) 

Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Community Plan 
The Project is inconsistent with and impedes the goals and policies of the San Dieguito 

Community Plan and the Elfin Forest and Harmony Grove portion of the Community Plan8.

The DEIR states, 

[C]ommunity plans have been adopted as integral parts of the General Plan to 
provide the framework for addressing the issues and concerns unique to each 
community that are not reflected in the broader policies of the General Plan. The 
San Dieguito Community Plan augments the 2011 General Plan and contains goals 
and policies specific to the San Dieguito CPA. Each community/subregional plan 
in San Diego County identifies specific community character attributes and outlines 
goals and policies intended to preserve those attributes. The Proposed Project site 
is located in the northernmost portion of the San Dieguito community planning 
area. (DEIR p. 3.1.4-3) 

The Elfin Forest and Harmony Grove Portion of the San Dieguito Community Plan 
the planning areas of Elfin Forest and Harmony Grove, which total approximately 
6,793 acres in size and fall within the San Dieguito CPA. The southern portion of 

8(http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/docs/CP/ELFIN_FOR_HARM_GROVE_
CP.pdf)

 

K-119
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K-120

K-121a

K-121b

K-122

K-123

K-122 The comment is concerned with the enforceability of Project Design 
Features.  See Response K-15.  

K-121b The Project would be required to comply with the 2016 Title 24 Energy 
Code.  See Response K-27.  

K-121a The Project is consistent with General Plan policies related to air quality 
as discussed in Subsection 3.1.4.2 of the EIR.  

K-120 As discussed in Subsection 2.6.2.1, Project traffic did not contribute a 
cumulatively considerable amount of traffic noise to off-site receptors.  
Therefore, the Project’s traffic noise impact on cumulative traffic noise 
does not exceed acceptable levels and the Project is consistent with 
Policy N-4.1 of the County General Plan Noise Element.

K-123 The comment correctly cites the Project EIR relative to the community 
plans.  This is a global comment about the Project’s inconsistencies with 
goals and policies of the San Dieguito Community Plan and Elfin Forest/
Harmony Grove portion of the San Dieguito Community Plan, and no 
specifics are provided.  Refer to Section 3.1.4 of the EIR and Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis.
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the Proposed Project site falls within the Harmony Grove community. Land Use 
goals for the Harmony Grove community include preservation of the rural small 
town feeling, open access community design that unifies multiple developments 
into ‘one neighborhood,’ and continued preservation and dedication of natural and 
cultural resources and open space. The Land Use Element encourages 
environmentally sensitive, responsible equestrian uses; preservation of a rural 
visual environment and visually significant resources; continued agricultural uses; 
and buffers between urban areas and rural residential uses. (DEIR p. 3.1.4-4) 

First, the Project conflicts with the existing land uses and character of the area, which is described 
in the EFHG Community Plan as, 

The Harmony Grove community encompasses areas that are primarily single-
family rural residential communities on estate lots sprawling over hillsides, along 
with agricultural uses and residential livestock keeping … It has no established 
trails; no commercial development or non-agricultural industry, except for one 
concrete– pipe plant; no sidewalks; and no extractive land uses … Urban areas of 
Escondido and San Marcos immediately adjoin several portions of Harmony 
Grove. Harmony Grove residents value open space, quiet, dark nighttime skies, and 
low traffic volume. There are no street lights, lighted signs, or traffic signals.
Some of the key elements of the Harmony Grove character and values include 
one- and two-story single family homes on large lots; large animal facilities on 
residential properties; no clustered development; no "cookie-cutter" 
developments; no walled developments, and no gated communities. (EFHG 
Community Plan p. 16) (emphasis added) 

The Project does not fulfill the vision for the future Harmony Grove community, described in the 
EFHG Community Plan as:  

The area is rural in nature, extremely quiet, peaceful, and generally remains in its 
natural state, except for the agricultural uses. The dark night sky is an important 
aesthetic resource. The most scenic views in Harmony Grove are of the hills, 
valleys, riparian habitat, and grazing farm animals; and these visual qualities 
must be preserved. The area remains non-industrial with low-densities, which 
preserve the community’s historic rural agricultural character. The residents 
embrace a green community, where they continue their rural small-town lifestyle, 
enjoy keeping leisure and market animals, and live in harmony with the land and 
the wildlife . . . The historic rural habitat is preserved where the Village is 
surrounded by large-lot rural homes and small, family owned farms and vineyards 
that preserve the critical relationships necessary for this environmentally sensitive 
and balanced green community. The all-important rural voice is not overwhelmed 
by the urban voice. (Community Plan p. 23) (emphasis added) 

The Project site is located outside the Village boundary particularly outside the Harmony Grove 
Village (HGV) Boundary. The EFHG Community Plan states explicitly that, “the Harmony Grove 
Village Boundary, shown on Figure 3 on page 25, is a growth boundary that identifies land to 

K-123
cont.

K-124

K-125

K-125 The cited text is an accurate quote from the Community Plan.  This 
comment states that the Project does not fulfill the vision for the future 
Harmony Grove Community, as described in the Elfin Forest/Harmony 
Grove portion of the San Dieguito Community Plan.  No specifics are 
given, but bolded text indicates potential points of the commenters’ 

K-124 The comment correctly cites the Community Plan text.  This comment 
states that the Project conflicts with the existing land uses and character 
of the area as described in the Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove portion of the 
San Dieguito Community Plan.  No specifics are given, but bolded text 
indicates potential points of the commenters’ intent.  In addition to the 
response below, please refer to Section 3.1.4 of the EIR for discussion 
of Project land use consistency and Topical Response: General Plan 
Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis.
The cited text no longer matches what is present in the Plan area.  The 
Project does not conflict with the existing land uses and character, 
because there is a higher level of built environment within the plan area 
and the immediately visible areas around it, as described throughout these 
responses.  There are now street lights along Country Club Drive.  When 
the revised Plan was adopted in 2011, it incorporated the Harmony Grove 
Village Project, which included limited lighting for safety purposes, as 
well as clustered development with associated smaller lots, community 
amenities such as developed parks and meeting areas, and commercial 
elements.  Sound walls along Country Club Drive were an approved part 
of that Project (2006).  Harmony Grove Village is currently building out 
according to plan, and is definitely part of the existing condition, abutting 
the Proposed Project on the south-westernmost corner. 
Please see Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea 
Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis regarding EFHGCP Policy 
LU-1.5.1.  Also, note that only one to two story homes are planned.  
Neighborhood 5 would present equestrian opportunities, trails and 
Neighborhood park areas to off-site viewers, as well as horse-keeping 
lots.  The Project entry signs would be lighted only by small can lights 
with focused beams to directional signage (placed in low wall formats).  
Privacy walls would be similar to those found along Country Club 
Drive and also would be largely obscured by Project landscaping.  The 
community would not be gated.
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which development should be directed. Areas outside this limit line are not intended to expand 
and should retain the original Harmony Grove rural residential and agricultural character” (p. 
27) (emphasis added).Thus the EFHG Communnity Plan accounts for HGV yet notes that “[i]f the 
pattern shown on the General Plan Land Use Map is strictly followed, the final number of urban 
homes should approximately equal the number of rural homes in the neighboring communities and 
Harmony Grove should be able to keep its rural voice” (p. 21) (emphasis added). The EFHG 
Community Plan does not envision a continuation of higher density development like that of HGV; 
rather, it anticipates that HGV with its higher densities will be balanced by the continuation of 
rural development consistent with current General Plan land use designations.  

Likewise, the Project does not satisfy or conform to specific EFHG Community Plan Goals 
and Policies including but not limited to:  

Goal LU-1. Preservation of the rural small town feeling of Harmony Grove and Policy LU-1.5.1
Require minimum lot sizes of two acres of land designated as Semi-Rural 4 or lower densities 
and one acre of lands designated as Semi-Rural 1 and Semi Rural 2 as the standards.

The Project conflicts with Policy LU-1.5.1 for lot sizes including in Neighborhood 5.   

Policy LU-1.6-2. Promote design of development with a rural, country theme. 
Policy LU-1.8.1. Require mitigation land for development within the community to be purchased 
within the community to create open space and trails. 
Policy LU-1.9.2. Encourage the keeping of equestrian and market animals. 
Policy LU-1.9.7 Strictly enforce manure and odor control. 
Policy LU-1.10.1. Reduce front setbacks to allow grazing, but not housing, of leisure and market 
animals residential fenced front yards.  
Goal LU-2.1 Preservation of the rural unincorporated community of Elfin Forest and its 
cohesiveness with its neighbor, the rural unincorporated community Harmony Grove. 
Policy LU-2.2.1 Ensure that the number of urban residences does not greatly exceed that of the 
rural residences in the greater unincorporated communities of Harmony Grove and Eden Valley.  
The clear intent of Policy LU-2.2.1 is to prevent the original Harmony Grove residents, identified in 
the Community Plan as living in large lot equestrian properties, from becoming outnumbered by 
residents of clustered, small lot, non-equestrian properties. This skewed ratio would create a majority 
voice for the suburban resident and encourage migration of the original rural equestrian residents 
out of the community, further eroding the community character and culture.  Development according 
to the current GP yields an urban/rural balance consistent with Policy LU-2.2.1. Development 
according to the Valiano SPA, including counting the Project’s horse keeping properties as rural 
residences, still yields a 3 to 1 urban prevalence, clearly altering the residential balance that Policy 
LU-2.2.1 was designed to protect. This issue and the possible impacts to community character must 
be studied in the EIR.  

See, Exhibit E attached hereto containing further discussion on Project inconsistency with Policy 
LU-2.2.1.

Policy LU-3.1.3. Encourage developers and public agencies in the County to acquire Elfin Forest’s 
sensitive environmental habitat as mitigation.  

K-125
cont.

K-126

K-127
K-128
K-129
K-130
K-131
K-132

K-133

K-134

K-126 The cited text is an accurate quote from the EFHGCP.  See Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Boundary Line Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis regarding portions of the Project site located within the 
subarea plan, and LU-1.5.1 consistency.  See Response K-15 regarding 
the site’s rural components.  Relative to “preservation of the [existing] 
rural small town feeling” of Harmony Grove, refer to Comment K-125. 

K-125
cont.

intent.  In addition to the response below, please refer to EIR Section 
3.1.4 for discussion of Project land use consistency.

Please refer to Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea 
Boundary Adjustment CEQA Impacts Analysis relative to properties 
included in the cited Plan (Neighborhood 5). 

Relative to the focus on those elements considered most scenic, the Project 
would be expected to comply with the Plan.  Project design follows the 
existing topography, with homes located in both valley portions and the 
lower portions of the western hills.  Existing development is located on 
higher portions of those hills and the ridgelines.  None of the Project 
western hillsides are located within the Elfin Forest and Harmony 
Grove Community Plan boundaries, and equestrian trail head, park, and 
pond uses would be retained in the “valley” portion.  The contrast of 
valley and hill topography would continue.  The primary scenic riparian 
habitat in the Plan area is associated with Escondido Creek, which 
neither crosses nor is adjacent to the Project.  A pond area on site in 
Neighborhood 5 would be retained.  See Response K-124 regarding the 
built environment.  There are currently no dairy cows grazing in the plan 
area.  The surrounding parcels contain more views to livestock than the 
Project parcels, and those uses can continue.  The proposed site uses are 
not industrial in nature and would not be expected to generate equipment 
noise, delivery truck noise, etc. exceeding other residential areas.  The 
WTWRF would incorporate a barn-like main building, and other features 
would largely be at ground level and/or very small in size; both of which 
would be easily obscured by edging landscaping from the most visually 
accessible areas.  

With implementation of the Valiano Specific Plan and GPA, all portions 
of the Plan area would change to the Semi-Rural 0.5 (SR-0.5) designation.  
Densities under the proposed designation range from 2 du/gross acre to 1 
du/2 gross acres, depending on slope.  The densities proposed under the 
Project Specific Plan are consistent with the proposed SR-0.5 designation, 
which is an appropriate designation outside of the Village boundary.  
Please refer to the Topical Response cited above and Responses I-7, I-8, 
G-6 and G-7.
Response

K-127 The comment is concerned with Project compliance with Policy LU-1.6-
2.  See Responses G-6 and I-7.
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K-129 As stated in the comment, the EFHGCP “encourages” the keeping of 
equestrian and market animals, rather than requiring animal keeping.  
Neighborhood 5 includes lots which allow the keeping of equestrian and 
market animals.

K-128 The Project has been conditioned to demonstrate consistency with 
EFHGCP policy LU-1.8.1 when mitigating the impacts within the 
EFHGCP area.  The current text of policy LU-1.8.1 is, “When considering 
the appropriate mitigation for impacts to biological resources within the 
community, consider local community options first.  The acceptance 
of biological mitigation options outside the planning area is strongly 
discouraged when appropriate mitigation is available within the planning 
area.” To the extent that appropriate mitigation parcels cannot be located 
with the community, please note that all mitigation would require 
resource agency and County approval.

K-131 As per Page 2-8 of the Valiano Specific Plan, “the project CC&Rs and 
HOA would allow grazing of leisure and market animals in residential 
fenced front yards.” 

K-130 The Valiano Specific Plan area would comply with EFHGCP Policy 
LU-1.9.7.  Mitigation measure M-HZ-4 requires the preparation and 
implementation of a Manure Management and Fly/Vector Control Plan.  
In addition, manure and odor control would be included within the 
Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs).

K-132 See Responses G-2, G-4, I-3, I-7, I-8, I-17, and I-19 as well as Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis. 

K-133 The comment is concerned with LU-2.2.1 – “Ensure that the number of 
urban residences does not greatly exceed that of the rural residences in 
the greater unincorporated communities of Harmony Grove and Eden 
Valley.”  See Responses I-65, , K-15, U-2a and AD-5, as well as Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis. 

K-134 See Response K-128.  Policy LU-3.1.3 restates the direction in Policy 
LU-1.8.1.
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Policy CM-5.1.1. Require construction of pedestrian trails linking each and every house as a 
condition of development for subdivisions with 5 or more homes.  
Goal CM-10.2 A sewage disposal system that retains the rural character of Elfin Forest –
Harmony Grove and Policy CM-10.2.1 Require all proposed new development to use septic 
systems with one septic system per dwelling unit. 
Goal COS-1.2 Native soil and topography moderately interspersed with low impact residential and 
agricultural uses and Policy COS-1.2.1 Require development to minimize impact on soil 
resources. Topography is maintained wherever possible. Policy COS-1.2.2. Prioritize Elfin Forest 
areas to be purchased as mitigation property.  
(EFHG Community Plan pp. 27 – 47)

Zoning Ordinance 
          The Project may also conflict with or violate provisions of the County Zoning Ordinance 
including the Subdivision Ordinance. For instance, the Project violates the requirement that 
secondary units are permitted on lots no less than 20,000 square feet. These conflicts are not 
necessarily resolved by the proposed rezoning or adoption of a Specific Plan. 

Finally, any deviations from any requirements for preservation of natural slopes have not 
been justified and the deviations create potential land use and visual impacts that have not been 
discussed or mitigated.  

Noise
Operational Traffic Noise 
The adopted threshold of significance for exterior noise is whether implementation of the 

Project would “Expose exterior on- or off-site, existing or reasonably foreseeable future, NSLUs to 
noise (including road noise) in excess of 60 CNEL for single-family residential uses” (p. 2.6-4). 
The DEIR states that existing traffic noise levels along Country Club Drive were measured at two 
locations and the measurements ranged from 52.5 to 56.6 dBA. See also, Acoustical Site 
Assessment Report (“Noise Study”) p. 21. With respect to these locations, the DEIR states that 
future noise levels could exceed the County’s 60-CNEL threshold for exterior use areas for single-
family residential uses.  

Impacts are significant in the Existing plus Project (E+P) scenario as to off-site 
sensitive noise receivers. Table 2.6-3 shows that numerous receiver locations will exceed 60 dB 
when Existing conditions are combined with Project conditions. Further, several of the receivers 
such as R07, 09, 10, and 21 currently experience traffic noise levels below 60 dB, but these levels 
will increase above 60 dB when Project noise is added to the existing ambient environment. Yet 
the discussion at p. 2.6-6 does not mention the Existing plus Project scenario, nor the fact that 
traffic noise levels exceed 60 dB under this scenario (the DEIR states that “[a]s shown in Table 
2.6-3, future noise levels would exceed 60 CNEL at both structural facades and exterior use 
locations for off-site residences in both the Existing plus Cumulative condition, and the Existing
plus Project plus Cumulative condition”). This is a substantial omission in light of Table 2.6-3. 
Because traffic noise in the Existing plus Project scenario exceeds applicable noise levels and the
adopted threshold of significance (p. 2.6-4), impacts must be deemed significant as to off-site 
receptors.  

The DEIR asserts at p. 2.6-6 that impacts are less-than-significant in the Existing plus 
Cumulative and Existing plus Project plus Cumulative conditions because the “change” over 
existing noise levels with the Project is less than 1 dBA. This 1 dBA standard is not identified as 

K-135

K-136

K-137

K-138a

K-138b

K-139

K-140

K-139 The comment is correct; within Table 2.6-3, there are off-site receptors 
that would be exposed to noise levels that would exceed 60 Community 
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) when considering the Existing Plus 
Project condition.  However, per the County’s significance thresholds1, 
off-site direct noise impacts (i.e., Existing versus Existing Plus Project) 
are considered significant when new projects generate noise that more 
than doubles the existing sound level.  As noted in Section 1.1.2 of the 
AAR, a doubling of sound energy is equivalent to an increase of 3 decibels.  
As shown in Table 2.6-3, although noise levels for some receivers would 

K-138b Deviations from ordinances relative to preservation of steep natural slopes 
are not requested as part of the Project.  As described in EIR Subchapter 
2.1.2.2, and Response F-2, 35.6 acres of slopes on the property, or 15 
percent of the site, meet the definition of County RPO steep slopes; only 
approximately 1.1 acres, or less than 1 percent of the Project site, would 
be impacted.  This would occur in a total of 16 lots/areas with steep 
slope encroachment, with an average encroachment of approximately 
5.4 percent.  With one exception, the encroachments within each lot 
would be less than 10 percent of the steep slope (substantially below that 
percentage allowed by the RPO).  Lot 214 would have an encroachment 
of 11.8 percent, which – as specified in the RPO – is allowable because 
this lot exceeds 80 percent steep slopes.  All lot grading would conform 
to the RPO and no deviation is requested.  The Project is also consistent 
with the San Dieguito Community Plan Soils Policy #8, as explained in 
comment K-4.

K-138a Since the circulation and recirculation of the Draft EIR, Senate Bill 229 
(SB-229) was approved on October 8, 2017 which amended Government 
Code Section 65852.2.  The approval of SB-229 is a state-mandated 
local program and authorizes Accessory Dwelling Units in areas zoned 
single-family or multifamily use and is ministerial. This EIR takes a 
conservative approach and has identified as stated above that up to 54 
lots likely would include an Accessory Dwelling Unit. 

K-137 The Project would not impact dominant landforms or topographic 
features in the immediate vicinity, such as Mt. Whitney or other 
prominent ridgelines or hills.  Regarding policy COS-1.2.2, see Response 
K-128.  Policies COS-1.2.1 and COS-1.2.2 restate the direction in Policy 
LU-1.8.1 and LU-3.1.3 and the comment does not specifically identify 
inadequacies with the EIR.

K-136 The comment is concerned with Goal CM-10.2 and Policy CM-10.2.1 
related to sewage disposal systems.  See Responses G-3 and I-29 as well 
as Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis.

K-135 The Valiano Plan area includes a trail connection to each house in 
Neighborhood 5 as detailed in Figure 3-1 in the Specific Plan.
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cont.

exceed 60 CNEL when compared with existing conditions under the 
Existing Plus Project scenario, none of the locations would increase the 
noise levels by 3 A-weighted decibels (dBA; the highest increase is 2 
dBA).  
The noise model did not include intervening residential homes and 
structures.  These existing features would further reduce traffic noise 
levels to 60 dBA CNEL and below at these existing residential lots.  
Therefore, the Project would not result in a significant direct impact 
under the Existing Plus Project condition.
1County of San Diego.  2009.  Report Format and Content Requirements:  Noise.  January 27, 2009.

K-140 See Response K-139 regarding the assessment of direct off-site exterior 
noise impacts.
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part of the threshold of significance on p. 2.6-4 (Section 2.6.2.1). Arguably this standard applies to 
cumulative impacts (see, Noise Study pp. 8, 22), but this still does not address the Existing plus 
Project scenario.  

In addition, M-N-2 is not shown to be effective for interior noise levels for on-site 
residences. Reliance upon a future study is not adequate mitigation under CEQA. Also, the 
measure merely requires an “analysis”; there is no action required in the event that the analysis 
reveals interior noise in excess of 45 CNEL.  

Mitigation related to the wastewater treatment plant is also uncertain where the program 
calls for the preparation of a future study to be reviewed by Staff outside the CEQA process. There 
is no certainty that the 45 dB standard can be achieved with respect to the waste water plant, which 
will already be constructed and possibly operational at the time of the future analysis. 

Construction Noise 
The DEIR suggests that construction noise impacts to on-site receptors are less-than- 

significant during mass grading phases because grading, ripping and blasting would occur prior to 
the development (and presumably occupancy) of on-site residences (p. 2.6-13). However, the 
DEIR indicates elsewhere that construction including grading would occur in phases (p. 1-20 
“Grading would be done by individual neighborhood, beginning with Neighborhood 5, followed 
by Neighborhoods 1, 2, 3 and 4”). See also, p. 1-21. To the extent that grading will occur when 
earlier phases of the Project are occupied, on-site residences could be exposed to unacceptable 
construction noise levels. Analysis of this issue and appropriate mitigation is required. Mitigation 
could include: (1) installation of temporary noise barriers; (2) use of electrical construction 
equipment; (3) prohibition of idling of vehicles more than 3 minutes; (4) banning heavy trucks 
near (within 250 feet) of sensitive uses; and (5) scheduling of construction activities so they do not 
interfere with noise sensitive operations.  

Off-site construction activities are not shown on the basis of substantial evidence to result 
in less-than-significant noise impacts. According to the Noise Study, these activities include 
“grading, compacting, paving, and undergrounding of utilities” (p. 30). 

As to off-site receptors during construction, the Noise Study at Figure 5 indicates that 
construction noise impacts are still significant even with the 12-foot noise control barrier. The 
County’s Noise Ordinances establishes a 75-dBA standard between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. at the 
boundary line of the property where the noise source is being generated or any occupied property 
where noise is received during construction. Figure 5 indicates that the 75-dBA threshold is met or 
potentially exceeded at the Project’s property line. Existing properties are very close to the Project 
boundary. See, Figure 2.2-1 (air quality section). In addition, M-N-7 is inadequate where it allows 
the preparation of future acoustical analysis and, potentially, the creation of new mitigation based 
on ill-defined standards and outside the CEQA review process.  

Installing a 12’ barrier “to block the line of sight” (M-N-7) will not mitigate for excessive 
noise.  Since the mitigation measure does not mitigate for the impact, another measure needs to be 
devised, such as prohibiting such activity within 180’ of occupied offsite residences.

Similarly the risk of using rock breakers near structures that could be permanently damaged 
from the vibration is not fully analyzed.  Proposing simply to not use a breaker within 300’ of 
occupied residences (M-N-8), when an entire Neighborhood 3 adjacent to several existing homes 
is to be carved out of granite mountain, appears at best difficult to implement, which may result in 
the breaker being used anyway after Project approval, and asking Staff for variances as has been 
the case for blasting and grading at the nearby Harmony Grove Village site.  Since there are 

K-140
cont.

K-141

K-142

K-143

K-144

K-145

K-146

K-147a

K-147b

K-141 Mitigation Measure M-N-2 requires that an interior acoustic study be 
conducted that demonstrates that interior resident noise levels would be 
below 45 CNEL.  Details regarding building plans and materials are not 
available at this stage of the Project.  As mentioned within Section 2.6.2.1, 
examples of enhanced building elements including thicker dual-paned 
windows with spacing of a ½-inch or greater would satisfy this interior 
requirement.  Future studies would include these types of measures to 
adequately mitigate the impact and would be addressed prior to issuance 
of building permits.2

K-143 As noted on Page 2.6-13, the noise impact analysis for the Proposed 
Project focused on mass grading, which is typically significantly louder 
than other activities; the Project would require extensive material 
excavation and/or fill.  However, the grading, along with all of the 
loudest construction processes (specifically, ripping, the use of breakers, 
and blasting) would occur prior to the development of proposed on-site 
residences.  Since on-site residences would not yet be occupied prior to 
the mass grading and blasting construction activities, impacts to on-site 
residences are expected to be less than significant because the County 
Noise Ordinance construction noise sections only apply to occupied 
structures.
Additionally, the impact statements N-7, N-8, and N-9 do include the 
potential of construction noise impacts to off-site as well as on-site 

K-142 Mitigation Measure M-N-4 requires noise control measures to ensure 
that the WTWRF complies with applicable noise regulations.  The 
Applicant is required to provide a final noise impact analysis as part 
of the facilities design submittal package for the WTWRF.  The noise 
impact analysis shall demonstrate that the facility complies with the 45 
dBA LEQ property line limit.  The conditions of approval would ensure 
that the correct equipment/structural noise barriers are properly installed 
to reduce noise levels to County standards.  

2In Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011), the Court defended the approach of 
reliance on compliance with the applicable regulatory framework.  Where an agency has evaluated 
significant impacts and identified measures that will mitigate them, it doesn’t have to commit to any 
particular identified measure as long as it commits to mitigate the impacts.  The details of exactly 
how mitigation will be achieved under the identified measures can be deferred pending completion 
of a future study.  Where impacts are of a type for which mitigation is known to be feasible, but 
practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in the planning process, the agency 
can permissibly articulate specific performance criteria and commit to ultimately devising mitigation 
measures that will satisfy the criteria. (Coon 2011) 
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K-147a The noise report includes vibration analysis from the equipment most likely 
to generate groundborne vibration that may affect adjacent structures.  A 
hydraulically operated impact hammer attached to a tracked excavator 
is commonly called a breaker and may create impulsive noise, which 
is addressed in the AAR.  Vibration generated from a breaker would be 
roughly equivalent to a jackhammer, which generates vibration at 0.035 

K-146 The barrier proposed as mitigation was modeled using software that takes 
construction equipment and topography into account to demonstrate that 
the proposed barrier would reduce construction noise from ripping to the 
County’s noise standard.  Noise contours from dozers ripping hard soils 
with the 12-foot noise barrier included in M-N-7 are shown in Figure 5 of 
the AAR.  Additionally, all grading operations are subject to the County 
Noise Ordinance and are required to comply with these regulations.

K-145 According to the County’s significance threshold for construction noise 
impacts, a project would result in a significant impact if it generates 
construction noise that exceeds the 75 dBA eight hour average sound 
level limit.  As shown in Figure 5 of the AAR, with the implementation 
of the noise barrier, the construction noise level would not exceed 75 
LEQ at the property boundary, thereby mitigating the impact.
The second paragraph of M-N-7 allows the Applicant to provide a 
supplemental noise analysis if different construction equipment or 
activities would be used than those assumed in the noise analysis.  The 
reduction or modification of the noise barrier would only be approved 
if it can be demonstrated that the construction activities are reduced to 
75 dBA or below at the property line, subject to approval by the County 
PDS.

K-144 Construction noise impacts associated with off-site utilities would be 
similar to the types of equipment that are analyzed within in Section 
7.2 of the AAR.  The construction would include the use of a small- 
to medium-sized excavator, medium-sized loader and dump truck for 
the excavation and closure of the trenches.  A small- to medium-sized 
excavator would create noise levels of 73.6 dBA LEQ at a distance of 
50 feet.  The excavator or backhoe and loader would be expected to be 
in front of any single home for no more than two hours.  At a worst-case 
potential distance of 25 feet from the nearest property line distance, the 
average noise level would be expected to be 73.6 dBA LEQ (8 hour).  
Thus, noise levels from off-site construction activities would comply 
with the County Noise Ordinance and not be in excess of the allowed 
levels.

K-143
cont.

residences (should they be occupied) from ripping, rock breaking, and 
blasting, respectively.  Mitigation Measures M-N-7, M-N-8, and M-N-9 
apply to any occupied residents, whether they are on-site or off-site. 
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inches per section peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet (Caltrans 2013)3.  
As noted in the AAR, the most likely source of vibration during Project 
construction (excluding blasting) would be a vibratory roller, which 
creates approximately 0.21 inches per second PPV at 25 feet.  Using 
Caltrans criteria, the guideline vibration damage potential criterion for 
older residential homes (for continuous sources) is 0.3 inches per second 
PPV.  Using this criterion, provided that a vibratory roller is at a minimum 
of 19 feet from the nearest residence, vibration levels would not exceed 
0.3 inches per section PPV.  Off-site residences are located further than 
19 feet from the Project site; therefore, damage from either piece of 
equipment due to groundborne vibration is not expected to occur.  To 
mitigate noise impacts, accordance with the implementation of M-N-9 
the use of a breaker would be prohibited within 300 feet of property lines 
of occupied residences.  A variance is not a part of the Project and all 
mitigation measures included in the MMRP would be sufficient to reduce 
the sound levels to less than significant.  See Response K-15 regarding 
enforceability of mitigation measures.
3California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  Transportation and Construction Vibration 
Guidance Manual.  September 2013.

K-147b Mitigation Measure M-N-9 prohibits the use of breakers within 300 feet 
of property lines of occupied residences.  Material that would require 
a breaker would be relocated a minimum distance of 300 feet from the 
nearest residence and therefore a breaker would not be used within 300 
feet. 
The consideration of a Project alternative that would reduce or relocate 
grading is included in the Alternatives section of the EIR.  As shown 
in that section, the Reduced Grading Alternative would avoid or reduce 
potential impacts associated with grading to off-site residences.
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current residences within the 300’ radius of where proposed homes where heavy grading in rock 
would occur, the proper mitigation would be to require the Project to avoid placing grading sites 
requiring rock breakers within a 300” radius from existing homes.

Similarly, the issue of potential structural impact to residences from blasting is addressed 
simply by “using an approved blaster and getting the required permits” (M-N-9).  How would that 
possibly prevent and/or indemnify for vibration impact to existing homes, many of them older?  

M-N-9 is not shown to be effective. The future “specific analysis” will be conducted post-
project approval, without the benefit of public review and scrutiny. There is no guarantee that M-
N-9 can provide any sort of effective mitigation for area residents. M-N-9 is also onerous and 
unrealistic - physically removing existing livestock for the duration of the blast is absolutely 
unworkable with large animals.  Getting horses in and out of trailers is very difficult in the best of 
times with their usual handlers that they are accustomed to, and either placing that burden on horse 
owners for the benefit of the Project, or subjecting the horses to handling by third parties hired by 
the applicant is not an acceptable way to humanely deal with the Project impact on large animals.  
The only practical mitigation measure would be to prohibit all blasting, given that the Project is 
surrounded on all sides, including in San Marcos, by agricultural and/or rural properties, the 
preponderance of which have large animals on site.  It is not reasonable to impose the burden of 
compromising animal welfare on the surrounding property owners who stand to gain nothing from 
the project. 

Further, the blasting map below completely contradicts the mitigation measures proposed, 
since they depict plans to blast well within the 180' of existing homes, which will require drilling.  
In the image below the red areas are expected blast areas (and, as residents learned from HGV 
there will be many more than this), the red arrows point to existing homes, and the blue arrow 
points to an existing well. Note that in Neighborhood 3 blasting is proposed right up to the 
property lines and the same is true in the northern most section, in complete contradiction with the 
mitigation measures stated. How can the public and the decision makers fairly evaluate impacts 
which are obfuscated and hidden in appendices and technical reports when the summary is so very 
misleading? 

K-147b
cont.

K-148

K-149a

K-149b

K-149c

K-149d

K-150a

K-150b

K-149a A full blasting analysis cannot be completed until after the site has been 
cleared of all surface material to expose the type of material to be blasted, 
and until the extent of the area of blasting and required charge type is 
known.  The analysis in the AAR is based on reasonable assumptions 
from information in the geotechnical report.  
Mitigation Measure M-N-9 requires the preparation of a blasting control 
plan.  The blasting control plan would need to comply with the requirements 
of County Noise Ordinance, Sections 36.408, 36.409, and 36.410, as well 
as San Diego County Consolidated Fire Code Section 96.1.3301.2 and all 
other applicable local, state, and federal permits, licenses, and bonding.  
Further, various aspects of blasting, including flyrock and airblast, are 
regulated by the Code of Federal Regulations (30 CFR 816.61-816.68).  
The blast plan shall include any necessary noise measures such as (but 
not limited to) temporary noise barriers and blankets, increased setbacks, 
limiting construction equipment operations, and any other methods 
specified within the blasting plan must be implemented to comply with 
County Noise Ordinance requirements.  As noted in Response K-148, all 
blasting activities would be required to conform to the final blast plan, 
which would provide detailed analysis regarding local soils damping 
characteristics and demonstrate that no significant vibration impacts 
to any affected structure would be anticipated as a result of blasting 
activities.  All blast planning shall be conducted by a San Diego County 
Sheriff approved blaster, with the appropriate San Diego County Sheriff 
blasting permits, and all other applicable local, state, and federal permits, 
licenses, and bonding.  The blasting contractor or owner shall conduct 
all notifications, inspections, monitoring, and major or minor blasting 
requirements planning, with seismograph reports as necessary.  It is 
acceptable to include mitigation that requires a future plan be prepared 
that demonstrates a project activity would comply with a performance 
standard (in this case complying with the County codes listed above).

K-148 Mitigation Measure M-N-9 requires the Applicant, prior to any 
construction activities, to prepare and implement a blast plan to reduce 
impacts associated with vibration generated by blasting.  The Project 
Applicant would be required to conform to the final blast plan, which 
would include preliminary testing information to determine the local soils 
vibration damping characteristics and demonstrate that no significant 
vibration impacts to any affected structure would be anticipated as a 
result of blasting activities.  Any blasting planning and impacts and/
or damages that may occur are the sole responsibility of the owner and 
blasting planning company.
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K-149c The comment is concerned with the relocation of horses should it be 
identified that they would be affected as a result of Project blasting.  As 
discussed in Response K-149b, analysis of noise impacts to livestock or 
domestic animals is not a CEQA issue under the State CEQA Guidelines 
or the County’s Guidelines of Significance for Noise.  The option for 
owners to relocate horses to a construction contractor-identified location 
during blasting would be provided as a service to the community and 
not as a mitigation measure.  See Response K-149b for additional 
information.

K-149b Subchapter 2.6 of the DEIR listed the correct text for Mitigation Measure 
M-N-9; this text did not list removing livestock as part of the measure.  
The listing for M-N-9 in Table S-1 and Section 7.1.6 incorrectly included 
text regarding livestock removal, which has been corrected in the EIR.  
The potential removal of livestock is included in the Project not as a 
mitigation measure but as a Project Design Feature, as noted in Table 1-4 
in Chapter 1 of the EIR.  This Project Design Feature requires 48-hour 
notice prior to a blasting activity for each residence within or partially 
within 600 feet of the blasting location. If livestock may be affected, 
the resident would be given the option to move their livestock to a 
designated remote location identified on the blasting plan. Relocation 
of horses is provided as an option for residents if they wish to move 
livestock during blast events and is not a requirement.  Identification and 
care/maintenance of the remote location would be the responsibility of 
the blasting contractor. The described Project Design Feature was used 
during blasting for Harmony Grove Village and proved successful. 
The commenter’s concern is noted, however, and the EIR includes a 
Project alternative that minimizes blasting and grading; please refer to 
the  discussion under Reduced Grading Alternative, which would reduce 
and/or eliminate areas requiring blasting and consequently reduce noise 
and vibration impacts associated with this activity.  
The project is conditioned to require the applicant to relocate horses 
during blasting as a service to the community and not as a mitigation 
measure.

K-150a The figure referred to in the comment is included as Figure 3 in the AAR, 
which is the map of the proposed rock cut areas potentially requiring 
blasting, which was used to analyze impacts.  As noted in the AAR on 
Page 25, the areas in close proximity to the red-highlighted areas are 
those with the greatest potential to impact existing residences.  The 
noise analysis focused on the area where rock ripping would occur 
closest to existing residences, as shown on Figure 4.  Consequently, the 
EIR concludes that the Project would result in potentially significant 
impacts to off-site residences.  The Mitigation Measures M-N-7, M-N-8, 
and M-N-9 would apply to any on-site or off-site occupied residences 

K-149d The comment is concerned with the burden of placing animal welfare on 
the surrounding property owners.  Please see Responses K-149b.
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within the distances indicated in the measures, not just the area shown 
in Figure 4.  The purpose of the post-mitigation contours in Figure 4 is 
to demonstrate that a 12-foot high noise barrier would be effective to 
reduce noise levels from ripping equipment.  A similar barrier would be 
required within any areas where ripping, drilling, or excavation would 
occur within 180 feet of an occupied residence.

K-150b The comment states that the analysis in the EIR is obfuscated and 
misleading.  The information presented in the main text of the EIR is an 
accurate summary of the technical analysis, meant to convey the results 
of the analysis in a manner that is accessible to the non-technical reader.  
For readers that are interested in reviewing the additional details, the 
technical appendices are also provided as part of the public review of the 
document.  
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The diagram included in the DEIR does not show the homes on Coronado Hills in San Marcos - yet 
by referencing other maps it appears blasting is proposed right below existing homes, conveniently 
located in another jurisdiction which does not get to decide on the project approval outcome. See,
Exhibit A for further reference to Coronado Hills homes.  

Water Supply 
Water supply impacts must be deemed a significant impact of the Project.  
The DEIR must be revised with respect to water supply in light of the April 29, 2015 water 

availability letter from the Rincon del Diablo Municipal Water District (RMWD). (DEIR, 
Appendix O) RMWD writes that they are now under Level 2 drought restrictions9. RMWD’s 
previous availability letter of April 15, 2012 regarding the Project stated that RMWD was under 

9 RMWD must reduce their water by 32% over 2013 usage (http://www.rinconwater.org/latest-
news/147-drought-update) 

K-151

K-152
K-152 The comment is concerned with water supply and states that impacts 

must be identified as significant based on the (then) current drought and 
regulations.  See Responses C-2, C-8, and C-10.

K-151 Figure 2 in the AAR shows the areas surrounding the Project, similar 
to the map within the Exhibit A of the commenter’s letter.  In Section 
2.6.1.4 of the EIR, existing noise-sensitive land uses in the Project 
vicinity are described, which include areas north, east, and west of the 
Project site.  Mitigation applies to any construction activities within the 
setback distances described in the measures (see Response K-150a).  No 
comments were received from the City of San Marcos regarding blasting 
and/or noise issues.
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Level 1 drought restrictions. That April 15 letter stated unequivocally that “If Rincon is forced to 
re-enter the Level 2 Drought Alert, the Board of Directors will suspend consideration of new 
potable water available.” RMWD’s April 29, 2015 availability letter also references Executive 
Order B-29-15, issued on April 1, 2015, requiring that, due to the severity of California’s drought 
and likelihood that it will stretch to 2016 and beyond, the Water Board shall impose a statewide 
25% urban water reduction in usage. (http://gov.ca.gov/docs/4.1.15_Executive_Order.pdf) In light 
of this Executive Order and the voluntary Level 2 drought restrictions adopted by the District10

RMWD wrote on April 29, 2015 that new meters may not be permitted and will be dependent on 
future actions by water suppliers and Rincon’s Board of Directors. Consequently, water supply for 
the Project has not been shown to be available or adequate in violation of CEQA11. Vineyard Area 
Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova 40 Cal. 4th 412, 432 
(informational purposes of CEQA are not satisfied by an EIR that simply ignores or assumes a 
solution to the problem of supplying water to a proposed land use project).  

It is not demonstrated that RMWD will be able to meet the Project’s water demands under
Multiple Dry Year scenarios. The DEIR vaguely claims that RMWD has “plans” in place that will 
meet water demand in multiple dry years but this is not substantial evidence of adequate water 
supply. “Speculative sources and unrealistic allocations (‘paper water’) are insufficient bases for 
decisionmaking under CEQA.” Vineyard Area Citizens, supra, at p. 432. A water supply 
assessment may also be required. See, Water Code § 10910 (C)(3). 

In addition, the April 29, 2015 RWMD availability letter notes that Reservoir 7 must be 
made a part of the Project, yet the DEIR states that this facility is not part of the proposed Project 
(p. 2.11-6). This conflict must be resolved. RWMD specifically puts the County on notice that the 
facility must be included in the project’s planning and environmental review process.

Water supply impacts are significant insofar as the Project’s additional housing population 
is not included among regional land use plans, and therefore the population has not been accounted 
for in water supply plans. And, it is not shown that adequate supply of imported water exists to 
service the Project in light of the Project’s increased housing beyond that accounted for in regional 
plans. The RMWD receives its water from the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA), 
which receives its water primarily from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD). The MWD 
receives its water from imported sources: the Colorado River and the State Water Project. Thus, 
currently, SDCWA receives 80% of its water from imported sources, with 50% coming from the 
Colorado River12 13. The DEIR does not demonstrate that the Project’s reliance upon imported 
water for water supply is adequate in light of drought conditions and depleting supply at sources.  

Traffic  
There is no mention or analysis of construction traffic in the traffic analysis; for example, 

there is no analysis of construction traffic related to the off-site haul trips for the export associated 
with the improvements to Mt. Whitney Road. Also, how will on-site construction traffic impact 
residents of earlier phases of the development?  

10 (http://rinconwater.org/latest-news/147-rincon-customers-continue-conserving) 
11 Given the necessary 32% reduction requirement, arguably RWMD should be under Level 3 
mandatory restrictions. See, Rincon MWD Ordinance No. 15-120.2, attached hereto as Exhibit F. 
12 (http://www.sdcoastkeeper.org/blog/san-diego-water-supply/item/135-where-your-water-comes-
from.html) 
13 (http://www.sdcwa.org/san-diego-county-water-sources) 

K-152
cont.

K-153

K-154

K-155

K-156
K-156 The Project does not anticipate to have any off-site hauling of export 

material and therefore a quantitative construction traffic analysis is not 
warranted.  However, a construction traffic discussion has been added 
to Subchapter 2.8 of the Final EIR.  This addition simply clarifies the 
conclusions made in the EIR and does not provide significant new 
information.

K-155 Water planning is achieved at the regional level by the San Diego County 
Water Authority.  The Water Authority is charged with the responsibility 
to determine the region’s reliance on imported water sources and balance 
those with local conditions, supply and preservation.  See Response 
K-99.

K-154 The comment is concerned with the inclusion of Reservoir 7 in the 
Project.  See Response C-5.

K-153 The comment is concerned with whether the RMWS will be able to meet 
the water demands of the Project under Multiple Dry Year scenarios.  See 
Responses C-2, C-8, and C-10.
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The DEIR states the Project would result in significant direct and cumulative impacts to a 
number of roadway segments and intersections (both signalized and unsignalized):  

Under Existing Plus Project and Existing Plus Cumulative Plus Project conditions, 
significant direct and cumulative impacts would occur along two analyzed roadway 
segments, including:  
o City of Escondido: Impact TR-1a Country Club Drive from Auto Park Way to 

Hill Valley Drive (LOS F: Direct and TR-1b and Cumulative)  
o County of San Diego: Impact TR-2 Country Club Drive from Hill Valley Drive to 

Kauana Loa Drive (LOS F: Cumulative Only)  
Under Existing Plus Cumulative Plus Project conditions, significant cumulative 
impacts would occur at two analyzed signalized intersections, including: City of 
Escondido:
o Impact TR-3 Auto Park Way/Mission Road (LOS D/D during the AM and PM 

peak periods)  
o Impact TR-4 Auto Park Way/Country Club Drive (LOS D during the AM peak 

period) 

These impacts remain significant as traffic mitigation for these direct and cumulative impacts is 
vague, uncertain and unenforceable. Proposed mitigation measure, M-TR-2, states, “In order to 
mitigate the cumulative impact along Country Club Drive between Hill Valley Drive and Kauana 
Loa Drive, the Applicant shall pay the appropriate TIF amount towards the County TIF Program.” 
This alone is inadequate. The Project is a non-conforming GPA project; thus, payment into the 
current TIF program alone would not fully mitigate cumulative impacts. In order to mitigate 
impacts, the Project must pay to update the TIF as indicated in the traffic impact study (Appendix 
H).

Furthermore, updating the TIF alone does not mitigate the impact where “fair share” fees 
cover only officially scheduled and funded road improvement projects. There is no indication in 
the DEIR that improvements to Country Club Drive between Hill Valley Drive and Kauana Loa 
Drive are scheduled and/or funded, and, therefore, are reasonably likely to occur in the foreseeable 
future. Fair share fees are inadequate where there is no evidence of a program in place for the 
specific improvements at issue. Thus even if the Project pays a “fair share” to update the TIF 
program (which is not a requirement of the mitigation program) there is still no evidence that the 
actual improvements necessitated by the Project will be in place at or about the time of need. Also, 
the DEIR relies on a number of “Project Design Features” to lessen direct and cumulative impacts 
(including safety/ “Access” impacts). See, DEIR p. 2.8-25. These PDFs must be adopted as CEQA 
mitigation measures. Finally, the DEIR does not appear to incorporate all recommended mitigation 
from the traffic impact study (DEIR, Appendix H). 

M-TR-3 is also inadequate. First, the DEIR and the traffic study (DEIR, Appendix H) refer 
the reader to Appendix K to the traffic study, but no such appendix appears with the version of the 
traffic study available online. Even so, the purported fact that an impact to a particular intersection 
was previously deemed significant and unavoidable by a separate EIR does not automatically 
translate to finding of significant and unavoidable for the present project, therefore eliminating the 
need for mitigation. There is no showing that the Project could not construct necessary 
improvements at the intersection, or no information is provided whether consultation with 
Escondido was attempted regarding ways in which to mitigate the impact. At the least, available 

K-157

K-158

K-159

K-160a

K-160b

K-160c

K-158 As the lead agency, the County accepts TIF payments as mitigation for 
cumulative impacts.  The Project would be conditioned to contribute a 
fair share payment toward the TIF update as part of Project approval by 
the Board of Supervisors. 
The County’s TIF program collects a portion of the funding required to 
build out the County’s Mobility Element.  The TIF program studied build 
out of the General Plan and calculated new developments fair share.  
Other funding sources are required to compliment TIF collections, 
these include gas tax, TransNet, and others.  The list of identified TIF 
improvements are described in the TIF Transportation Needs Assessment 
Report.

K-157 For M-TR-1a and M-TR-1b, the City and Applicant have agreed to 
mitigation for the eastbound approach at the Auto Park Way/Country Club 
Drive intersection.  Specifically, at the north end of Country Club Drive 
south of Auto Parkway, the Project would install a 5-foot wide sidewalk 
installed for approximately 830 feet on the west side of the street.  This 
would connect two currently disconnected sections of sidewalk; one 
extending approximately 220 feet southerly of Auto Parkway, and one 
extending approximately 1380 feet north of the intersection of Country 
Club Drive and Hill Valley Drive.  A 6-inch curb and gutter would be 
located between the sidewalk and street pavement.  One above-ground 
power pole in this area would be relocated west of the sidewalk and the 
other three would be protected in place.  On the east side of Country Club 
Drive, paralleling the new sidewalk segment on the other side of the road 
and wherever existing driveways would not interrupt the improvements, 
a 6-inch (street-side) asphalt berm would be backed by a 5-foot wide 
decomposed granite pathway.  Thus an additional 5,000 ADT of capacity 
would be added effectively mitigating the direct and cumulative impacts 
along this segment.  Regarding M-TR-2, in addition to paying the County 
TIF, improvements to provide adequate sight distance at Project access 
roads and the construction of northbound left-turn pockets onto Project 
roadways would mitigate impacts to Country Club Drive.  Given the 
Project is requesting a GPA, the Applicant is required to update the TIF 
Program allowing the Project’s TIF payment to go toward future area 
improvements.
M-TR-3 is shown to be significant and unmitigated due to the Escondido 
General Plan EIR overriding consideration given the physical infeasibility 
of widening the roadways to provide capacity-related improvements.  
For M-TR-4, the EIR Traffic Study shows the post-mitigation acceptable 
LOS C operations.

K-159 See Response K-15 regarding Project Design Features.  The EIR does 
incorporate all mitigation measures recommended in the TIA (Appendix 
H of the Final EIR).  The comment does not indicate which mitigation 
was omitted.  No additional response can be made.
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K-160a Appendix K is an appendix to the TIA and is provided with the Final 
EIR.  This Appendix to the TIA was available for review at the County 
and at local Libraries and at the Community Planning and Sponsor Group 
offices during public review; however, it was omitted in the uploaded 
traffic appendix on the County’s website. 

K-160c The comment is concerned that the DEIR does not demonstrate that the 
Project could not construct the necessary improvements at the intersection 
Auto Park Way/Mission Road.  See Response K-160b regarding the 
physical infeasibility of constructing improvements necessary to 
mitigate this impact.  Language regarding the physical infeasibility of 
these improvements has been added to the TIA. 

K-160b The Auto Park Way/Mission Road/Nordahl Road intersection is located 
within the City of Escondido’s jurisdiction and overriding consideration 
for a significant unmitigated impact has been publicly approved by 
City Council per the certification of the City’s General Plan EIR due 
to the physical infeasibility of widening the roadways to provide 
additional lanes.  Language regarding the physical infeasibility of these 
improvements has been added to the TIA.  Also, see Response E-13.
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mitigation includes working with Escondido on identification of potential mitigation strategies. 
Furthermore, it is not shown that the Escondido General Plan EIR accounted for the proposed 
Project with its particular densities; thus, it not shown that the present Project can rely on the 
analysis and conclusions of the Escondido General Plan EIR. 

The DEIR relies upon several traffic measures  (a stop sign at Mt. Whitney Road/Country 
Club Drive, construction of Future Street 5A, and northbound left-turn pockets and striping at the 
four access locations along Country Club Drive, p. 2.8-17) but these are not identified in the 
mitigation program. At best, they are Project Design Features, which are not enforceable under 
CEQA. Also, the DEIR suggests that Mt. Whitney Road may not meet County sight line standards 
and that a “design exception” may be allowed to allow less than the required 400 feet both in the 
north and south directions. This sight line exception has the potential for traffic and safety impacts. 
Also, where there is no guarantee of a stop sign at the Mt. Whitney/Country Club intersection, 
there is more probability of a dangerous condition being created due to the Project.  

Other traffic study concerns:  

Traffic counts do not take into account the 54 SDUs (Secondary Dwelling Units): should 
the impacts not measure worst impact, as if they were all built/occupied?  Count would be 
380 instead of 334 as analyzed.  
There is no analysis whatsoever to traffic impacts on intersections to the west of the 
Project, utilizing Harmony Grove/Elfin Forest to access beaches and employment centers 
to the west.  Given how congested Interstate 78 is at rush hour, and the observed current 
traffic from Escondido on Elfin Forest Road, and the associated back-up at intersection of 
Elfin Forest Road/Twin Oaks/San Elijo Road, this is a serious omission. 
The Project location is incorrect; there is no access from La Moree Road. 
Only 6% of traffic is planned to use the western route, which given observed traffic from 
Escondido, seems unrealistic. 
Neighborhood 5 is incorrectly identified as having 65 units and 20 SDUs, whereas the site 
plan (and the rest of EIR) indicates 55 DUs. 
Country Club Drive analysis does not discuss vehicle back-up at Auto Parkway at rush 
hour.
The impact of the Citracado extension not being completed as was forecast in the HGV 
traffic study should be taken into account to re-distribute the Harmony Grove traffic and 
recalculate cumulative impact. In the 2007 HGV traffic impact assessment, it was assumed 
that the Citracado extension would be completed but this has not occurred. As a result, the 
742 dwelling units in HGV will not use this egress/ingress (anticipated as the major point 
of access from HGV), with potential impacts for the current Project.  
The traffic study does not mention the San Marcos Fire Departing granting a variance to 
reduce 185’ width of Hill Valley Drive from 24 ‘down to 16”.
Of most concern, there no discussion of emergency evacuation given all access is provided 
on Country Club Drive, a 2 lane road. Over 50% of existing 80 residences along Country 
Club have horses to evacuate, hence trailers.  
The intersection of Kauna Loa and Harmony Grove road should be studied.  This will be a 
pinch point during an evacuation as these two roads come from either side of Harmony 
Grove and they meet at that intersection—thus, assuming a fire is present on the west side 
as has occurred several times, many Harmony Grove residents will be on those roads if 
they do not take the new road or Country Club. Locals’ observation during the last 

K-160d

K-161a

K-161b

K-162

K-163

K-166

K-167

K-168

K-169

K-170

K-171

K-164
K-165

K160c
cont

K-162 The EIR traffic section and TIA analyzed the impacts associated with the 
construction of 334 main dwelling units (du) plus 54 Accessory Dwelling 
Units for a total of 388 du.  The previous site plan had 334 du with 54 
Accessory Dwelling Units which was later reduced to 326 du with 54 
Accessory Dwelling Units.  Both documents represent a conservative 
analysis of 388 du since only 380 du are currently proposed.

K-161b The design exception is not to allow the provision of inadequate sight 
distance.  Rather, it is to allow America Association of State Highway 
& Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards as opposed to County 
corner sight distance standards.  These standards are utilized throughout 
the United States and use of the AASHTO standards is in accordance 
with County of San Diego practice.  Adequate sight distance would be 
provided.

K-161a See Response K-15 regarding Project Design Features.  Project design 
can incorporate features to lessen or avoid anticipated issues that do not 
need to be mitigation measures.  Also see Response K-159. 

K-160d See Response K-160b regarding the infeasibility of improving the 
intersection at Auto Park Way/Mission Road.  In addition, since the 
Project is a proposed GPA, a Year 2035 analysis is provided in the 
Project’s EIR to analyze impacts associated with the change in land use.

K-164 Access is not proposed via La Moree Road and access to this road was 
not assumed in the traffic analysis.

K-163 The percent of traffic oriented to/from the west was based on a SANDAG 
Select Zone Assignment Per SANDAG, County of San Diego, San Diego 
Traffic Engineers Council/Institute of Traffic Engineers (SANTEC/ITE) 
as well as other jurisdictional (City of San Diego and City of Escondido) 
traffic impact analysis guidelines, analysis of large projects that generate 
over 2,400 ADT, a SANDAG Select Zone Assignment (SZA) is the 
required method for forecasting Project traffic distribution throughout 
the Project vicinity.  Per the SZA prepared for the Project, 2 percent 
of Project trips were forecasted to use Harmony Grove Road west of 
Country Club Drive.  The traffic analysis increased the percentage to 6 
percent to account for additional trips which may be oriented to/from the 
west.
Per County of San Diego traffic impact analysis guidelines, locations 
receiving 25 directional peak hour trips are to be included in the traffic 
analysis.  Since the Project adds fewer than 25 trips to this intersection 
during peak hours, analysis further to the west is not warranted.
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K-168 The Project’s traffic analysis, including traffic from the Harmony Grove 
Village project, conservatively assumes the Citracado Parkway extension 
will not be completed in the near-term analysis.  Also see Response E-15.

K-167 A full analysis of the Country Club Drive/Auto Park Way intersection 
is contained in Table 9-1 of the TIA.  A significant impact is calculated 
at this intersection since the intersection level of service drops below 
City standards in the cumulative condition.  A mitigation measure to 
provide a second left-turn lane on Country Club Drive at Auto Park Way 
is recommended to alleviate the peak hour “back-up.”

K-166 Table 2.8-6 of the EIR and Table 7-1 of the TIA indicate a total of 69 units 
plus 20 secondary dwelling units for a total of 89 units in Neighborhood 
5.  As noted in the TIA, the site plan changed from 334 residential units 
to 326 units plus 54 secondary dwelling units.  With the revision to the 
site plan, the TIA conservatively analyzes 89 units for Neighborhood 5 
although the site plan shows 55 units.  No changes to the conclusions 
of significance would result from the reduction in units located in 
Neighborhood 5.  Therefore, no changes to the analysis are warranted 
and the information is a clarification.

K-169 In accordance with County permit processing, the design exception for 
Hill Valley Road was completed separately from the TIA.  It is included 
in Chapter 1.0 of the EIR.  The road width would be 20 feet wide, not 
16, as stated by the commenter.  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.  Improvements 
for Hill Valley Drive as an alternative access road are listed in Subsection 
2.8.2.10 of the EIR.  The design exception allow for this.

K-165 See Response K-163.  Also, as evidence that the 6 percent is accurate, 
Table A below shows existing volumes on the major roadways leaving 
the Project area.  As can be seen in the table, the volumes on Harmony 
Grove Road are much lower than on the other roadways and indicate that 
the vast majority of area traffic does not use Harmony Grove Road west 
of Country Club Drive.
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K-170 The comment is concerned with lack of discussion of emergency 
evacuation.  See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.

K-171 The comment is concerned that the intersection of Kauana Loa/Harmony 
Grove Road should be studied since it would be a pinch point during an 
evacuation event.  As discussed in Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations, the 
opening of Harmony Grove Village Parkway now provides a connection 
from Country Club Drive to Citracado Parkway, ultimately connecting 
drivers to Valley Parkway and I-15.  This would provide evacuees 
an alternative route to leave the area and reach the freeways, thereby 
reducing the pinch point created at Harmony Grove Road and Kauana 
Loa Drive.  In addition, 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.  Therefore, routes may be 
modified to alleviate pinch points or delays.
With regard to the concern that the fire would follow the creek, 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.  The Sheriff’s Department is responsible for 
determining the most safe and expeditious routes to follow as they direct 
evacuations for specific areas.
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evacuation is that most people were headed to the closest freeway, which in their case was 
Highway 78 and it was the recommended route that by law enforcement, as there was a fear 
that the fire would follow the creek.  
Mitigation would include a connection to La Moree Road to relieve traffic on Country Club 
Drive. 
Additional comments on the traffic analysis by traffic consultant Darnell & Associates 
(June 12, 2015) are attached hereto as Exhibit G. These comments are fully incorporated 
herein by reference.  

Growth-Inducement 
          An EIR must evaluate any significant environmental effects the project might cause by 

bringing development and people into the area affected. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2 (subd. (a).) 
An EIR must specifically discuss “growth inducing impacts.”  (Guidelines § 15126.2 (d).) Growth-
inducing impacts may occur, for instance, when a project removes an obstacle for growth. “The
major expansion of a waste water treatment plan, might, for example, allow for more construction 
in service areas.” (Guidelines § 15126.2 (d).) Here, the conclusion of less-than-significant 
growth-inducing impacts is not supported by substantial evidence.

The Project will include the construction of a new wastewater treatment; this brings new 
services to the area and removes obstacles for future growth. To the extent that Reservoir 7 is 
constructed as a result of the Project, this reservoir could provide water supply for other planned 
development as acknowledged by the DEIR, thereby removing another obstacle to growth. The 
Project also proposes the widening and improvements of existing roadways, some of which are 
currently dirt roads. The Project’s population and housing numbers have not been accounted for in 
regional projections, and, therefore, the Project’s population and housing are not consistent with 
the growth projected for the area. Consequently, the Project is not “growth-accomodating” as 
claimed. The Project also creates the potential for negative “precedent setting” insofar as it 
proposes an amendment to the General Plan to accommodate the higher densities; future projects 
may follow suit in seeking similar amendments. Finally, this Project represents a development 
pressure on surrounding agricultural uses and large lots to convert to high density residential or 
commercial.  

Alternatives  
CEQA requires that an EIR describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the 

proposed project which avoid or minimize the significant impacts associated with the proposed 
project. State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6 § (a), (d). Where an alternative is feasible, it must be 
adopted in lieu of the proposed project. Pub. Res. Code § 21002. Where an alternative is deemed 
infeasible, the agency must make findings of infeasibility. Pub. Res. Code § 21081 (a)(3). These 
findings shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record. Pub. Res. Code § 21801.5.  A 
project may not be approved unless said findings are made. Pub. Res. Code § 21081. 
               The DEIR evaluates six alternatives to the proposed project including a “no-project” 
alternative. This range of alternatives does not meet CEQA’s mandate where the DEIR omits a 
reasonable alternative involving 2-acre lots to allow for agricultural mitigation. An alternative 
should be considered with 2-acre minimum lots on the portions of the site that has prime 
agricultural soils. In this way, an easement could be dedicated over the portions of the lots suitable 
for agricultural uses.  

K-171
cont.

K-172

K-173

K-174a

K-174b

K-174c

K-174d

K-174e

K-175

K-174b Regarding Reservoir R7, see Response C-5.  Construction of the R7 
Reservoir is contemplated by the Rincon MWD as a capital improvement 
in its long term planning documents for the purpose of addressing existing 
and future needs of the service area.  Subsection 1.8.4 of the EIR has 
been updated to address potential growth inducing impacts associated 
with the R-7 Reservoir.

K-174a The EIR analyzes growth-inducing impacts of the Project in Subchapter 
1.8.  This discussion concludes that the Project would not be growth-
inducing.  See Responses K-174b, K-174c, and K-174d for responses for 
specific growth-inducing concerns.

K-173 Introductory comment noted.  See Responses K-214 through K-234.

K-172 The comment requests that mitigation include a connection to La Moree 
Road to relieve traffic on County Club Drive.  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.  Thus, this a connection to La Moree Road was not 
evaluated and included as a mitigation.

K-174d These issues are discussed in the EIR in Section 1.8.1.  The Project is 
growth-accommodating as described in Section 1.8.1; the addition of 
the Project’s housing units would help to accommodate the hundreds 
of thousands of homes projected to be needed within the region in the 
near future.  The Project would not be expected to create a precedent 
in the region for denser housing, as the adjacent areas to the Project are 
either developed or unsuitable for dense development, and as the Project 
does not provide a major employment center that would spur growth, but 
instead would complement the existing employment opportunities in the 
area.   

K-174c As described in Section 1.8.3 of the EIR, the Project would only pave 
and widen portions of Eden Valley Lane and Mt. Whitney Road to a 
capacity to accommodate Project-related traffic.  These roads would not 
be expanded beyond the Project site, and adjacent parcels are already 
served by existing roads.  Roads within the Project would be used to 
access residential neighborhoods and recreational amenities and would 
not be expected to increase the population of the area beyond the Project.  
The EIR concludes that growth-inducing effects are not anticipated from 
roadway improvements.
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K-175 The EIR evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives including alternatives 
that have larger lots, such as the General Plan Density Alternative and 
the Septic Option Alternative.  See Responses I 32, I-42, I-43, I-69d, 
and K-24 regarding this issue and the agricultural impacts from these 
alternatives (also discussed in Subchapter 4.0).

K-174e The Proposed Project would not result in development pressure on 
surrounding agriculture and large lots and would potentially result in a 
lessening of development pressure.  The Project’s efficient development 
pattern allows for accommodation of greater residential growth on less 
land, as opposed to the existing zoning that would use more land to satisfy 
the County’s housing demand.  In addition, as described in Subchapter 
2.3 of the EIR, the Proposed Project would not result in significant effects 
related to interface conflicts with existing or potential future off-site 
agricultural operations.  See Response I-69a for additional information on 
this issue. As noted therein, interface conflicts are not expected because 
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 for the off-site residential properties to the north and 
east in closer proximity to agriculture uses than the proposed residential 
sites in Neighborhood 4.  In addition, as discussed in Subsection 2.3.2.3 
of the EIR, nearby agricultural uses consist predominantly of orchards, 
which are considered generally compatible with residential uses.
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               The DEIR concludes that among the alternatives the Reduced Grading Alternative is the 
“environmentally superior alternative.” This conclusion is not supported where the Reduced 
Grading Alternative would eliminate only a marginal number of lots and some of the internal cul-
de-sacs. It is not clear how the elimination of only 6 lots and 7 cul-de-sacs is a superior option to 
markedly fewer units as under either the General Plan Density Alternative or the Biologically 
Enhanced Alternative. In fact, it appears that the Reduced Density Alternative was selected as the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative in order to make the Project appear as favorable as any 
alternative.

The General Plan Density Alternative is more appropriately considered “the 
environmentally superior alternative” among the alternatives evaluated. This alternative would 
develop only 118 homes according to existing land use designations. As a result, the GP Density 
alternative would result in lesser significant aesthetic impacts including in the short-term, 
and lesser significant air quality impacts in the long-term. In particular, and not discussed in 
the analysis (p. 4-9), is the fact that the General Plan Alternative would result in development of 
the number of housing units included in the most recent (2009) version of the RAQS. The General 
Plan Alternative not only reduces significant project impacts but also meets most of the basic 
project objectives. Finally, contrary to the statements in the DEIR, the General Plan Alternative 
would not involve the “same” water, wastewater and other services as the proposed project. This 
oversimplification of the General Plan Density Alternative is not realistic.  

CONCLUSION
             For these reasons, the DEIR must be revised and recirculated. The Project must be    
redesigned in a manner that respects existing land use designations and the important natural and  
biological resources of the property.  

Thank you for your consideration of the above comments as you prepare the Final EIR and 
review the scope and direction of the proposed Project.  

Sincerely, 

Raymond W. Johnson, Esq., AICP, LEED GA 
JOHNSON & SEDLACK 

Enclosures 

K-176

K-177a

K-177b

K-177c

K-178

K-177b Relative to the visual comments, these statements are wholly consistent 
with the EIR.  As excerpted from the more detailed discussion in the EIR, 
on page 4-9 (emphasis added):
Implementation of this alternative would be anticipated to result in 
significant short-term visual effects related to the construction period 
and first few years of Project use.  The intensity of those adverse effects 
would be expected to be less than the Proposed Project given the lack 
of encroachment into steep slopes, and the resulting lack of raw soil or 
broken rock in these more elevated (and therefore more visible) portions 
of the Project.  
The reduction in grading under this alternative would be somewhat 
compromised by the loss of additional open space set aside by the 
Proposed Project and loss of the open space in the northern parcel that 
would be subject to development under this alternative.  Although not 
expected to be highly visible (as explained for the Proposed Project 
in Subchapter 2.1, Aesthetics), the retaining and noise walls would be 
as just as visible under this alternative as under the Proposed Project.  
Overall, this alternative would have potentially fewer visual impacts 
than the Proposed Project.  

K-177a The commenter is equating fewer units with fewer environmental 
impacts.  However, due to the larger lot sizes of the General Plan Density 
Alternative and more spread out housing, certain environmental impacts 
would be greater.  Biological open space would be reduced by over 50 
percent compared to the Proposed Project and there would be a lack 
of agricultural easements on site, whereas the increased density and 
coordination of the Proposed Project would allow for environmental 
impacts to these areas to be lessened.

K-176 The Reduced Grading Alternative was identified as the environmentally 
superior alternative due to the reduction in grading and an increase 
in biological open space and agricultural easements as compared to 
the Proposed Project.  This would lead to less impacts to agricultural 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, noise, paleontological 
resources, transportation/traffic, hazards and hazardous materials, public 
services and geology and soils.  
As further shown in Table S-2, while the General Plan Density Alternative 
and the Biologically Enhanced Alternative would reduce impacts in 
most categories, both alternatives would increase impacts in certain 
categories.  For example, the Biologically Enhanced Alternative would 
cause slightly greater impacts to agricultural resources and the General 
Plan Density Alternative would cause greater impacts to agricultural 
resources, biological resources, and hazards and hazardous materials.  
The Reduced Grading Alternative would not increase impacts within any 
category, and would lessen them in most categories.
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K-177b
cont.

Relative to the air quality comments, it is correct to state that the General 
Plan Density Alternative, which includes 118 dwelling units as opposed 
to the 326 dwelling units for the Proposed Project, would result in a 
lesser impact associated with conformance to regional air quality plans.  
However, it should be noted that the 2011 General Plan Update was 
adopted in 2011, and therefore was not included in the current Regional 
Air Quality Strategy (RAQS), which was last updated in 2009.  The 2011 
General Plan Update proposed fewer County-wide dwelling units than 
the version of the General Plan that was included in the RAQS.
In response to this comment, the following text has been added on page 
4-9 of the Final EIR:
Impacts associated with conformance to the Regional Air Quality Strategy 
(RAQS) would be reduced for the General Plan Density Alternative 
compared to the Proposed Project because fewer dwelling units would 
be developed.  The General Plan Density Alternative is based on the 2011 
General Plan Update, which included a lower number of dwelling units 
than the prior General Plan that was accounted for in the RAQS.  The 
General Plan Density Alternative would result in less than significant 
impacts associated with conformity to the regional air quality strategy.

K-177c The comment states that the General Plan Density Alternative would not 
use the same services (water, wastewater, etc.) and the over-simplification 
of the discussion is not realistic.  See Response I-28.

K-178 Comment noted.  The County respectfully disagrees that the EIR needs 
to be re-circulated based on the responses provided to the comments in 
this letter.
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Exhibit C to Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Town Council Comment Letter regarding Draft 
EIR/Fire Protection Plan (March 12, 2015) for Valiano Specific Plan Project  

 The Fire Protection Plan (12 March 2015) (FPP) applied models of fire behavior 
(BehavePlus 5.0.5) to develop standards for the construction, setbacks, and treatment of fuels for 
the proposed Valiano development. It developed a “potential menu of requirements” and some 
recommended standards based on local fire codes and worst-case regional weather conditions, 
consistent with FPP content requirements and County guidelines. It complies with the 
requirement of local and state government with regard to a permit application for development to 
minimize structural ignitions within the new development, and for providing access by 
emergency responders to suppress a structural or vegetation fire within the development itself. It 
provides for 150-foot fuel treatment zones, based on estimated flame lengths from expected tall 
shrub fires. 

However, it does not address the increased fire danger posed for the entire community 
outside the development. The FPP recognizes that the Valiano project will result in increased 
risk of fire (FPP p. 13), but only the protection of new Valiano homes is addressed. “As the
density of structures and the number of residents in the [wildland-urban] interface increases, 
potential ignition sources will multiply and [potential for] a large wildfire occurrences 
increases.” The Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove area is hazardous as a trap for fire, for smoke, and 
for impeded evacuation. 

The Valiano proposed development is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity zone 
(see map; areas mapped as moderate hazard were probably assumed to be irrigated). The area has 
significant fire history. See the attached map of fires of at least 5 acres in size; this map does not 
include the approximately 24 vegetation fires per year extinguished by the San Marcos Fire 
Department (FPP page 13) and which were not large enough to become part of the CalFire 
database (see map). The fact that, before the Cocos fire, no “large fire” (FPP page 13) had been 
recorded in the vicinity in the past 50 years, is only evidence that the local vicinity is next in line 
to burn (see work of R. Minnich correlating fire hazard with vegetation stand age). Furthermore, 
the FPP mentions existing and past agricultural activity (irrigated groves) as the reason for the 
lack of recent fire history, but these groves are now dead and a fire hazard. This statement about 
lack of fire history does not acknowledge adjacent native vegetation in a mature condition, which 
indeed was set aflame in the Cocos fire. Please refer to the attached maps of the Cocos fire and 
fire history. All areas with native or unirrigated vegetation are expected to burn in the coming 
decades (See FPP map page 14). 

The models applied in the FPP are for a uniform fire approaching a structure, and what 
can be done to mitigate possible fire damage by applying fire safe construction, buffered fuels, 
and firefighter access by optimizing response times and access for fire apparatus. The FPP 
applied regional worst-case fire scenarios in compliance with County guidelines in order to 
estimate the benefit of buffer distances, fuel treatment, and firesafe construction in the 
development. The scenarios included a typical summer day, a Santa Ana condition, and a peak-
gust Santa Ana condition. All assumed fuels composed of tall shrubs (the sh7 fuel model cited).  
The fire behavior calculations in the FPP added assumptions for more extreme fire conditions 

K-179

K-180

K-181

K-182
K-182 The comment is concerned that the approach in the FPP does not evaluate 

the fire safety of the community at large.  See Response K-65.  Regarding 
the loss of firefighter capability, there is never absolute assurance that all 
fire apparatus will be in its station the day a wildfire threatens the Valiano 
Development  and the surrounding communities, from an ignition inside 
or outside the development.  Auto and mutual aid agreements with 
surrounding fire agencies/departments would respond to emergency 

K-181 Section 3.1 has been revised to address this comment and provide 
clarification.  The San Marcos Fire Department Community Wildfire 
Protection Plan (CWPP) was compiled in 2006 and 2007 and illustrates 
that the Proposed Project is within an area of very high to moderate fire 
severity with the existing fuels before development.  

K-180 The comment is concerned that the FPP does not address the entire 
community outside of the development with regard to fire danger.  See 
Response I-59.

K-179 Comment noted.
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than those required by county FPP report content, and more extreme than those used by the San 
Marcos Fire Department in their Community Wildfire Protection Plan. While these are 
regionally important and facilitate a demonstration of the benefit of fuel treatment in protection 
of the new homes, the approach is not designed to evaluate the fire safety of the community at 
large. Moreover, the road width considerations are designed to provide access to firefighting 
equipment to fires within the development, but not to address the loss of firefighting capability 
during a regional fire siege as has occurred three times since 2003, nor address people needing 
shelter or to leave the area during dangerous fire conditions when suppression resources are 
unable to keep pace with eminent danger.  

Problem fire scenarios described in the FPP were regional in nature and not local to the 
Valiano development. For example, two of the scenarios considered, Santa Ana and Santa Anas 
with extreme gusts, are with winds coming from the north and northeast. Santa Ana winds 
generally overtop the valley, and fire danger occurs with the collapse of the Santa Anas and 
upcanyon or southwest winds replace the northeast winds, such as when winds lay down and 
shift direction overnight. Since there is little fuel connectivity to the north and east of the valley; 
the FPP properly recognized that the primary problem posed by the Santa Anas would be embers 
flying into the valley from distant fires (up to two miles or more away). However, the fire 
planners did not consider the reality of the Santa Ana condition in the evening when winds shift 
to come from the south and west up canyon. This scenario can use the canyon systems and slopes 
as fuses to carry the fire back to towards the Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove area; moreover, this is 
where the most hazardous fuel condition exists.  The models should represent where the fuels are 
located adjacent to the development, even under moderate conditions. 

Here are some of the real problem scenarios for Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove: Another 
fire storm like in 2003, 2007, 2014, with suppression units deployed all over the county. People 
must evacuate or take shelter by themselves with suppression resources challenged and triaged 
across the region. Suppression resources are coming from national sources. Embers are entering 
the community from fires elsewhere burning to the north and northeast. Embers are landing on 
the planned open space and corridors of the development, or any burnable structure or dry 
landscape. In the evening when Santa Ana winds die down and become up-canyon winds, the 
community is threatened by fire from the south and southwest due to extremely dry vegetation 
and stretched suppression resources, with blocked exits. 

The FPP recognized that the most hazardous vegetation loading on the west and 
southwest exposure of the development. The Cocos fire was fueled by this vegetation. While the 
Cocos fire is mentioned (it occurred about two years after the initial site visit by fire planners), it 
is not considered or modeled except for fuel treatment for new homes where the heavy fuels 
occurred. It was not an extreme Santa Ana fire. Cocos traveled from West to East. Winds were 
not extreme based on the closest RAWS (fire weather station) for which we could find a record 
(Valley Center RAWS 15 mph – this should be compared to records of the local fire department) 
(please refer to map). Relative humidity was extremely dry (4%). The Burn Index was high 
(131). The Energy Release Component (ERC) was a moderately high 75 (proportion live/dead 
fuel moisture by size class of fuel and a measure of the expected heat of flaming fire front). This 

K-182
cont.

K-183

K-184

K-185

K-185 The FPP assessment and proposed mitigations are based on the worst-
case scenario for a potential wildfire.  The assessment by the commenter 
is accurate and reflects the FPP’s purpose is to 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.

K-184 On high/extreme fire danger days there are often multiple fire starts and 
engine companies are often already deployed on other incidents.  The goal 
is to increase the likelihood for all structures to survive a wildland fire on 
their own, with no structures or lives lost and without any intervention 
from firefighting personnel when they may be stretched to the maximum. 
Please also see Response I-59.

K-183 A Wildland Fire Behavior Assessment or fire model was included in the 
FPP to provide worst-case scenarios for potential fires during different 
conditions.  As a result of the findings of the fire modeling, design 
features were incorporated into the Project, including fuel modification 
zones, use of ignition resistant building materials, fire and building 
code requirements, provision of secondary emergency access roads and 
adequate water supply for fire hydrants.  Also see Response – I-53.

K-182
cont.

incidents and reinforce emergency apparatus and personnel requirements, 
including state-wide support, as needed.
On high/extreme fire danger days, fire suppression apparatus may be 
deployed on other incidents.  The FPP concludes that with application 
of all prescribed fire codes and enhanced fire protection mitigations, the 
Project area can survive on its own and without loss of structures or 
lives for an extended period of time.  This is the same framework found 
in FIREWISE COMMUNITIES© strategies.  These strategies include 
“Survivable Space,” the area that lies between the residence and an 
oncoming wildfire.  This strategy, which the FPP includes, is the removal 
and modification of the native vegetation, along with other enhanced 
mitigation features.
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ERC probably reflected the late spring time of year. Unseasonal dryness and drought condition 
of vegetation plus low humidities resulted in hazardous fire conditions more than winds. The 
first evacuations were ordered a little over an hour into the fire, with continued expansion of 
evacuation orders for the next 24 hours or so. A little over 4 hours into the fire it was 
demonstrating, according to the After Action Report, “extreme fire behavior, spotting, and 
critical rate of spread.” It was 500 acres at that time, and spreading by spotting and its own fire-
generated weather system. Consequences: Burned 1,995 acres; 36 homes lost; $10MM in 
damages; 51,000 were called to evacuate; 164 fire engines; 27 hand crews; 11 dozers; 15 
aircraft; 1,300 personnel. 

While the FPP mentions the critical fire scenario of embers spotting from fires distant 
from the proposed development; it does not carry this forward except to require ember-resistant 
construction features in the new homes, sprinklers on homes, and the removal of unirrigated 
vegetation. Embers are likely from chaparral, coastal sage, eucalyptus, and riparian vegetation 
two miles or more from development, or within the development and a fire start from an ember 
can be from anywhere in the valley. 

Fire planners should: 

Consider whole valley community fire scenarios.  
An area/community fire plan should be completed with boundaries defined that are more 
logical for fire management than an individual cluster of homes. 
A community safety zone should be planned to take people and horses to as evacuation 
routes may be clogged. 
Model other problem fire scenarios including fine fuels (the areas mapped as non-native 
grass) for rate of spread in relation to people and evacuation. These were left out of the 
modeling because they do not relate to structural fire protection, for which the extreme 
heat and flame lengths of a shrub fire were used. Fine fuels (less than ¼ inch as in grassy 
vegetation) directly relate to the speed of a wildfire.  Such fires spread faster than shrub 
fires, and are more likely to result in entrapment of firefighters or residents.  Such fire 
scenarios should be used for evacuation and suppression planning.  
Represent the likelihood of embers from distant fires landing on dry vegetation and 
igniting fire from anywhere within the community. 
Analyze moderate to high hazard fires from the southwest (Escondido Creek) and west 
(dead avocado grove and adjacent chaparral – Cocos fire). The moderate condition fires 
are instructive due to connectivity of fuels in that direction, and there is a higher chance 
that preemptive fuel treatment and suppression planning could prevent a moderate fire 
from becoming catastrophic, and perhaps minimize the need to evacuate.  
Remove the consideration of irrigated agricultural groves from fuel model assumptions. 
Consider recommending community restrictiosn on days when Burn Indices or ERC’s in 
a condition where almost anything will start a fire due to extreme dryness of fuels and 
low relative humidities, gusts (e.g. red flag days). No construction activity, no generator 
use in vegetation, no spark-producing equipment use in vegetation, no smoking, etc. 

K-185
cont.

K-186
K-187

K-188

K-189

K-190

K-191

K-192

K-193

K-189 The fire behavior modeling with BehavePlus 5.0.5 Fire Behavior Modeling 
System provided computer based fire behavior parameter calculations.  
These calculated fire behavior parameters are key to recommended fuel 
modification for the development, but they are also based on Project 
site observations, experience, and fuel levels and typical fire behavior 
observed during local fire seasons.  Modeling with the BehavePlus 5.0.5 
fire model describes a wildfire spreading through surface fuels, which are 
the burnable materials within 6 feet of the ground and contiguous to the 
ground.  The primary driving force in the fire behavior calculations is the 
dead fuel, less than 1/4  inch in diameter.  The surface fire model uses a 
weighting process to combine 1-hour, 10-hour, and 100-hour moistures 
into a characteristic (weighted average) dead fuel moisture.  Because 
the weighting is based on surface area-to volume ratio, the 1-hour fuel 
moisture (0 to 1/4 inch diameter) is the predominant driving variable 
for surface fire spread calculations.  Modification and/or elimination of 
hazardous fuels and the reduction of fuel loading are key to “firewise” 
planning.  See further discussion of this subject in Section 3.4 of the FPP.

K-187 The purpose of a FPP is to evaluate on-site and off-site fuels to determine 
the level of fire hazard for the proposed Project.

K-186 The commenter requests that the whole valley community fire scenarios 
should be considered.  See Responses I-59 and K-185.

K-188 The commenter requests that a community safety zone be planned in the 
event that evacuation routes are clogged.  See Response K-72.  The FPP 
has been revised to clarify this comment.

K-190 The FPP states that one of the greatest risks with worst-case fire scenarios 
is the flying ember that can originate as far as 2 miles.  As a result, design 
features were incorporated into the Project, including fuel modification 
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K-191 The FPP evaluated the fire hazard of the area and the potential effects of 
the Project of moderate to high hazard fires from the south and southwest.  
As a result of the findings of the fire modeling, design features were 
incorporated into the Project in order to reduce the risk of fire hazard, 
including fuel modification zones, use of ignition resistant construction, 
primary and secondary emergency access roads, and an adequate supply 
of water for fire hydrants.

K-193 The burn indices or ERCs is an excellent factor for determining the 
probability of ignition and fire behavior in hazardous fuels.  However, 
this is a factor used to limit daily or season activities by the SMFD.

K-192 The commenter requests that the consideration of irrigated agricultural 
groves be removed from the fuel model assumptions.  Section 4.5 of the 
FPP was revised to address this comment.

K-190
cont.

zones, use of enhanced ignition resistant building materials, and other 
enhanced fire and building code requirements.  See discussion of this 
subject in Sections 4.5 and 4.5.3.2 of the FPP.
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There is a lost opportunity to predict problem fire scenarios based on RAWS indices, and 
reduce risk of ignitions by restricting use of outdoor ignitions.   
Provide for small/large animal evacuation. 
Analyze evacuation choke points mentioned by other reviewers. 
Consider the cumulative effects of increased fire ignition risk and on evacuation of this 
development, plus the 742 units at HG Village, plus other future development. 

Other comments: 

Sprinklered homes only address spots that can be wetted. They do not address key fire 
issues for the community, only the house with the sprinklers. They do not address 
evacuation and burning vegetation, or smoke concentration in the valley.  
The 150 ft of fuel modification should not be waivered. An assumption of irrigated crops 
or landscapes should not be accepted when on adjacent and contiguous lands not 
controlled by the development. The Valiano project proposes encroachment into 
neighboring lands for fuel modification. 
The staffing of fire department, such as teaming with Rancho Santa Fe and mutual aid 
from Escondido fire departments, is again designed for structural fire protection such as 
for individual homes, and is not a community- or whole valley-level fire strategy for fires 
at the scale of the Cocos fire. 
The need for fire-barrier walls, impacts to vegetation and wildlife, wide roads are all out 
of character for current local residents of a rural community. 
No assumption of irrigation should play into the fire behavior models or in any of the fire 
planning. 
No California sagebrush, buckwheat, or black sage is permitted in fuel treatment zones. 
These are species the federally threatened California gnatcatcher depends on, so may 
need to consultation may be needed with USFWS on habitat loss. Fuel treatment should 
be limited to fall/winter due to breeding season restriction under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. 
Distances to fire station not realistic as to drive time. 
Steep slopes will carry a fire rapidly uphill if started in EF/HG. This is liability to 
neighboring communities of a fire start within this development. 

Summary: 

The fire mitigation proposed is completely about protection of structures of the new 
development, and of improving structural response time to five minutes by using a fire 
station in the HG Village for the new development. The FPP is a very site-specific plan. 
It does not address the increased danger to the surrounding community of fire ignitions 
due to the new numbers and density of people, only to the development itself. An area 
fire plan and community safety zone should be planned. 
Since the project would increase the risk of fire for the whole Elfin Forest/Harmony 
Grove community, as well set up a fire and smoke trap for residents due to impossible 
evacuation conditions, the project proponent should be required to employ more useful 

K-193
cont.

K-194
K-195
K-196

K-197

K-198

K-199

K-200

K-201

K-202

K-203
K-204

K-205

K-206

K-197 The FPP sets forth the requirements for the maintenance of specific areas 
to modify or remove flammable vegetation within the development, 
primarily adjacent to planned structures, but also including adjacent to 
the Project’s roadways.  In addition, the FPP includes restrictions on 
specific building materials and methods suitable for building in high 
fire hazard severity zones as identified by CAL FIRE (even though the 
Project is located in a Moderate fire hazard zone within the San Marcos 
Fire Protection Zone Map) and identifies a series of other items such as 
minimum water supplies, automatic fire extinguishing systems (interior 
sprinklers for all homes and enhances extinguishing systems/sprinklers 
for identified structures along the Project perimeter) and roadway widths.  
Overall, the development includes a layering of fire protection features 
that have been proven to increase ignition resistance of structures and 
landscapes and result in communities that are less vulnerable to wildfire. 

K-196 The commenter requests that the FPP consider the cumulative effects of 
increased fire ignition risk, and evacuation of the development, Harmony 
Grove Village and other future development.  Fire hazards and risks to all 
types of development will continue to be encountered as they have over 
the last century.  In the case of the proposed Project, the site is located in 
a very high to moderate Fuel Hazard Severity Zone and adjacent to other 
wildland areas that have the potential to support wildland fires.  However, 
the density of this development in this portion of San Diego County is 
relatively low and the local fire protection district along with auto and 
mutual aid by adjacent and nearby fire departments has the capacity 
to provide adequate fire protection.  In fact, if the recommendations in 
this plan are implemented, the development would improve the existing 
wildlands fire conditions and provide additional buffers, fire access, 
water availability, and evacuation time for all residents to retreat to 
safe locations; therefore, this development would not expose people 
or habitable structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death.  
Following the recommendations would also decrease the risk of loss 
for surrounding existing uses.  As proposed, the FPP concludes that the 
Project is not anticipated to contribute to a significant cumulative impact 
relative to wildland fire risk. 

K-195 The commenter requests that the FPP analyze evacuation choke points 
identified by other reviewers; however, they do not specifically identify 
the roads in question.  See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.

K--194 The commenter requests that the FPP provide for small/large animal 
evacuation.  See Response I-62.

K-198 The commenter is concerned with the reduction of the 150-foot fuel 
modification, assumptions of irrigated crops or landscapes not under 
the control of the development, and encroachment onto neighboring 
properties for fuel modification.  Section 4.7 of the FPP requires enhanced 
mitigation for dwellings with fewer than 150 feet of an FMZ.  After 
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K-201 Of the vegetation replanted in Zone 1, the first 50 feet from the edge of 
structures is irrigated.  Other non-combustible features may substitute for 
irrigated vegetation.  The following statement was added to the revised 
FPP in Section 4.5.1 for clarification:
Due to the water shortage caused by the current (sic) drought and water 
shortage in southern California, the “Survivable Space” landscaping 
may not include irrigated green lawn, but may be modified with water-less 
trees, shrubs, groundcovers, and other vegetation capable of sustained 
growth and reproduction with only natural moisture landscaping design.  
This would include strict adherence to removal of highly flammable 
and undesirable plant material (See FPP Appendix B).  It would also 
include strict adherence and use of the San Diego County Acceptable 
Plants list (See FPP Appendix A).  Other types of landscaping can also 
be utilized; e.g., decorative rock or other material that can be used in 
lieu of irrigation.  The obligation to address drought and water shortage 
alternatives for all zones within the FMZ will be required by the HOA 
and specified in the development’s CC&R’s.

K-200 There would be limited use of fire deflector walls; see Response I-59 
regarding fire safey.

K-202 One of the variables that the FPP evaluates for fire hazard is the fire fuels, 
both native and non-native.  The FPP follows the County Consolidated 
Fire Code and SMFD requirements for fuel modification.  Sagebrush, 
buckwheat and black sage are highly flammable vegetation species not 
allowed within the FMZ around structures.  The FPP does respect and 
meet the requirements to protect buffer zones or sensitive, threatened or 
endangered species documented in the Biological Technical Report for 
the Project.

K-199 The SMFD has established several mutual and automatic aid agreements 
with surrounding fire departments.  The new fire station at the Harmony 
Grove Village will be able to respond to the furthest structure in the 
Valiano Project within five minutes.  Support that can be provided from 
Escondido Fire Station (EFD) Station #1 includes one paramedic Engine, 
one truck company, one brush engine, one ambulance, and 12 personnel 
per each shift.  The EFD personnel (including a Battalion Chief) and 
apparatus would have the capability to respond with four different 
emergency apparatus, including a truck company.  Resources for fighting 
fires can be extended throughout the area, including the resources of 
the State through existing agreements.  EFD would provide secondary 
service to be an additional available resource for emergency incidents 
which may occur on the Valiano development site.  The EFD has seven 
fire stations with the ability to respond to the proposed development.  

K-198
cont.

evaluation, these mitigations were defined for each residential structure 
and for lot development standards.  The FPP concludes that there would 
not be any concern or issue with irrigated crops or landscapes not under 
the control of the development.  In addition, see Response I-49 regarding 
encroachment.
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K-204 The commenter is concerned that steep slopes carry a fire rapidly uphill 
and would be a liability to neighboring communities should a fire start 
within the development.  The FPP establishes and ensures compliance 
with local and County fire codes and enhanced mitigation to be 
implemented to ensure that wildfires do not create fire safety and welfare 
concerns for the residents. See Response I-59.  

K-203 The commenter is concerned with the drive times based on distances to 
fire stations.  See Response I-55.

K-206 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuations.  The 
lessons learned and evaluation of the Cocos Fire and other fires were 
important for establishing the FPP requirements for the Valiano Project. 
The FPP documents that devastating wildfires have occurred in this 
area and throughout southern California.  The purpose of the FPP 
is to document how the proposed development and other proposed 
developments in the surrounding area can mitigate the risk and the 
impact of wildfires.  This analysis ensures that established fire codes of 
local fire agencies are followed and mitigation measures are proposed to 
ensure that wildfires do not create fire safety and welfare concerns for the 
residents and visitors of the Project and the surrounding areas.

K-205 The commenter is concerned that the FPP is focused on the protection of 
structures, response time, and does not address the community at large.  
See Responses I-59 and K-185. 
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models for planning the fire protection of the whole valley rather than the new 
development alone. Such community protection is more strategic, and more likely to 
protect lives, animals, and property. It might use moderate -- high scenarios based on the 
where unirrigated vegetation currently exists (including the now-dry groves).   
The very real repeat of a fire like the 2014 Cocos fire should be analyzed for evacuation 
of people and animals.  
Part of the value to the rural community is the adjacency of native vegetation and 
wildlife; the need for fuel treatment and evacuation/shelter planning should be at a more 
consequential scale: that of the entire valley, rather than individual homes of the new 
development.
Should add community-level fire predictive service for hazardous fire conditions such as 
Red Flag days when almost any ignition will start a spreading fire, and restrict certain 
activities during this time. 
Fire planners should be required to address problem fire scenarios for Elfin 
Forest/Harmony Grove as a whole, because the Valiano project in and of itself increases 
the risk of harm from fire for the entire valley. 
There is inadequate traffic planning, especially considering the scale of evacuation and 
sheltering required, as demonstrated by recent experience in the Cocos fire, during which 
51,000 were called to evacuate within about 24 hours of the fire start. The first 
evacuations were called for in about an hour from fire start. The cumulative impacts on 
fire safety and evacuation should be analyzed of the HGV development, the possible 
Citracado extension, with the most likely fire scenario coming from the south and west (if 
from the north/northeast, would most likely be embers with random start points). 
Consideration should be given that evacuation would be forced to Highway 78 via 
Country Club Road.  
There is inadequate consideration of the need to get large animals evacuated. Over 50% 
of existing 80 residences have horses and large animals which require tow vehicle/trailer 
combinations that can quickly clog escape routes and create dangerous congestion and 
route blockage.  

K-206
cont.

K-207

K-208

K-209

K-210

K-211

K-212

K-210 The commenter requests that the issue of fire be addressed for the 
community at large.  See Response I-59.

K-209 The first and most logical choice for all of the residents and guests 
within the boundaries of the community is to adhere to the principles 
and practices of the READY! SET! GO! Program.  The focus of the 
program is on awareness and preparedness.  As part of this program, it 
is imperative that each resident develop a plan that is clearly understood 
by all family members and attends the educational and training programs 
sponsored by the Valiano HOA.  The resident is responsible for keeping 
informed when hazardous fire danger exists and when red-flag days 
are predicted.  There are also improvements in notifications and other 
evacuation procedures in the event that a wildfire occurs in the area; e.g., 
reverse 911.  Also see Response I-59.

K-208 The commenter requests that a community wide fire plan should be 
provided.  See Responses I-59 and K-185.

K-207 The commenter requests that the possibility of a repeat of the Cocos 
fire should be analyzed for evacuation.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations.

K-212 The commenter is concerned that there is an inadequate consideration for 
large animal evacuation.  See Response I-62.

K-211 See Responses I-59 and K-185 regarding fire safety benefits to 
the community and Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding 
evacuation.
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From: Schreiner, Greg
To: Chris Fisher
Cc: Pine, James; James Edison; Mike Medve; Quasarano, Susan; Reddick, Herman P.; Ehsan, Beth
Subject: RE: Fair Share Calculation
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 7:59:57 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Chris,
 
What can I do to assist you so that I can get a Task Order for this work? The applicant is inquiring
 with PDS staff as to when there will be a response to their proposal. I would be happy to meet with
 you to provide any information that may be helpful in determining the scope of the work etc…so
 that we can develop a response for them.
 
Let me know what I can do to assist you…
 
 
Gregory Schreiner
Fire Marshal, Fire Services Coordinator
San Diego County Fire Authority
5510 Overland Ave, Suite 250
San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 495-5425 Office
(619) 717-1562 Cell
 
 
 
 
 

From: Chris Fisher [mailto:cfisher@willdan.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2014 4:51 PM
To: Schreiner, Greg
Cc: Pine, James; James Edison; Mike Medve
Subject: RE: Fair Share Calculation
 
Thanks for the background Greg. Let me circulate this to two of my colleagues for their
 consideration, then we’ll discuss here internally. Following that I agree a meeting or conference call
 with you would probably make a lot of sense. I have some recollection of the complication of the
 CSA/CFD/property tax funding combination from my prior discussions with the County, but it would
 be good to have a more complete understanding.
 
Chris
 

From: Schreiner, Greg [mailto:Greg.Schreiner@sdcounty.ca.gov]
Sent: Friday, October 10, 2014 10:22 AM
To: Chris Fisher
Cc: Pine, James
Subject: RE: Fair Share Calculation
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Chris,
 
The Valiano project (330 units) is located in the unincorporated area of San Marcos. As such, San
 Marcos Fire Protection District would be the fire service provider for the project. The existing San
 Marcos Fire facilities cannot meet the General Plan travel time requirement of 5 minutes to the
 Valiano project. We have determined that the proposed HGV FS that is scheduled to be built as a
 result of the Harmony Grove Village project (700 + units) will be able meet the General Plan travel
 time requirement for the Valiano subdivision. The proposed HGV FS is located in County Service
 Area 107 (CSA 107), not within the San Marcos fire district. Additionally, this proposed facility is not
 fully funded with regard to capital costs to build the station and particularly the ongoing costs for
 operation of the facility. We are planning on an adjustment to the AV tax in CSA 107 coupled with
 funding generated by the HGV CFD but we still have funding gaps during the build out of the HGV
 project. We are projecting that the capital costs for the station construction will be about $2.7
 million plus approximately $500K for the apparatus and the operational costs are estimated to be
 $1.6 million per year.  
 
Our (very) preliminary discussion with the Valiano folks was that their  project represents
 approximately one third of the rooftops that will be served by the new station and that they should
 expect to pay that proportional amount to for both the capital and ongoing costs for the facility.
  They have proposed a methodology that factors in existing rooftops in determining their fair share
 contribution (see enclosed attachment).
 
This is a fairly complicated area with regard to service delivery and we are thinking a little “out of the
 box” on this so it might be worthwhile to have a quick meeting with you to explain some of the
 other details that may help you understand the scenario a little better; ultimately, we need to
 identify the most appropriate methodology for determining what the fair share contribution for
 both capital and ongoing operation costs might be for the Valiano project.
 
Well, that’s clear as mud! Let me know what I else I can provide for you….
 
Gregory Schreiner
Fire Marshal, Fire Services Coordinator
San Diego County Fire Authority
5510 Overland Ave, Suite 250
San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 495-5425
 
 
 
 
 

From: Chris Fisher [mailto:cfisher@willdan.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 08, 2014 1:09 PM
To: Schreiner, Greg
Cc: Pine, James
Subject: RE: Fair Share Calculation
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Hi Greg,
My apologies for the delay in responding. We have done analysis very similar to this for fair share of
 public safety services and dispatch services for cities, so we can certainly help with this. Do you have
 any preliminary analysis that was done to determine that the fire station would be able to serve the
 Valiano subdivision? Anticipated call volume or incident projections? Also, we don’t have any detail
 on the costs associated with the station, so we would need that as well.
 
I’ll have to give some thought to the amount of effort that will be necessary so that I can provide you
 a cost estimate for the task order.
 
Regards,
 

 
Chris Fisher
Vice President, Group Manager
Financial Consulting Services
cfisher@willdan.com

Willdan Financial Services
27368 Via Industria, Suite 110
Temecula, California 92590
T: 951.587.3528  800.755.6864
F: 951.587.3510  888.326.6864
C: 951.217.5949
www.willdan.com
 

From: Schreiner, Greg [mailto:Greg.Schreiner@sdcounty.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 10:05 AM
To: Chris Fisher
Cc: Pine, James
Subject: Fair Share Calculation
 
Chris,
 
Good morning, my staff and I are working on the Valiano major subdivision (330 units) in the
 unincorporated San Marcos area of San Diego and we need to establish a “fair share” contribution
 to the operational and capital costs for a new fire station in this area related to this project.
 Specifically, you may recall that there is a  fire station planned for the Harmony Grove Village
 subdivision and the Valiano subdivision will need to rely on this station to meet general plan
 compliance with regard to travel time. Therefore, we would like to develop a method for them to
 contribute to the capital and M & O cost for the station.
 
I would like to open a task order to begin this work, is there anything I can provide to you to help you
 provide an estimate so that I can initiate the task order? The best way to contact me is by cell phone
 or email (both listed below).
 
Thanks,
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Gregory Schreiner
Fire Marshal, Fire Services Coordinator
San Diego County Fire Authority
5510 Overland Ave, Suite 250
San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 495-5425 Office
(619) 717-1562 Cell
Greg.schreiner@sdcounty.ca.gov
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Exhibit D to Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Town Council Comment Letter regarding 
Draft EIR for Valiano Specific Plan Project  

The Valiano project is inconsistent with the Harmony Grove Community 
Plan Policy LU-2.2.1. Because the associated Issue LU-2.2.1 specifically calls out 
an “urban, clustered, or suburban design” as the types of residence this policy is directed 
toward, and further specifies that this clustered design “threatens the continued existence 
of the rural residential and equestrian character of Elfin Forest / Harmony Grove,” the 
Project’s contributions to the urban /rural balance must be calculated and any impacts 
identified and mitigated.  

The EFHG Community Plan supplements countywide policies and “further 
directs the land uses and development desired to achieve the community’s vision.” 
(from “How to Use the Community Plan”, EFHG CP p. 5). The vision of the future ideal 
state of the Harmony Grove community is described in the CP: “The historic rural habitat 
is preserved where the Village is surrounded by large-lot rural homes and small, family 
owned farms and vineyards that preserve the critical relationships necessary for this 
environmentally sensitive and balanced green community. The all-important rural voice 
is not overwhelmed by the urban voice” (p. 23) (emphasis added). The Harmony Grove 
CP also clearly defines the Existing Community Character: “Some of the key elements of 
the Harmony Grove character and values include one- and two-story single family homes 
on large lots; large animal facilities on residential properties; no clustered development;
no "cookie-cutter" developments; no walled developments, and no gated communities” 
(p.  16) (emphasis added).   

Thus the clear intent of Policy LU-2.2.1 is to prevent the original Harmony Grove 
residents, identified in the CP as living in large lot equestrian properties, from becoming 
outnumbered by residents of clustered, small lot, non-equestrian properties. This skewed 
ratio would create a majority voice for the suburban resident and encourage migration of 
the original rural equestrian residents out of the community, further eroding the 
community character and culture.  Development according to the current GP yields 
an urban/rural balance consistent with Policy LU-2.2.1 (see calculations below). 
Development according to the Valiano Specific Plan Amendment, including counting the 
Project’s horse keeping properties as rural residences, still yields a 3-to-1 urban 
prevalence, clearly altering the residential balance that Policy LU-2.2.1 was designed to 
protect. This issue and the possible impacts to community character must be studied 
in the EIR. At the least, this shows there is a significant and unmitigated land use 
impact due to the Project.  

             Calculations: 

Per GP - there are various factors to consider, and various ways to calculate: 

• Assuming we consider existing residences only or entitlements per current GP:   
o Harmony Grove has 125 existing residences according to the Fire department, 

Eden Valley has 80, so about 205 existing residences,  
o If we add GP current entitlements for large parcels, Valiano adds 118, so about 

320, and Kovach still as SR regional category after the upzone received 
during the GP Update, so we can count it as "rural" at 210 on 110 acres, for a 

K-213

K-213 The commenter is concerned with the inconsistency that the Valiano 
Project has related to the EFHGCP, and specifically with Policy LU-
2.2.1.  See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea 
Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Responses I-65 and K-15.
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total of 533 rural residences.
• What is the deciding factor to classify a given property as "rural" vs. "urban"?  

o The County goes with the SR category as the definition of "rural" even if 
clustered on tiny lot. By that count Harmony Grove Village has 742 homes 
within the Village Limit Line zoned as VR.   

o Arguably the size of lot and/or whether it is zoned equestrian is a better 
measure of a truly "rural" versus "urban" property.  Thus arguably we count 
the 55 Harmony Grove Village lots at the Village periphery are zoned 
equestrian with lot sizes up to several acres, as being “rural” in nature. 

• So, at a minimum, there are 533 existing rural lots in Harmony Grove/Eden 
Valley and 742 urban, or 58% urban, 50% rural, or 588 rural if we 
incorporate the 55 equestrian lots versus 687 urban or 54% urban, 46% rural. 
Urban residences do not greatly exceed rural residences - a carefully crafted 
compromise. 

However, with the Valiano Specific Plan Project:  

Adding 318 urban residences and subtracting 118 from rural= 1,005 urban and 400 
rural or 72% urban versus 28% rural.  Urban residences outnumber rural residences 
two to one.

K-213
cont.
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K-214

K-215

K-216

K-217

K-218 K-216 Existing traffic data were collected during the year of the issuance of 
the NOP for the EIR, consistent with industry standards of practice 
for conducting traffic studies.  Given the timeframe associated with 
preparing a full EIR, it is not uncommon for two-to three years to pass 
prior to distributing the DEIR for public review.  LLG collected existing 

K-215 For the Proposed Project, the secondary access to Hill Valley Road is 
proposed as a fire/emergency access road and would not serve day-to-day 
traffic.  As discussed in Section 1.2.1 (Access and Circulation) of the EIR, 
the Project may include an additional access option where 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.  Improvements for Hill Valley Drive as an additional access 
road are analyzed in the traffic impact analysis (Appendix H of the EIR) 
and in subsections 2.6.2.1 and 2.8.2.10 of the EIR for noise and traffic, 
respectively. 

K-214 The address for the property is per the legal description and title report 
for the entire property.  It does not presume access is provided via La 
Moree Road.  No access was assumed to La Moree Road in the TIA and 
therefore no correction is necessary.  The access points for Neighborhoods 
1 through 4 are Eden Valley Lane and Mt. Whitney Road, connecting 
to Country Club Drive; the access points for Neighborhood 5 would 
take access from two new access driveways on Future Street 5A, both 
connecting to Country Club Drive.
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cont.

traffic data in the Project vicinity for another project in the Year 2014 and 
compared the counts to the Year 2012 data used in the TIA. 
Table B shows that traffic counts are higher in some locations and lower 
in others.  Overall, the average change in traffic volumes amounts to net 
zero percent change between Year 2014 and Year 2012.

It should also be noted that at the time of data collection, the Nordahl 
Road interchange was under construction to be widened to its current 
configuration.  As a result of this, existing traffic counts were taken from 
the certified Year 2011 Escondido General Plan EIR traffic study and 
adjusted to reflect Year 2012 conditions along Nordahl Road.  Given the 
existing traffic analysis was originally prepared at issuance of the NOP, 
the Nordahl Road intersection timing plans from Caltrans have since 
been modified to accommodate the additional capacity constructed at this 
interchange.  LLG conducted a traffic analysis for a nearby development 
in Year 2015 and the data collected in Year 2014 indicates acceptable 
LOS C operations at both the eastbound and westbound ramps in the AM 
and PM peak hours.  The analysis is shown below in Table C.  The Year 
2014 traffic counts at the interchange have been included in the revised 
EIR TIA intersection LOS analysis and added to the EIR TIA appendix.  
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K-217 The TIF program can only be updated after a proposed GPA is approved 
(or denied) because the final outcome of a proposed GPA is not known.  
The County updates the TIF program regularly to account for approved 
GPAs that modify the Land Use or Mobility Element sections of the 
General Plan.  Also see Response K-158.

K-218 Harmony Grove Village Parkway was not constructed at the time the TIA 
commenced and therefore, existing volumes could not be counted on this 
roadway.  As discussed in Section 4.1 of the TIA, Harmony Grove Village 
Parkway was assumed to be built in all traffic analysis scenarios since the 
majority of the roadway improvements from the Harmony Grove Village 
project were anticipated to be completed prior to the opening day of the 
Proposed Project. 
With the connection of Harmony Grove Village Parkway to Citracado 
Parkway, the following Project volumes were distributed to the roadways 
that were identified in the comment:
• Country Club Drive between Harmony Grove Village Parkway and 

Harmony Grove Road receives at most 16 peak hour directional 
Project trips. 

• Harmony Grove Village Parkway between Country Club Drive and 
Citracado Parkway receives at most 13 peak hour directional Project 
trips. 

• Harmony Grove Road west of Country Club Drive receives at most 
16 peak hour directional Project trips. 

Therefore, the segments listed by the commenter do not receive 25 peak 
hour directional trips and thus, per County guidelines, analyses of these 
roadways are not warranted.
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K-218
cont.

K-219

K-220

K-221

K-222

K-223

K-222 A copy of the horizon year forecast model has been added as TIA Appendix 
N.  This addition clarifies the conclusions made in the DEIR and does not 
provide significant new information that requires recirculation of the EIR 
under CEQA.

K-221 The TIA shows an Existing Plus Cumulative Plus Project traffic volume 
of 10,694 ADT on Country Club Drive between Hill Valley Drive and 
Eden Valley Lane.  The commenter suggests the Year 2020 model 
with Project traffic would amount to 10,061 ADT.  It can therefore be 
concluded, that the only discrepancy, as noted, would be that the EIR 
provides a conservative analysis of the traffic forecasted for this segment 
of Country Club Drive.  Impacts may be somewhat less than what was 
reported.  Also see K-222 for the SANDAG Traffic Model.

K-220 A copy of the SZA has been added to the appendices of the TIA.  This 
addition clarifies the conclusions made in the DEIR and does not provide 
significant new information that requires recirculation of the EIR under 
CEQA.  

K--219 The commenter requests that the complete traffic analysis be updated 
to account for the information provided in comment K-218 and K-220 
through K-234.  See Response K-218, and K-220 through K-234.

K-223 On Eden Valley Lane existing drainage patterns would be preserved, as 
the Project includes only slight widening to satisfy the 24-foot pavement 
width required by County Private Road Standards.  Mt. Whitney Road 
currently does not meet the private road standard of 24 feet and would 
be reconstructed per Private Road Standards as part of the Proposed 
Project, including drainage facilities and storm water Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) as detailed in subsection 3.1.3.2 of the EIR as well as 
Appendices M and N.
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K-224

K-225

K-226

K-227

K-228

K-229

K-230

K-231

K-227 Of the 12 intersections listed in Table A of the comment letter, zero 
experience an LOS E or F average control delay, nor do any of the total 18 
intersections analyzed in the EIR TIA under existing conditions operate 
at LOS E or F as shown in Table 6–1 of the TIA.  Also see Response 
K-226.

K-226 The commenter is referencing specific movements for specific approaches 
to an intersection that do not accurately represent the overall intersection 
operations for a particular intersection.  Per the industry standard of 
practice and the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2010, the measure 
of effectiveness for analyzing signalized and all-way stop-controlled 
intersections is overall average stopped delay per vehicle.  The average 
control delay per vehicle for the intersection as a whole is found by 
adding the product of the approach flow rate and the approach delay for 
all approaches and dividing the sum by the total intersection flow rate.  
The determination of LOS is based on average control delay (Chapter 
18-Signalized Intersections, HCM 2010).  The significance of impacts 
is not determined using the individual intersection approach delay and 
level of service for signalized intersections.  The average delay and LOS 
methodology is documented in Table 2 of the County’s “Guidelines for 
Determining Significance,” August 2011, and both the City of Escondido 
and City of San Marcos utilize the average delay and LOS criteria from 
Table 1 of the SANTEC)/ ITE “Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies in 
the San Diego Region”, March 2000.

K-225 There are currently no shoulders provided on Country Club Drive at Eden 
Valley Road and Mt. Whitney Road.  Two-foot shoulders with a 4-foot 
buffer are provided starting just south of the proposed Future Street 5A 
South as shown on Figure 11-4 of the TIA and would be maintained 
where currently provided.  The post-Project condition of Country Club 
Drive would be improved over the existing condition and does not 
constitute a hazardous condition.

K-224 This information is included in Chapter 1.0 of the EIR and copies of the 
certification letters have been added to Appendix J of the TIA.
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K-229 Of the 13 intersections listed in Table C of the comment letter, 4 locations 
under existing plus cumulative projects conditions were reported as 
having an average delay at LOS E or F conditions as shown in Table 9–1 
of the TIA.  Also see Response K-226.

K-228 Of the 12 intersections listed in Table B of the comment letter, zero 
experience an LOS E or F average control delay, nor do any of the total 
18 intersections analyzed in the EIR TIA under Existing Plus Project 
conditions operate at LOS E or F as shown in Table 9–1 of the TIA.  
The five intersections with individual LOS E or F movements noted in 
Table B of the comment letter are not significant given the determination 
of signalized intersection LOS is based on average control delay for all 
approaches (Chapter 18-Signalized Intersections, HCM 2010) and the 
significance of impacts for signalized intersections is determined using 
the average delay and LOS and not individual intersection approach 
delay and LOS.  The average delay and LOS methodology is documented 
in Table 2 of the County’s “Guidelines for Determining Significance,” 
August 2011, and both the City of Escondido and City of San Marcos 
utilize the average delay and LOS criteria from Table 1 of the SANTEC/ 
ITE “Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies in the San Diego Region,” 
March 2000.  Also see Response K-226.

K-230 Of the 13 intersections listed in Table D of the comment letter, 4 locations 
under Existing Plus Cumulative Plus Project conditions were reported as 
having an average delay at LOS E or F conditions as shown in Table 
9–1 of the TIA.  .  The 10 intersections with individual LOS E or F 
movements noted in Table D of the comment letter are not significant 
given the determination of signalized intersection LOS is based on 
average control delay for all approaches (Chapter 18-Signalized 
Intersections, HCM 2010) and the significance of impacts for signalized 
intersections is determined using the average delay and LOS and not 
individual intersection approach delay and LOS.  The average delay and 
LOS methodology is documented in Table 2 of the County’s “Guidelines 
for Determining Significance,” August 2011, and both the City of 
Escondido and City of San Marcos utilize the average delay and LOS 
criteria from Table 1 of the SANTEC/ITE “Guidelines for Traffic Impact 
Studies in the San Diego Region,” March 2000.  Also, see Response 
K-226.
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K-231
cont.

K-232

K-233

K-234

K-234 The commenter is concerned that traffic impacts associated with the 
SPRINTER Operations were not addressed in the TIA.  See Response 
I-61.

K-233 The commenter is concerned with the adequacy of the existing roads to 
accommodate the evacuation of the area.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations.

K-232 The commenter is concerned that the TIA does not address construction 
impacts.  See Response K-156.

K-231 The traffic analysis utilizes Caltrans’ signal timing/phasing plans where 
appropriate and observed field timings for City of Escondido and City of 
San Marcos signalized intersections where timing plans were unavailable.
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Movement
PEAK 
HOUR LOS

APPROACH 
LOS

Actuated 
Cycle 

Length(s)
EBL PM F -
WBL PM E F
WBR PM F -
NBL PM F -

AM E - 74.7
PM F - 103.2

AM - - 55.6

PM - - 64.0

3 - MISSION RD. @ DRIVEWAY AM - - 77.3

PM - - 75.6

4 - SR-78 WB ON RAMP @ NORDAHL RD. AM - -

PM - -

AM - -

PM - -

WBL AM E -
NBL AM E -

7 - COUNTRY CLUB DR. @ AUTO PARK WAY SBL AM F - 58.1

AM F F 78.1
PM F F 79.0
AM E - 78.1
PM F E 79.0
AM F - 78.1
PM F - 79.0
AM F - 78.1
PM F - 79.0

9 - VALLEY PKWY. @  AUTO PARK WAY AM E -
PM E -

10 - VALLEY PKWY. @  I-15 SB RAMPS AM E -
PM E -

WBL PM E -
11 - VALLEY PKWY. @  I-15 NB RAMPS AM - -

PM - -

17 - HARMONY GROVE RD. @  COUNTRY CLUB DR. AM - - 66.3

PM - - 32.2

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

SBL

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

EBL

NBL

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

NBL

SBL

WBL

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

EBL

Table A - SUMMARY OF APPENDIX F: EXISTING INTERSECTIONS ANALYZED 

105.0

103.2

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Intersection

1 - S. TWIN OAKS VALLEY RD. & DISCOVERY ST. @ E. BARHAM DR.

2 -  BARHAM DR.@ WOODLAND PKWY.

8 - W. 9TH AVE. @ VALLEY PKWY.

5 - SR-78 EB OFF RAMP @ NORDAHL RD.

6 - MISSION @ NORDAHL RD.

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

EXISTING 

120.0
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Movement
PEAK 
HOUR LOS APPROACH LOS

Actuated 
Cycle 

Length(s)
EBL PM F E
WBL PM E F
WBR PM F F
NBL PM F -

AM E - 74.8
PM F - 103.2
AM - - 55.6
PM - - 64.2

AM - - 77.4

PM - - 75.6

AM - - 100.0

PM - - 100.0

AM - - 100.0
PM - - 100.0

WBL AM E - 100.0
NBL AM E - 100.0

AM - - 60.5
PM - - 58.5
AM F F 77.3
PM F F 79.2
AM E - 77.3
PM F - 79.2
AM F - 77.3
PM F - 79.2
AM F - 77.3
PM F - 79.2
AM E - 100.0
PM E - 80.0
AM E -
PM E -

WBL PM E -
AM - -

PM - -

AM - - 66.6

PM - - 32.6
ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

5 - SR-78 EB OFF RAMP @ NORDAHL RD. ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

6 - MISSION @ NORDAHL RD.

8 - W. 9TH AVE. @ VALLEY PKWY.

EBL

WBL

NBL

SBL

NBL

EBL
120.0

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS 105.0

17 - HARMONY GROVE RD. @  COUNTRY CLUB DR.

11 - VALLEY PKWY. @  I-15 NB RAMPS

10 - VALLEY PKWY. @  I-15 SB RAMPS

9 - VALLEY PKWY. @  AUTO PARK WAY

7 - COUNTRY CLUB DR. @ AUTO PARK WAY

4 - SR-78 WB ON RAMP @ NORDAHL RD.

3 - MISSION RD. @ DRIVEWAY

Table B - SUMMARY OF APPENDIX G: EXISTING PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTIONS ANALYZED

SBL

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

Intersection

EXISTING  + PROJECT

1 - S. TWIN OAKS VALLEY RD. & DISCOVERY ST. @ E. BARHAM DR.

2 -  BARHAM DR.@ WOODLAND PKWY. ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

103.2



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-227

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-154

Movement
PEAK 
HOUR LOS APPROACH LOS

Actuated 
Cycle 

Length(s)
AM F F 140.0
PM F F 150.0
AM F F 140.0
PM F F 150.0
AM F F 140.0
PM F F 150.0

WBR PM F F 150.0
AM F F 140.0
PM F F 150.0
AM F F 140.0
PM F F 150.0
AM F F 140.0
PM F F 150.0

SBR AM E F 140.0
AM F - 140.0
PM F - 150.0
AM F E 130.0
PM F F 150.0
AM - E 130.0
PM F F 150.0
AM F F 130.0
PM F F 150.0

AM F E 130.0
PM F E 150.0
AM E - 130.0
PM F - 150.0
AM F - 93.3
PM F - 102.8

AM - - 100.0

PM E - 120.0
AM - - 100.0
PM - - 120.0

EBL AM E - 100.0

WBL PM E E 120.0

WBR PM E E 120.0

AM F E 100.0

PM F - 120.0

SBL AM F - 100.0
EBL AM F E 89.2
SBT PM E - 79.1

AM F E 93.1
PM F E 91.3

WBL PM E - 91.3
AM F - 93.1
PM F - 91.3
AM F - 93.1
PM F E 91.3

NBL PM E -
SBL PM E F
SBT PM F F

AM E -
PM E F

EBT PM F F

WBL PM E -

NBT PM - E

HCM LOS PM E -
ALL MOVEMENTS PASS AM - -

EBL PM E -
WBT PM E E
WBL AM E - 91.2

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS PM - - 68.2

AM F F
AVG 

DELAY 
34.0

PM F F
AVG 

DELAY 
84.6

Intersection

EXISTING  + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

2 -  BARHAM DR.@ WOODLAND PKWY.

EBL

NBT

SBL

Table C - SUMMARY OF APPENDIX H: EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS INTERSECTIONS ANALYZED

3 - MISSION RD. @ DRIVEWAY

4 - SR-78 WB ON RAMP @ NORDAHL RD.

9 - VALLEY PKWY. @  AUTO PARK WAY

EBL

WBL

WBT

NBL

80.0

8 - W. 9TH AVE. @ VALLEY PKWY.

EBL

NBL

SBL

EBL

5 - SR-78 EB OFF RAMP @ NORDAHL RD.

7 - COUNTRY CLUB DR. @ AUTO PARK WAY

120.010 - VALLEY PKWY. @  I-15 SB RAMPS

11 - VALLEY PKWY. @  I-15 NB RAMPS 105.0

17 - HARMONY GROVE RD. @  COUNTRY CLUB DR.

EBL

WBT18 - HARMONY GROVE RD. @  KAUNA LOA DR. (Stop Control)

HCM LOS

HCM LOS

SBL

NBL

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS

EBT

WBT

1 - S. TWIN OAKS VALLEY RD. & DISCOVERY ST. @ E. BARHAM DR.

NBL

6 - MISSION @ NORDAHL RD.
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Movement
PEAK 
HOUR LOS APPROACH LOS

Actuated 
Cycle 

Length(s)
AM F F 140.0
PM F F 150.0
AM E F 140.0
PM F F 150.0
AM F F 140.0
PM F F 150.0

WBR PM F F 150.0

AM F F 140.0
PM F F 150.0

AM F F 140.0

PM F F 150.0

AM F F 140.0

PM F F 150.0

SBR AM F F 140.0
AM F - 140.0
PM F - 150.0
AM F E 130.0
PM F F 150.0

AM - E 130.0

PM F F 150.0

AM F F 130.0
PM F F 150.0
AM F E 130.0
PM F E 150.0
AM E - 130.0
PM F - 150.0
AM F - 93.4
PM F - 102.8

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS AM - - 100.0
NBL PM E - 120.0

5 - SR-78 EB OFF RAMP @ NORDAHL RD. ALL MOVEMENTS PASS AM - - 100.0
EBL AM E - 100.0

AM E - 100.0
PM E E 120.0

WBR PM E E 120.0

AM F E 100.0

PM F E 120.0

SBL AM F - 100.0

EBL AM F F 89.3

EBL PM F F 79.0

SBL PM E - 79.0
AM F E 93.4
PM F E 91.6
AM E - 93.4
PM E - 91.6
AM F - 93.4
PM F - 91.6
AM F - 93.4
PM F E 91.6

NBL PM E -
SBL PM E F
SBT PM F F

AM F -
PM E F

EBT PM F F
WBL PM E -
NBT PM - E
NBR PM E -

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS AM - -
EBL PM E -
WBT PM E E
WBL AM E - 91.3

ALL MOVEMENTS PASS PM - - 68.6

AM F F
AVG 

DELAY 
44.1

PM F F
AVG 

DELAY 
99.6

Table D - SUMMARY OF APPENDIX I: EXISTING PLUS CUMULATIVE PROJECTS PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTIONS ANALYZED

Intersection

EXISTING+ CUMULATIVE PROJECTS   + PROJECT

WBT

SBL

1 - S. TWIN OAKS VALLEY RD. & DISCOVERY ST. @ E. BARHAM DR.

EBL

WBL

NBL

NBT

SBL

2 -  BARHAM DR.@ WOODLAND PKWY.

EBL

NBL

EBT

WBT

EBL

80.0

10 - VALLEY PKWY. @  I-15 SB RAMPS

EBL

120.0

11 - VALLEY PKWY. @  I-15 NB RAMPS 105.0

WBT

HCM LOS

SBL

HCM LOS

17 - HARMONY GROVE RD. @  COUNTRY CLUB DR.

18 - HARMONY GROVE RD. @  KAUNA LOA DR. (Stop Control)

WBL

7 - COUNTRY CLUB DR. @ AUTO PARK WAY

EBL

WBL

9 - VALLEY PKWY. @  AUTO PARK WAY

3 - MISSION RD. @ DRIVEWAY

4 - SR-78 WB ON RAMP @ NORDAHL RD.

6 - MISSION @ NORDAHL RD.

8 - W. 9TH AVE. @ VALLEY PKWY.
NBL
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PEAK 
HOUR

Actuated Cycle 
Length(s)

PEAK 
HOUR

Actuated Cycle 
Length(s)

PEAK 
HOUR

Actuated 
Cycle 

Length(s)
PEAK 
HOUR

Actuated 
Cycle 

Length(s)
AM 74.7 AM 74.8 AM 140.0 AM 140.0
PM 103.2 PM 103.2 PM 150.0 PM 150.0
PM 55.6 AM 55.6 AM 130.0 AM 130.0
AM 64.0 PM 64.2 PM 150.0 PM 150.0
AM 77.3 AM 77.4 AM 93.4 AM 93.4
PM 75.6 PM 75.6 PM 102.8 PM 102.8
AM 100.0 AM 100.0 AM 100.0 AM 100.0
PM 100.0 PM 100.0 PM 120.0 PM 120.0
AM 100.0 AM 100.0 AM 100.0 AM 100.0
PM 100.0 PM 100.0 PM 120.0 PM 120.0
AM 100.0 AM 100.0 AM 100.0 AM 100.0
PM 100.0 PM 100.0 PM 120.0 PM 120.0
AM 58.1 AM 60.5 AM 89.2 AM 89.3
PM 57.3 PM 58.5 PM 79.1 PM 79.0
AM 78.1 AM 77.3 AM 93.1 AM 93.4
PM 79.0 PM 79.2 PM 91.3 PM 91.6
AM 100.0 AM 100.0 AM 100.0 AM 100.0
PM 80.0 PM 80.0 PM 80.0 PM 80.0
AM 120.0 AM 120.0 AM 120.0 AM 120.0
PM 120.0 PM 120.0 PM 120.0 PM 120.0
AM 105.0 AM 105.0 AM 105.0 AM 105.0
PM 105.0 PM 105.0 PM 105.0 PM 105.0
AM 66.3 AM 66.6 AM 91.2 AM 91.3
PM 32.2 PM 32.6 PM 68.2 PM 68.6

Table E - SUMMARY OF AM AND PM ACTUATED CYCLE LENGTH(S) FOR THE INTERSECTIONS ANALYZED

EXISTING+ 
CUMULATIVE 

PROJECTS   + PROJECT

17 - HARMONY GROVE RD. @  COUNTRY CLUB DR.

11 - VALLEY PKWY. @  I-15 NB RAMPS

10 - VALLEY PKWY. @  I-15 SB RAMPS

9 - VALLEY PKWY. @  AUTO PARK WAY

8 - W. 9TH AVE. @ VALLEY PKWY.

7 - COUNTRY CLUB DR. @ AUTO PARK WAY

 EXISTING + 
CUMULATIVE 

PROJECTS   EXISTING  EXISTING + PROJECT

6 - MISSION @ NORDAHL RD.

Intersection

5 - SR-78 EB OFF RAMP @ NORDAHL RD.

4 - SR-78 WB ON RAMP @ NORDAHL RD.

3 - MISSION RD. @ DRIVEWAY

2 -  BARHAM DR.@ WOODLAND PKWY.

1 - S. TWIN OAKS VALLEY RD. & DISCOVERY ST. @ E. BARHAM DR.
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June 15, 2015 

Beth Ehsan 
Beth.Ehsan@sdcounty.ca.gov 
(858) 694-3103 

RE:  Valiano Specific Plan PDS2013-SP-13-001, PDS2013-GPA-13-001, PDS2013-REZ-13-001, PDS2013-
TM-5575, PDS2014-MUP-14-019, PDS2013-STP-13-003, PDS2013-ER-13-08-002 (The Valiano project by 
Integral Communities located in Eden Valley and Harmony Grove) 

These comments are provided on behalf of the Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove Town Council 

Review of Fire Protection Plan (March 12, 2015) for Viliano development 

The Fire Protection Plan (12 March 2015) (FPP) applied models of fire behavior (BehavePlus 5.0.5) to 
develop standards for the construction, setbacks, and treatment of fuels for the proposed Valiano 
development. It developed a “potential menu of requirements” and some recommended standards 
based on local fire codes and worst-case regional weather conditions, consistent with FPP content 
requirements and County guidelines. It complies with the requirement of local and state government 
with regard to a permit application for development to minimize structural ignitions within the new 
development, and for providing access by emergency responders to suppress a structural or vegetation 
fire within the development itself. It provides for 150-foot fuel treatment zones, based on estimated 
flame lengths from expected tall shrub fires. 

However, it does not address the increased fire danger posed for the entire community outside the 
development. The FPP recognizes that the Valiano project will result in increased risk of fire (FPP p. 13), 
but only the protection of new Valiano homes is addressed. “As the density of structures and the 
number of residents in the [wildland-urban] interface increases, potential ignition sources will multiply 
and [potential for] a large wildfire occurrences increases.” The Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove area is 
hazardous as a trap for fire, for smoke, and for impeded evacuation. 

The Valiano proposed development is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity zone (see map; areas 
mapped as moderate hazard were probably assumed to be irrigated). The area has significant fire 
history. See the attached map of fires of at least 5 acres in size; this map does not include the 
approximately 24 vegetation fires per year extinguished by the San Marcos Fire Department (FPP page 
13) and which were not large enough to become part of the CalFire database (see map). The fact that, 
before the Cocos fire, no “large fire” (FPP page 13) had been recorded in the vicinity in the past 50 years, 
is only evidence that the local vicinity is next in line to burn (see work of R. Minnich correlating fire 
hazard with vegetation stand age). Furthermore, the FPP mentions existing and past agricultural activity 
(irrigated groves) as the reason for the lack of recent fire history, but these groves are now dead and a 
fire hazard. This statement about lack of fire history does not acknowledge adjacent native vegetation in 
a mature condition, which indeed was set aflame in the Cocos fire. Please refer to the attached maps of 
the Cocos fire and fire history. All areas with native or unirrigated vegetation are expected to burn in the 
coming decades (See FPP map page 14). 

The models applied in the FPP are for a uniform fire approaching a structure, and what can be done to 
mitigate possible fire damage by applying fire safe construction, buffered fuels, and firefighter access by 
optimizing response times and access for fire apparatus. The FPP applied regional worst-case fire 

L-2

L-3a

L-3b

L-4a

L-1

L-3b The analysis ensures that established fire codes of local fire agency are 
followed and mitigation measures are proposed to ensure that wildfires 
do not create fire safety and welfare concerns for the residents and visitors 
of the Project and the surrounding areas.  Also Response I-59.
The FPP (Appendix L of the Final EIR), in Section 1.4.2 and 1.4.4, 
addressed this comment with inclusion of information about the Cocos 
Fire and that it did burn a large portion of the avocado grove and 
surrounding mature native fuels.  It also establishes that the Valiano HOA 
would have responsibility for management of these orchard areas, and 
that the SMFD would have the authority to remove them if they become 
unmanaged or die.

L-3a Comment noted.  The comment is not at variance with the environmental 
document.  No further response is necessary.

L-2 The commenter is concerned with fire safety including evacuation for 
the entire community.  See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations and 
Response K-65. 

L-1 Comment noted.  The comment is not at variance with the environmental 
document.
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scenarios in compliance with County guidelines in order to estimate the benefit of buffer distances, fuel 
treatment, and firesafe construction in the development. The scenarios included a typical summer day, a 
Santa Ana condition, and a peak-gust Santa Ana condition. All assumed fuels composed of tall shrubs 
(the sh7 fuel model cited).  The fire behavior calculations in the FPP added assumptions for more 
extreme fire conditions than those required by county FPP report content, and more extreme than 
those used by the San Marcos Fire Department in their Community Wildfire Protection Plan. While these 
are regionally important and facilitate a demonstration of the benefit of fuel treatment in protection of 
the new homes, the approach is not designed to evaluate the fire safety of the community at large. 
Moreover, the road width considerations are designed to provide access to firefighting equipment to 
fires within the development, but not to address the loss of firefighting capability during a regional fire 
siege as has occurred three times since 2003, nor address people needing shelter or to leave the area 
during dangerous fire conditions when suppression resources are unable to keep pace with eminent 
danger.  

Problem fire scenarios described in the FPP were regional in nature and not local to the Valiano 
development. For example, two of the scenarios considered, Santa Ana and Santa Anas with extreme 
gusts, are with winds coming from the north and northeast. Santa Ana winds generally overtop the 
valley, and fire danger occurs with the collapse of the Santa Anas and upcanyon or southwest winds 
replace the northeast winds, such as when winds lay down and shift direction overnight. Since there is 
little fuel connectivity to the north and east of the valley; the FPP properly recognized that the primary 
problem posed by the Santa Anas would be embers flying into the valley from distant fires (up to two 
miles or more away). However, the fire planners did not consider the reality of the Santa Ana condition 
in the evening when winds shift to come from the south and west up canyon. This scenario can use the 
canyon systems and slopes as fuses to carry the fire back to towards the Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove 
area; moreover, this is where the most hazardous fuel condition exists.  The models should represent 
where the fuels are located adjacent to the development, even under moderate conditions. 

Here are some of the real problem scenarios for Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove: Another fire storm like in 
2003, 2007, 2014, with suppression units deployed all over the county. People must evacuate or take 
shelter by themselves with suppression resources challenged and triaged across the region. Suppression 
resources are coming from national sources. Embers are entering the community from fires elsewhere 
burning to the north and northeast. Embers are landing on the planned open space and corridors of the 
development, or any burnable structure or dry landscape. In the evening when Santa Ana winds die 
down and become up-canyon winds, the community is threatened by fire from the south and southwest 
due to extremely dry vegetation and stretched suppression resources, with blocked exits. 

The FPP recognized that the most hazardous vegetation loading on the west and southwest exposure of 
the development. The Cocos fire was fueled by this vegetation. While the Cocos fire is mentioned (it 
occurred about two years after the initial site visit by fire planners), it is not considered or modeled 
except for fuel treatment for new homes where the heavy fuels occurred. It was not an extreme Santa 
Ana fire. Cocos traveled from West to East. Winds were not extreme based on the closest RAWS (fire 
weather station) for which we could find a record (Valley Center RAWS 15 mph – this should be 
compared to records of the local fire department) (please refer to map). Relative humidity was 
extremely dry (4%). The Burn Index was high (131). The Energy Release Component (ERC) was a 
moderately high 75 (proportion live/dead fuel moisture by size class of fuel and a measure of the 
expected heat of flaming fire front). This ERC probably reflected the late spring time of year. Unseasonal 

L-4a
cont.

L-4b

L-4c

L-4d

L-5a

L-5b

L-5c

L-5d

L-6a

L-6b

L-6c

L-7a

L-7b

L-4a Comment noted.  The comment is not at variance with the environmental 
document.  No further response is necessary.

L-5a The assumptions for worst-case scenarios are based on extreme weather 
conditions, including historic Santa Ana winds, which prevail primarily 
from the north to northeast.  For the calculation of fire behavior 
parameters, these winds (using 60 MPH as extreme) have been recorded 
in these areas during worst-case scenarios. 

L-4d The FPP was revised to address this comment with information in Section 
4.9 about evacuation and services available when asked to evacuate the 
area.  There have been great advancements in evacuation procedures after 
the regional fire sieges of 2003; for example, notifications to evacuate by 
way of the reverse 911 system.  There are many other programs available 
to inform and prepare residents for emergency evacuations through such 
programs as AlertSanDiego and other County emergency operation 
sources.  See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.

L-4c The commenter is concerned with the fire safety of the community at 
large and the loss of firefighting capability during a regional fire.  See 
Responses I-59, K-184 and K-199.

L4b Comment noted.  The comment is not at variance with the environmental 
document.  No further response is necessary.

L-5c Incident Management includes fire behavior specialists who predict and 
document in Incident Action Plans the appropriate operation plans for 
an incident.  These fire behavior plans predict unusual winds and other 
factors which may affect fire fighting operations.  This would include 
unusual winds (e.g., Santa Ana winds) and expected normal up canyon 
or down canyon winds.
The FPP addressed this matter by developing scenarios with both 
worst-case weather conditions and prevailing winds conditions.  These 
scenarios developed in the FPP would provide fire planners expected 
fire behavior and fire parameters (rate of spread, fire intensity, and flame 
lengths) to be expected in the event of a wildfire in this specific area.

L-5b See Response L-5a.  Also, for clarification, it is recognized that the shift 
in direction of winds during the night can occur (and did occur during 
the Cocos Fire).  However, it is important to understand the regional 
implications of strong erratic winds from the north and northeast for both 
source and nature during a fire siege.
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L-6c With the redundant layering of fire protection features that have been 
proven to increase ignition resistance of structures and landscapes, there 
is significant assurance that the Valiano Project would not be the source 
and ignition point for a fire.  The important point and lesson to learn 
with this comment is that creating a fire-safe environment with proven 
vegetative modification, ignition-resistant structure protection would 
greatly influence the safety and protection of communities in the path 
of a wildfire no matter which way a fire is moving.  Also see Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations, K-184 and K-199.   

L-6b The FPP recognized that embers would be the greatest risk and potential 
impact to the Project.  See Response L-5d.

L-6a The commenter is concerned with evacuation for the community at large 
and firefighting capacity during regional fires.  See Responses I-47 and 
K-184.

L-7b The Cocos Fire was a disastrous fire and with different weather conditions 
than the FPP assumptions used to calculate fire behavior parameters for 
a worst-case scenario.  The use of the more extreme assumptions in the 
FPP were used to provide the fuel modifications and other enhanced 
mitigations to ensure the greatest protection to structures within the 
Project.

L-7a Comment noted.  The comment is not at variance with the environmental 
document.  No further response is required.

L-5d The FPP recognized where the most hazardous fuels exist. With the 
redundant layering of fire protection features that have been proven to 
increase ignition resistance of structures and landscapes, these features 
provide significant fire protection and communities are less vulnerable to 
wildfire, with the ignition of the most hazardous fuels.
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dryness and drought condition of vegetation plus low humidities resulted in hazardous fire conditions 
more than winds. The first evacuations were ordered a little over an hour into the fire, with continued 
expansion of evacuation orders for the next 24 hours or so. A little over 4 hours into the fire it was 
demonstrating, according to the After Action Report, “extreme fire behavior, spotting, and critical rate 
of spread.” It was 500 acres at that time, and spreading by spotting and its own fire-generated weather 
system. Consequences: Burned 1,995 acres; 36 homes lost; $10MM in damages; 51,000 were called to 
evacuate; 164 fire engines; 27 hand crews; 11 dozers; 15 aircraft; 1,300 personnel. 

While the FPP mentions the critical fire scenario of embers spotting from fires distant from the proposed 
development; it does not carry this forward except to require ember-resistant construction features in 
the new homes, sprinklers on homes, and the removal of unirrigated vegetation. Embers are likely from 
chaparral, coastal sage, eucalyptus, and riparian vegetation two miles or more from development, or 
within the development and a fire start from an ember can be from anywhere in the valley. 

Fire planners should: 

Consider whole valley community fire scenarios.  
An area/community fire plan should be completed with boundaries defined that are more 
logical for fire management than an individual cluster of homes. 
A community safety zone should be planned to take people and horses to as evacuation routes 
may be clogged. 
Model other problem fire scenarios including fine fuels (the areas mapped as non-native grass) 
for rate of spread in relation to people and evacuation. These were left out of the modeling 
because they do not relate to structural fire protection, for which the extreme heat and flame 
lengths of a shrub fire were used. Fine fuels (less than ¼ inch as in grassy vegetation) directly 
relate to the speed of a wildfire.  Such fires spread faster than shrub fires, and are more likely to 
result in entrapment of firefighters or residents.  Such fire scenarios should be used for 
evacuation and suppression planning.  
Represent the likelihood of embers from distant fires landing on dry vegetation and igniting fire 
from anywhere within the community. 
Analyze moderate to high hazard fires from the southwest (Escondido Creek) and west (dead 
avocado grove and adjacent chaparral – Cocos fire). The moderate condition fires are instructive 
due to connectivity of fuels in that direction, and there is a higher chance that preemptive fuel 
treatment and suppression planning could prevent a moderate fire from becoming catastrophic, 
and perhaps minimize the need to evacuate.  
Remove the consideration of irrigated agricultural groves from fuel model assumptions. 
Consider recommending community restrictiosn on days when Burn Indices or ERC’s in a 
condition where almost anything will start a fire due to extreme dryness of fuels and low 
relative humidities, gusts (e.g. red flag days). No construction activity, no generator use in 
vegetation, no spark-producing equipment use in vegetation, no smoking, etc. There is a lost 
opportunity to predict problem fire scenarios based on RAWS indices, and reduce risk of 
ignitions by restricting use of outdoor ignitions.   
Provide for small/large animal evacuation. 
Analyze evacuation choke points mentioned by other reviewers. 

L-7c

L-7b
cont.

L-8
L-9

L-10

L-11

L-12

L-13

L-14

L-15

L-16
L-17

L-10 Evacuations are fluid operations.  There are safety zones available on-site 
and off-site, but it is advisable to perform this through the notification 
procedures by the Sheriff’s Department (a member and part of the 
Incident Command).  Also see Response I-62.

L-9 The commenter requests that a regional fire plan be prepared.  See 
Response L-8.

L-8 The FPP evaluated the consistency of the Proposed Project with 
applicable fire protection regulations.  It considered the property 
location, topography, geology, combustible vegetation (fuel types), 
climatic conditions, and fire history.  It considers water supply, access, 
structure ignitability, fire resistive building materials for residential 
structures, technical guidance for protection of commercial structures, 
fire protection systems and equipment, impacts to existing emergency 
services, defensible space, and vegetation management for the Project 
site. See Response I-59. 

L-7c The commenter is concerned with fire starts from embers that could be 
located anywhere in the valley.  The FPP recognized that embers would 
be the greatest risk and potential impact to the Project.  See Responses 
K-190 and L-5d.  The measures described in the responses listed and the 
FPP would provide significant protection from ember fire starts anywhere 
in the valley. 

L-12 The FPP recognized that fire embers are the greatest risk for starting a 
fire in the area; see Response I-59.  

L-11 The commenter is concerned that the FPP did not account for fine fuels 
(non-native grass) in the modeling.  The fuel modeling program used to 
calculate fire behavior parameters accounts for these factors.

L-13 The commenter requests that the FPP analyze moderate to high hazard 
fires from the southwest and west.  As stated in Response L-5c, the 
FPP addressed this matter by developing scenarios with both worst-
case weather conditions (Santa Ana winds) and normal prevailing wind 
conditions (normal southwest to west winds along with up and down 
canyon winds).  These scenarios provide fire planners anticipated fire 
behavior and fire parameters (rate of spread, fire intensity, and flame 
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L-16 The commenter requests that there be provisions for the evacuation of 
small/large animals.  See Response I-62.

L-15 The Energy Release Component (ERC) provides a relative index of the 
amount of heat (in BTUs) per unit area (sq. ft.) within the flaming front 
at the head of a fire, and is very sensitive to fuel model characteristics 
(e.g., fuel loading, compaction, particle size, heat of combustion and 
mineral content).  Burning Index relates the potential amount of effort 
needed to contain a single fire in a particular fuel type.  Burning Index 
and ERCs are fuel model dependent.  Burning indices and ERCs are 
used by local fire departments for determining the potential worst-case 
burning conditions for the current day, while forecasted indices show 
predicted worst-case burning conditions for the following day.  These are 
used for recommended restrictions and red flag days.
The FPP used computer models to calculate fire behavior parameters 
(e.g., rate of spread, fireline intensity, and flame length, using fuel model 
characteristics and local weather data).  These calculated fire parameters 
were key for fuel modification and enhanced mitigation requirements for 
the Project. 

L-14 The commenter requests that the fuel model assumption in the FPP be 
revised to remove the consideration of irrigated agricultural groves.  
Section 3.1 of the FPP was revised to clarify this comment with minor 
revisions to fire behavior modeling.

L-17 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.  It is important to remember 
that 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.  

L-13
cont.

lengths) expected in the event of a wildfire in this specific area.  This also 
provides Incident Command responding to a wildfire in the area with 
calculated potential fire behavior and fire behavior parameters for fire 
suppression planning strategies and tactical decisions.
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Consider the cumulative effects of increased fire ignition risk and on evacuation of this 
development, plus the 742 units at HG Village, plus other future development. 

Other comments: 

Sprinklered homes only address spots that can be wetted. They do not address key fire issues 
for the community, only the house with the sprinklers. They do not address evacuation and 
burning vegetation, or smoke concentration in the valley.  
The 150 ft of fuel modification should not be waivered. An assumption of irrigated crops or 
landscapes should not be accepted when on adjacent and contiguous lands not controlled by 
the development. The Valiano project proposes encroachment into neighboring lands for fuel 
modification. 
The staffing of fire department, such as teaming with Rancho Santa Fe and mutual aid from 
Escondido fire departments, is again designed for structural fire protection such as for individual 
homes, and is not a community- or whole valley-level fire strategy for fires at the scale of the 
Cocos fire. 
The need for fire-barrier walls, impacts to vegetation and wildlife, wide roads are all out of 
character for current local residents of a rural community. 
No assumption of irrigation should play into the fire behavior models or in any of the fire 
planning. 
No California sagebrush, buckwheat, or black sage is permitted in fuel treatment zones. These 
are species the federally threatened California gnatcatcher depends on, so may need to 
consultation may be needed with USFWS on habitat loss. Fuel treatment should be limited to 
fall/winter due to breeding season restriction under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
Distances to fire station not realistic as to drive time. 
Steep slopes will carry a fire rapidly uphill if started in EF/HG. This is liability to neighboring 
communities of a fire start within this development. 
• The report makes RPO findings for RPO wetland impacts.   The second bullet on Page 30 
doesn’t make sense.  Perhaps it says southeast corner of Neighborhood 2 by mistake, and 
should say northeast corner instead, but I am concerned that the finding was made to fit the 
project, rather than the project designed to meet the finding.  The words “circulation element” 
which usually is a General Plan term to identify roads important to County infrastructure, is used 
in the justification.   It may be used here to described project circulation and maybe the lack of 
capitalization is  the way they are not claiming it as a General Plan mandated road.    
The project impacts the drainages and wetland areas with multiple road crossings to make the 
project work and get access to all flat areas.  This may impact local corridors for wildlife.   
Habitat fragmentation, created by the multiple road crossing of drainages and riparian areas  is 
not addressed. 
While the project IDs a cumulative impact to raptor foraging and grasshopper sparrow the 
project mitigates for project impacts alone which doesn’t offset cumulative impacts.  Typically 
mitigation in excess of project mitigation is required to offset cumulative effects.   
There is consideration of oak woodland buffers but they are not explicitly illustrated so one has 
to take it on faith the analysis is correct despite there being many places in Figure 11a and 11b 
where development is close to oak trees.   

L-18

L-19

L-20

L-21

L-22

L-23

L-24

L-26

L-27

L-25

L-28

L-29

L-30

L-31

L-21 The commenter requests that the staffing of fire personnel should be at 
the community level and not at the project level.  See Responses K-184 
and  K-199.

L-20 The FPP evaluated the level of fire hazard that would affect or be caused 
by the proposed Project, and includes proposed mitigation to eliminate 
or minimize that hazard, including enhanced mitigation requirements.  
The Project would not require acquisition of a recorded easement from 
adjacent properties to meet fuel modification requirements.  As such, 
all landscaping and/or irrigated crops assumed under the fire modeling 
would be under the control of the Valiano HOA.

L-19 All new construction of dwellings shall be sprinklered by code.  See 
Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuation; see Response 
L-8 regarding the burning vegetation.  Smoke concentrations from a 
wildfire would be communicated to the community through local media 
and other communication tools, such as reverse 911.

L-18 The commenter requests that cumulative effects related to increased fire 
ignition risk and evacuation be considered.  See Responses I-47 and I-59.

L-23 The commenter requests that assumptions of irrigation should not be 
included in the fire behavior modeling.  See Responses K-201 and L-14.

L-22 There would be limited use of fire deflector walls; see Response I-59 
regarding fire safety. Also see Response K-107 for community character.

L-26 The FPP includes restrictions on specific building materials and methods 
suitable for building in high fire hazard severity zones as identified by 
CAL FIRE (even though the Project is located in a Moderate fire hazard 
zone within the San Marcos Fire Protection Zone Map) and identifies 

L-25 The commenter states that distances to fire stations are not realistic to 
drive times.  See Response I-55.

L-24 Fire code requires that highly flammable/undesirable vegetation shall be 
removed from the entire Project site (see Appendix B of the FPP).  This 
is especially true with sagebrush, buckwheat and black sage.  
In addition, coordination with the USFWS and CDFW on impacts to 
Diegan coastal sage scrub has occurred and the Project is proposing 
mitigation commensurate with County and Resource Agency 
requirements.  Implementation of brush management within the fuel 
modification zones would be contracted out by the HOA.  Project 
implementation would remove all sage scrub habitat occurring within 
the development area, including the fuel modification zones, totaling 0.2 
acre of sage scrub.  Coastal sage scrub would not be planted within the 
fuel modification zones or otherwise subject to fuel modification.  
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L-29 Biological open space on site is for avoidance, not mitigation, and as such 
is not required to be connected.  The preservation area on site is impact 
neutral.  The habitat would not be fragmented as detailed in Response 
K-32.  In addition, a road and several lots have been eliminated from the 
riparian area.  See Response K-45 for details.

L-28 See Response K-32 regarding wildlife movement.  The Project avoids 
the majority of wetland habitat on site.  Regarding road crossing and 
wildlife movement, roads within the Project site have posted speed limits 
of 25 mph and this low speed limit would lessen the likelihood of wildlife 
being hit.  Most sensitive species document on site are birds, which are 
less likely to be hit by vehicles.  In addition, the southernmost entrance 
road into Neighborhood 5 would include a con-span bridge that would 
allow for local movement of aquatic and terrestrial species between the 
on-site and off-site open space. 

L-31 The analysis was conducted pursuant to County guidelines, and a 
corresponding figure added to the Final EIR (Figure 2.4-5c).

L-30 Mitigation is proposed in accordance with County guidelines.  The 
mitigation ratios established by the County guidelines are intended to 
mitigate for direct and cumulative impacts.

L-27 The site plan has been redesigned to remove the road crossing in this 
location.

L-26
cont.

a series of other items such as minimum water supplies, automatic fire 
extinguishing systems (interior sprinklers for all homes and enhances 
extinguishing systems/sprinklers for identified structures along the 
Project perimeter) and roadway widths.  Overall, the development 
includes a layering of fire protection features that have been proven to 
increase ignition resistance of structures and landscapes and result in 
communities that are less vulnerable to wildfire.
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Wetland mitigation is expected at the San Luis Rey Mitigation Bank in Oceanside.   While the 
bank may have a service area that extends to this project, it is not in the same watershed, and 
not within t the unincorporated area.   The County and other agencies may object to that 
location.   

Summary: 

The fire mitigation proposed is completely about protection of structures of the new 
development, and of improving structural response time to five minutes by using a fire station in 
the HG Village for the new development. The FPP is a very site-specific plan. It does not address 
the increased danger to the surrounding community of fire ignitions due to the new numbers 
and density of people, only to the development itself. An area fire plan and community safety 
zone should be planned. 
Since the project would increase the risk of fire for the whole Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove 
community, as well set up a fire and smoke trap for residents due to impossible evacuation 
conditions, the project proponent should be required to employ more useful models for 
planning the fire protection of the whole valley rather than the new development alone. Such 
community protection is more strategic, and more likely to protect lives, animals, and property. 
It might use moderate -- high scenarios based on the where unirrigated vegetation currently 
exists (including the now-dry groves).   
The very real repeat of a fire like the 2014 Cocos fire should be analyzed for evacuation of 
people and animals.  
Part of the value to the rural community is the adjacency of native vegetation and wildlife; the 
need for fuel treatment and evacuation/shelter planning should be at a more consequential 
scale: that of the entire valley, rather than individual homes of the new development. 
Should add community-level fire predictive service for hazardous fire conditions such as Red 
Flag days when almost any ignition will start a spreading fire, and restrict certain activities 
during this time. 
Fire planners should be required to address problem fire scenarios for Elfin Forest/Harmony 
Grove as a whole, because the Valiano project in and of itself increases the risk of harm from fire 
for the entire valley. 
There is inadequate traffic planning, especially considering the scale of evacuation and 
sheltering required, as demonstrated by recent experience in the Cocos fire, during which 
51,000 were called to evacuate within about 24 hours of the fire start. The first evacuations 
were called for in about an hour from fire start. The cumulative impacts on fire safety and 
evacuation should be analyzed of the HGV development, the possible Citracado extension, with 
the most likely fire scenario coming from the south and west (if from the north/northeast, 
would most likely be embers with random start points). Consideration should be given that 
evacuation would be forced to Highway 78 via Country Club Road.  
There is inadequate consideration of the need to get large animals evacuated. Over 50% of 
existing 80 residences have horses and large animals which require tow vehicle/trailer 
combinations that can quickly clog escape routes and create dangerous congestion and route 
blockage.  

If you have any questions, please contact me at liz@tierradata.com or 760-749-2247. 

L-32

L-33

L-34

L-35

L-36

L-37

L-38

L-39a

L-39b

L-39c

L-40
L:-39c The commenter requests that consideration be given that evacuation 

would be forced to State Route 78 via Country Club Drive.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations.

L-39b The commenter requests that the cumulative analysis consider the 
HGV development, and the possible Citracado extension.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations.

L-39a The commenter is concerned with traffic planning as it relates to 
evacuation.  See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.

L-38 The commenter requests that the FPP be prepared at a regional level.  See 
Response I-59 and L-8.

L-40 The commenter is concerned with the evacuation of large animals.  See 
Response I-62.

L-35 The commenter requests that the FPP analyze the 2014 Cocos fire 
for evacuation of people and animals.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations and Response K-59. 

L-34 The commenter is concerned with fire safety for the community at large 
and requests a regional analysis.  See Responses I-59 and L-8.

L-33 The commenter states that a regional fire plan and community safety zone 
should be planned.  Also see Responses I-55, I-59, K-184 and K-199.

L-32 Comment noted.  The mitigation measures state that mitigation for 
impacts to these areas would occur at the San Luis Rey Mitigation Bank 
or other location deemed acceptable by the County and Regulatory 
Agencies.

L-37 The responsibility of predictive services are provided by SMFD and 
other County emergency services (e.g., the AlertSanDiego organization).  
Also see Response L-15.  

L-36 The commenter requests that the FPP be prepared at a regional level.  See 
Response I-59 and L-8.
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Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Elizabeth M. Kellogg 
PResident 
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From: Doug Dill
To: Ehsan, Beth
Cc: Sibbet, David
Subject: Valiano DEIR Comments ? June 11th SDPG meeting
Date: Friday, June 12, 2015 1:26:41 PM

The motion at last night's SDPG meeting to approve submitting the comments below to the
 Proposed Valiano General Plan Amendment (GPA) Project – SP13-001, GPA13-001, STP13-
003, TM5575, REZ13-001, ER13-08-002 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).
Vote: 9 -YES, 0- No, Abstain: 1 (L. Jones)
Absent SDPG members: B. Liska
Vacant SDPG seats: 4

San Dieguito Planning Group
June 11, 2015 Meeting

 
Agenda Item 6H –Comments to Proposed Valiano General Plan Amendment (GPA) Project –
 SP13-001, GPA13-001, STP13-003, TM5575, REZ13-001, ER13-08-002 Draft Environmental Impact
 Report (DEIR).
 
San Dieguito Planning Group comments to the Valiano DEIR covers the following key Land Use
 points:

- Inconsistencies with the Community Plan
- Inconsistencies with the General Plan
- Project Alternatives
- Justification for the GPA

The DEIR does not adequately analyze several important aspects of impacts on the community, as
 summarized below.
 
LAND USE – Inconsistent with the Community Plan
 
The DEIR falls short on analysis to the impacts on community character.
 
EIR section 1.6:  The Valiano project is inconsistent with the Harmony Grove Community Plan Policy
 LU-2.2.1. 
From the EFHG CP: “Issue LU-2.2.  Several agricultural operations are finding that limits to their
 operations are leading them to consider re-zoning and re-development in the near future. In
 addition, non-resident land speculators have purchased local undeveloped land in the hopes that
 higher density will be adopted by the Board of Supervisors through General Plan
 Amendments. Development of these parcels outside the proposed Harmony Grove Village Boundary
 (refer to Figure 3) with an urban, clustered, or suburban design threatens the continued existence of
 the rural residential and equestrian character of Elfin Forest / Harmony Grove.
 
Goal LU-2.2 Preservation of the lifestyle of the rural resident while accommodating growth.
 
Policy LU-2.2.1 Ensure that the number of urban residences does not greatly exceed that of the rural

M-1

M-2a

M-2a The County’s General Plan is a planning document which seeks to 
implement the County’s planning principles and goals across a broad and 
diverse area.  Unincorporated County land encompasses more than 2.3 
million acres of diverse environment.  This broad area of study cannot 
encompass each parcel of development and must allow for adjustments 
to the General Plan to allow properties to conform to the principles and 
goals of the General Plan as social, economic, and physical conditions 
within the county change over time. Please see Topical Response: 
General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA 
Analysis regarding parcel planning history and the General Plan. 
The Project is consistent with EFHGCP’s intent and goals.  Policy 
LU-1.5.1 specifically allows clustering within the Harmony Grove 
Community Plan area for the preservation of resources.  In addition to 
Policy LU-1.5.1, Policy LU-1.4 Areas of Change: Development Infill and 
Intensification refers to infill development of the type the Valiano Specific 
Plan is proposing.  LU-1.4 references the reader to the County of San 
Diego general plan for guidance on infill development and intensification.  
The Valiano project’s proposed clustered design preserves 31.2 acres of 

M-1 The comment is introductory in nature and detailed responses are 
provided below.
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 residences in the greater unincorporated communities of Harmony Grove and Eden Valley.
 
Although the project's density falls into the semi-rural category, and the project emphasizes semi-
rural elements and themes, the project design features closely clustered, suburban homes with the
 majority allowing no horse keeping. Because the associated Issue LU-2.2.1 specifically calls out
 an “urban, clustered, or suburban design” as the types of residence this policy is directed
 toward, and further specifies that this clustered design”threatens the continued existence of the
 rural residential and equestrian character of Elfin Forest / Harmony Grove,” the project’s
 contributions to the urban /rural balance should be calculated and any impacts identified and
 mitigated. 
 
The community plan supplements countywide policies and “further directs the land uses and
 development desired to achieve the community’s vision.” (From “How to Use the Community Plan”,
 page 5, EF-HG CP). The vision of the future ideal state of the Harmony Grove community is
 described in the CP: “The historic rural habitat is preserved where the Village is surrounded by large-
lot rural homes and small, family owned farms and vineyards that preserve the critical relationships
 necessary for this environmentally sensitive and balanced green community. The all-important rural
 voice is not overwhelmed by the urban voice” (page 23; italics added for emphasis). The HG CP also
 clearly defines the Existing Community Character: “Some of the key elements of the Harmony Grove
 character and values include one- and two-story single family homes on large (multi-acre) lots; large
 animal facilities on residential properties; no clustered development; no "cookie-cutter"
 developments; no walled developments, and no gated communities” (page 16; italics added for
 emphasis).  
 
Thus the clear intent of Policy LU-2.2.1 is to prevent the current Harmony Grove rural
 residents, identified in this CP as living in large lot equestrian properties, from becoming
 outnumbered by residents of clustered, small lot, non-equestrian properties. This skewed ratio
 would create a majority voice for the suburban resident and encourage migration of the original
 rural equestrian residents out of the community, further eroding the community character and
 culture.  Development according to the current GP yields an urban/rural balance consistent
 with Policy LU-2.2.1 (see calculations below). Development according to the Valiano GPA, including
 counting the project’s horse keeping properties as rural residences, still yields a 3 to 1 urban over
 rural, altering the residential balance that Policy LU-2.2.1 was designed to protect. This issue and
 the possible impacts to community character should be studied in the EIR.
 
Comment for EIR section 3.1.4.2:  The Valiano project, by its clustered design, is inconsistent
 with Policy LU-2.2.1 (see related comments in EIR section 1.6) and thus conflicts with policies
 designed to protect the environment. Consistency with Policy LU-2.2.1 preserves the vision of the
 Harmony Grove community as described in the CP: “The historic rural habitat is preserved where
 the Village is surrounded by large-lot rural homes and small, family owned farms and vineyards that
 preserve the critical relationships necessary for this environmentally sensitive and balanced green
 community” (page 23; italics added for emphasis). The project’s clustered design significantly
 reduces the number of large lot properties that would provide opportunities for small, family owned
 farms and vineyards. The Community Plan’s vision is for produce from these small farms to be sold
 locally in the HG Village center, thus lowering traffic and emissions, contributing to a balanced,

M-2b

M-2a
cont.

M-2c

M-2c See Responses G-6, K-112, K-113, and K-174e.  The proposed 35.4-acre 
on-site agricultural easement (Response I-69a), as well as the potential 
for on-site agricultural mitigation/operation on individual lots (Responses 
K-20 through K-24) would provide potential opportunities for associated 
produce to be sold locally in the HG Village Center.

M-2b The commenter identifies that based on the Valiano GPA that there would 
be a yield of 3 to 1 urban over rural, altering the residential balance of 
Policy LU-2.2.1.  See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and 
Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Responses G-4, G-6, 
and I 7.

M-2a
cont.

biological open space as well as 35.4 acres of agricultural land which 
would be preserved through and agricultural easement, therefore the 
Valiano Specific Plan area is consistent with the intent and goals of the 
EFHGCP.  Should a General Plan Amendment to Semi-Rural 0.5 be 
approved the project would be consistent with the principles and goals of 
the County of San Diego General Plan in relation to infill development 
as well as maintain the rural designation.  Therefore the residences 
proposed within the Specific Plan area cannot be urban in nature and 
the rural balance is maintained.  Further analysis of impacts to the rural/
urban balance is not appropriate at this time. Finally, the comment stated 
concern over lack of horse-keeping properties.  Large/market animals 
are allowed in two Valiano neighborhoods, 3 and 5.  Neighborhood 5 is 
the only Project neighborhood within subarea plan boundaries.  Within 
Neighborhood 5, 33 (over 50 percent) of the lots would allow horses. See 
also Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Responses G-6, G-7, I-3 and I-7.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-241

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-165

 green community as described in the CP. The impact of an inconsistency with Policy LU-2.2.1 of the
 clustered design on this green environmental balance with agricultural resources should be studied.
 
As noted in the Valiano FFP, “as the density of structures and the number of residents in the interface
 increases, potential ignition sources will multiply and a large wildfire occurrence increases."
 Consistency with Policy LU-2.2.1 would significantly lower the number of residents and reduce the
 potential for human-initiated ignition sources. Consistency with Policy LU-2.2.1 would avoid or
 reduce most of the significant impacts associated with the project, including unmitigated aesthetics
 and air quality impacts; and impacts related to biological resources, cultural resources, noise,
 paleontological resources, transportation/traffic, hazards and hazardous materials, public services
 (fire protection), geology and soils. The extent of compliance of the project with CP Policy LU-
2.2.1 and the possible impacts to the local environment of non-compliance with this policy should
 be studied in the EIR.
 
The County position states “The project's density falls into the semi-rural category, and the design of
 the project emphasizes semi-rural elements and themes.  Thus the project will not cause urban
 residences to exceed rural residences.” is not accurate. The phrase “emphasizing elements and
 themes” is a vague description of what constitutes a rural vs. urban lifestyle compared to the
 Community Plan which specifically foresaw and put policies in place to define the rural community
 character.
 
Policy CM-10.2.1: “Require all proposed new development to use septic systems with one septic
 system per dwelling unit”.  Inconsistent as Valiano GPA to utilize a central sewer system to support
 the high density small lot suburban development.
 
F.            LAND USE – Inconsistent with the General Plan
 
Excerpts (shown in italics) from the current SD County General Plan:
p. 2-3. We will continue to avoid or minimize developing in areas susceptible to geologic, wildfire, and
 flooding risks and we will continue to retain and protect the viability of our woodlands, riparian
 corridors, and important plant and animal habitats, maintaining the health and viability of declining
 species.
 
This is from the GP Guiding Principal 2, and directs projects located in areas susceptible to wildfires,
 such as this project site, to have minimal development; the Valiano GPA to allow a several hundred
 percent up zone would be inconsistent.
 
p. 2-9 Guiding Principle 3 Reinforce the vitality, local economy, and individual character of
 existing communities when planning new housing, employment, and recreational opportunities.
As the County continues to grow, it is critical that development be located, scaled, and designed to
 retain and enhance the qualities that distinguish its communities. Development planning must
 consider uses; parcel sizes; building form, scale, massing, and architecture; landscapes; and site
 development practices that are comparable to, or transition with, existing development to ensure
 that new development “fits” with the community.
 

M-2c
cont.

M-3

M-4

M-5

M-6a

M-6b

M-6a The Project site is located in a very high to moderate Fuel Hazard Severity 
Zone.  As described in Response K-65, implementation of the Project 
would reduce fire hazards for the Project site and surrounding areas.  
Therefore, the Project would be consistent with the quoted passage by 
decreasing the area’s susceptibility to wildfires.

M-5 See Responses G-2, G-3, and G-7.

M-4 See Responses G-6, G-7 and I-7.  Although the word “rural” appears 
many times within the EFHGCP, and some understanding of its meaning 
can be inferred from the context, there is no official definition of “rural” 
or “urban” within the EFHGCP.  In the absence of such a definition at the 
Community Plan level, the County must use the General Plan definitions 
of rural, semi-rural, and urban, which are strictly based on density.

M-3 The Project’s FPP (Appendix L of the EIR) provides information on fuel 
modification and fire protection of the Plan area: “The Valiano Specific Plan 
will adopt fuel modification zones in accordance with the FPP to assure 
proactive and effective fire prevention.  Fire resistant landscape design 
would provide required buffering while striving to maintain the visual 
and biological integrity of the native/naturalized plant communities.”  
The Project’s FPP identifies requirements for fire protection for future 
development within the Plan area.  Those requirements are incorporated 
by reference into the Valiano Specific Plan. 
Although there is not a direct relationship between Policy LU-2.2.1 and 
the significant impacts identified for aesthetics in the EIR, the County 
agrees that implementation of fewer homes would be likely to reduce, 
even if not wholly avoid, significant visual impacts assessed to the Project.  
The reduction in density would be visually balanced by the potential 
for less biological open space and potential ridgeline development 
associated with pushing development into the northern Project parcel, 
which is not proposed for residential use under the Proposed Project.  
This is explored in EIR Chapter 4.0, Alternatives, under the General Plan 
Density Alternative.  That alternative is described as resulting in reduced 
visual impacts; and corresponding preference for that alternative over 
the Proposed Project for the issue of visual effects, as stated in the EIR 
on page 4-9.  
The potential variation in environmental effects is addressed for each of 
the topics listed in the comment, with evaluation as to preference relative 
to the Proposed Project.  No additional review is required.

M-6b The comment concerns community character, and specifically the 
clustered design which the commenter identifies as inconsistent with 
Guiding Principle 3.  This issue is discussed in Responses I-7 and I-8.
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The Project is inconsistent with Guiding Principal 3 because with its clustered design and small lots
 (as small as 5,000 sq ft), it does not scale development to be comparable with existing large lot
 development to fit with the rural and estate lot surroundings.
 
p. 2-11 Guiding Principle 5 Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the
 natural hazards of the land.
New development should be located and designed to protect life and property from these and similar
 hazards. In high risk areas, development should be prohibited or restricted in type and/or density
 
Again, the Project GPA is inconsistent with Guiding Principal 5 because it locates higher density
 development in a high fire risk area greatly exceeding the density identified and allowed for this
 area in the current GP.
 
p. 2-13 Guiding Principle 8 Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the region’s economy,
 character, and open space network.  Permitted densities in prime agricultural areas should be
 reduced to sustain sufficient parcel size for viable agricultural activities.
 
The Project is inconsistent with Guiding Principal 8 because it eliminates 118 multi-acre parcel sizes
 adequate to maintain small family owned farms, specifically encouraged in the EFHG Community
 Plan, and preserves only 36.5 acres of avocado grove, for a loss of 84% (202.5 farm land acres) at
 the project site. In addition, small family owned farms are more conducive to variable agricultural
 activities than are large acreage, monocrop farms such as an avocado grove.
 
p. 2-14 Guiding Principle 10 Recognize community and stakeholder interests while striving for
 consensus. The residents of San Diego County’s unincorporated communities and rural areas have
 chosen to live here largely due to its environmental setting of hillsides, valleys, deserts, and
 agriculture; low-density rural character; absence of congestion and pollution; friendliness of
 neighbors; and pace of life that contribute to a high quality of life distinct from the urbanized
 environment of coastal San Diego and adjoining inland areas. As growth continues, development
 must be managed to protect these assets.
 
The Project is inconsistent with Guiding Principal 10 because it is inconsistent with the Community
 Character and Community Vision as detailed in the EFHG Community Plan and as such has not yet
 reached consensus with the greater community interests. The applicant should continue to work
 with the community to design a development that preserves community goals while
 accommodating growth.
 
p. 3-6 Community Development model
The Community Development Model directs the highest intensities and greatest mix of uses to Village
 areas, while directing lower-intensity uses, such as estate-style residential lots and agricultural
 operations, to Semi- Rural areas. Semi-Rural areas often function as a transition between the Village
 and Rural Lands categories, providing opportunities for development, but without the intensity and
 level of public services expected in Villages and with design approaches that blend the development
 with the natural landscape. Residential development within Semi-Rural areas is not typically served
 by municipal sewer systems, but is often served by municipal water systems especially where

M-6b
cont.

M-7

M-8

M-9

M-10

M-10 The comment concerns the Project’s consistency with the community 
development model and the definition of semi-rural.  These issues are 
discussed in Responses G-6, G-7, I-4, I-7, and I-8.  In addition, there are 
numerous examples of where semi-rural neighborhoods are served by 
municipal sewer systems, such as Rancho Cielo within the Olivenhain 
Municipal Water District.

M-9 The comment states the Project is inconsistent with community character 
and has not reached consensus with the community.  See Responses 
G-6, I-7, and I-8 (with specific reference to the EFHGCP allowance of 
consolidated lots in accordance with LU-1.5.1) regarding the definition 
of rural and the Project’s rural elements.  The developers took input from 
the community and implemented those comments into the Specific Plan 
area.  Some of the more significant changes from public input include: 
an increase in equestrian uses and inclusion of an equestrian trail head; 
reduction in total units; increased open space; removal of walls and gates; 
and allowance for equestrian properties.

M-8 The commenter is concerned with loss of agriculture.  See Response 
I-69a regarding the Project’s agricultural impacts and mitigation, and 
Response K-24 regarding the infeasibility of on-site mitigation.  In 
addition, as described in Subchapter 2.3 and Appendix D of the EIR, 
the Project site encompasses approximately 117.4 acres of “active” 
agricultural use, including 117 acres of avocado orchards and 0.4 
acre of apiary use (with portions of these uses impacted by the 2014 
wildfire; see Response K-23).  Accordingly, the proposed 35.4-acre on-
site agricultural easement would result in the loss of approximately 70 
percent of the noted on-site agricultural uses, rather than 84 percent as 
stated in this comment.

M-7 The comment states that the Project increases density in a high fire risk 
area.  See Response K-65 regarding effects of increased density on fire 
risk and K-181 regarding the fire hazard level.
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 water-intensive crops such as avocado and citrus are common.
 
The project does not even mention the local CDM nor its own position in this County-approved
 development pattern, that is, in the semi-rural periphery defined above as “lower-intensity uses,
 such as estate-style residential lots and agricultural operations”.  The clustered design and small lots
 are by this definition inconsistent with the placement of the project homes in the semi-rural
 periphery, and its associated cumulative effects on future development should be studied and
 mitigated. If the applicant feels that having small lots in a clustered design but with rural themes will
 be a suitable substitute for “estate-style lots” in a semi-rural area they must provide research-based
 evidence to support this claim.
 
LU-2.4 Relationship of Land Uses to Community Character. Ensure that the land uses and densities
 within any Regional Category or Land Use Designation depicted on the Land Use Map reflect the
 unique issues, character, and development objectives for a Community Plan area, in addition to the
 General Plan Guiding Principles.
 
As noted elsewhere, the project is inconsistent with several Community Plan goals and policies and
 therefore is also inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-2.4. This inconsistency should be noted
 and mitigated.
 
PROJECT ALTERNATIVES:
 
The DEIR does not analyze an alternative project on this site that matches the character of the
 adjoining rural and estate lot neighborhoods.  Instead the “environmental superior alternative” is a
 “reduced grading” version, which eliminates 6 lots and 7 cul-de-sacs lots, whereas both the General
 Plan and the Septic Only version have markedly fewer impacts.  The “septic only” version only
 includes only 5 BR homes on 5 acres minimum lots, which does not match the surrounding
 properties that all operate on septic with many different lot sizes and numbers of bedroom.
 
The revised EIR should evaluate a version more in line with the existing community character, with
 the following criteria:

- Similar in look and feel to the surrounding rural and estate residential homes in both County
 and San Marcos that are within the community view shed.

- Mix of 2- to 5- bedrooms
- Range of lot sizes
- Implementing alternative sewer systems as well as conventional septic systems
- Minimal grading and land form modification
- Biological open space contained within a separate lot as opposed to “backyard open space”

 whose functionality can more easily be compromised.
- 2-acre minimum lots on the portion of the site that has prime soils, to reduce agricultural

 impacts.
- Incorporating a dedicated agricultural easement over the portion of those lots that remains

 usable for agriculture, which would be counted as mitigation and potentially eliminate the
 need to purchase off-site mitigation. 

An alternative septic only project with these criteria would likely meet some of the Project

M-10
cont.

M-11

M-12

M-12 The Proposed Project does not have a significant, unmitigable impact 
to community character, and therefore would not need to analyze an 
alternative that would mitigate that impact.  See Subchapter 4.8 and 
Table 4.1 regarding the selection of the Reduced Grading Alternative as 
the environmentally superior alternative.  The Septic Option Alternative 
was originally based on the assumption that “…each house could 
have five bedrooms and each lot could be at least five acres in size to 
accommodate septic systems.”  Pursuant to the Final County Local 
Agency Management Program (LAMP) for Onsite Wastewater Treatment 
Systems, however, this assumption has been changed to allow minimum 
2-acre lots (with the number of potential bedrooms per house to remain 
unchanged).  Specifically, the referenced LAMP, which post-dates the 
Proposed Project NOP, identifies an allowable density of 2 acres per 
single-family dwelling in areas with an average annual precipitation level 
of between 15 and 20 inches.  As outlined in Subchapters 2.2 and 2.3 of 
the EIR, the Project site vicinity exhibits an average annual precipitation 
level of between approximately 15 and 16 inches, with the minimum 
2-acre lot size therefore appropriate.  Accordingly, the updated Septic 
Option Alternative analysis is based on 2-acre minimum lots and up to 
five bedrooms per unit, with a preliminary lot layout provided in Figure 
4-7 of the EIR.
While a community character alternative would not be warranted, 
the General Plan Density Alternative covers many similar aspects to 
those listed in the comments.  As the guiding document, the General 
Plan has more precedence over the community plans.  That alternative 

M-11 This comment states that the Project is inconsistent with applicable 
Community Plan policies.  The County disagrees.  See EIR Section 
3.1.4 and Responses G-2, G-4, G-6, I-3,  I-8, I-35, I-46, I-67, K-96a, 
and K-124 through K-137 for responses to specific policies. The cited 
discussions support consistency with General Plan LU-2.4. Please also 
see Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis.
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has an average 2-acre lot size (bedrooms are not specified), would be 
similar in look and feel to the surrounding areas, and would contain less 
grading and land form modification than the Proposed Project.  A septic 
system would not be realistic for the General Plan density, as lot sizes 
would not be large enough per current County guidelines.  The Septic 
Alternative was updated to include an alternate septic system design and 
it was determined based on site constraints that it have similar density 
to a standard septic system (see Response I-29).  In addition,  Rincon 
MWD would likely not support the use of such alternative septic systems 
for the Project (Rincon MWD desires to develop the recycled water 
supply in support of its 2014 UWMP update and is concerned with any 
type of increased septic use in this groundwater basin).  Regarding the 
agricultural aspects of the alternative, see Responses I-32, I-42 and I-43.
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 Objectives, such as providing a range of home sizes.
 
Suggested Alternative Project to be analyzed in recirculated DEIR
 
A “septic-system” hybrid design with varied home sizes featuring a mix of 2- to 5- bedroom homes
 with on varying lot sizes.  Newly approved advanced treatment septic system units should be used
 as required to reach GP allowed density.
 
Streets should be arranged on a grid pattern rather than a network of cul-de-sacs, where possible,
 extending existing streets so new Valiano neighborhoods can integrate more easily with existing
 residents on similarly sized larger lots. Smaller lots would be oriented more centrally (away from
 existing residents) where possible.  No sewage treatment facility to be allowed in Valiano
 neighborhood 5, as per EFHG Community Plan.  Any such facility in Eden Valley would have to be
 surrounded by Valiano project homes in order to shield existing residents from adverse impacts of
 such a facility, because Eden Valley residents receive no benefit and should have only minimal
 exposure to the project impacts.
 
A majority of project homes should allow horse keeping, like the surrounding community, and a
 public trail system to connect all homes to the larger regional trails. Equestrian lots should be sized
 appropriately to accommodate all necessary horse keeping requirements such as feed storage,
 animal waste storage and horse trailer parking.  No additional community amenities are necessary
 such as landscaping, but if provided, there should be provision to share, on a paid basis, with the
 existing residents. There should be no community-wide gates or walls, and the portion of the
 development in Harmony Grove should be associated with the name “Harmony Grove” and the
 portion in Eden Valley should be associated with the name “Eden Valley”.
 
Multilevel homes can be designed to follow the natural grade of the land to the greatest extent
 possible to reduce the amount of grading or blasting required and thus reduce impacts to the
 environment and existing neighbors.  This would also match some of the designs currently used by
 the existing homes both in Eden Valley, Harmony Grove and the San Marcos Coronado Hills. Instead
 of creating large flat “yard” space through extensive grading and blasting, recreational space is
 provided by large balconies and decks that provide desirable views, are easier to maintain than high
 water use lawns, and can reduce fire risk by utilizing flame retardant construction materials.
 
Improvements to Existing Roads and Chronic Traffic Congestion
 
As indicated on the DEIR, the private streets of Mt. Whitney Road and Eden Valley Lane are the
 primary access points into the proposed new 326 home subdivision.  Both streets feed on to
 Country Club Lane, a public road, placing the burden of all Valiano traffic on Country Club Lane. The
 DEIR should describe an alternative utilizing an additional access point to La Moree Road to the
 north, thus taking the burden of all Valiano traffic off Country Club Lane.
 
Mt. Whitney Road and Eden Valley Lane do not meet current County Private Road Standards. The
 DEIR does not describe how the residents along Eden Valley Lane will be mitigated for the impacts
 to bring the Lane up to current private road standards.

M-12
cont.

M-13a

M-13b

M-13c

M-13d

M-13e

M-13f

M-13g

M-13h

M-14

M-15

M-13g The Proposed Project and analyzed alternatives do not contain community-
wide gates or walls.  Walls would exist where appropriate to mitigate for 
noise impacts or as retaining walls.  An emergency access gate would 
exist on Hill Valley Drive if Hill Valley is used as an emergency access 
road only. 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 and there would be not gate.  Improvements 
for Hill Valley Drive as an alternative access road are listed in Subsection 

M-13d The commenter asks for the WTWRF to be surrounded by Project homes 
to avoid impacting neighboring residents.  The WTWRF would not 
need to be surrounded by Project residences to avoid significant impacts 
because as proposed, the WTWRF would not cause significant impacts 
to surrounding residents.  See Responses K-17, K-28, and K-142 for 
discussion of WTWRF impacts.

M-13c The commenter suggests locating smaller lots more centrally within 
the Project and not allowing sewage treatment in Neighborhood 
5.  See Response G-7 for why connecting to sewer is allowed by the 
EFHGCP.  Regarding locating lots more centrally, due to the north to 
south orientation of the Project parcels and topographical and biological 
considerations, it would not be feasible to have a central location to put 
the majority of the lots.   

M-13b The commenter requests an alternative designed on a grid pattern.  A grid 
pattern is more realistic in the flatter valleys, where many of the existing 
residents are located.  The Project site topography is, in general, more 
varied with moderate slopes.  Alternative design therefore would follow 
the natural contours where possible to minimize grading and landform 
modification, and not follow a grid pattern.

M-13a The comment suggests adding a new septic design as an alternative.  
As stated in Response M-12, a reasonable range of alternatives was 
included in the EIR and the Septic Alternative was updated to include 
an alternative septic system.  See Response M-12 for details of why the 
suggested alternative would not work.

M-13f The comment states that no community amenities are necessary in 
the proposed alternative.  See Subchapter 4.0 for discussion of each 
alternative and community amenities. 

M-13e The General Plan Density Alternative is an alternative that would allow 
horse keeping on all lots.  The Proposed Project contains a public trail 
system that connects to larger regional trails.  In the alternatives and the 
Proposed Project, animal-keeping is allowed on certain Project lots per 
County zoning requirements.
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M-15 Mt. Whitney Road and Eden Valley Lane would be improved to County 
Private Road Standards.  No significant impacts would occur to residents 
along these streets during improvements, and no mitigation would be 
required.

M-14 The commenter suggests including an alternative that would add 
additional Project access to La Moree Road; however, this was determined 
infeasible as discussed in Response I-63.

M-13h Alternatives analyzed such as the General Plan Density Alternative and 
Septic Option Alternative contain similar lot design that would follow 
the natural grade of the land to a greater extent than the Proposed Project.  

M-13g
cont.

2.8.2.10 of the EIR. Thank you for your suggestion on the proposed 
names; however, the name of the Project is not a CEQA issue and the 
naming of the Project would be at the discretion of the developer. 



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-247

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-169

 
For years, serious chronic traffic congestion has existed to the north of Eden Valley where the
 northern terminus of Country Club Lane ends at Auto Parkway.  The combination of the Citracado
 Parkway Industrial Park, Mission Road, the Sprinter light rail line, CA 78 Freeway, and the Nordahl
 Road shopping district, which includes Walmart and COSTCO, has been and continues to be a
 chronic traffic bottleneck.
The DEIR should recognize this chronic traffic situation and determine whether the added ADTs
 generated by Valiano can be mitigated or not.
 
Addressing the California Drought
 
The DEIR should address the additional water use to be generated by the proposed 326 du Valiano
 Project.  Besides the immediate requirements to reduce water consumption by 25-45% by state and
 local officials, the drought has brought a new awareness to modify lifestyle over the long-term as it
 pertains to water consumption, landscaping, agriculture, as well as industrial use of water. The DEIR
 should describe the mitigation the applicant proposes on the impact of additional water
 consumption by 326 new residential units.
 
JUSTIFICATION FOR GPA:

The current San Diego County General Plan, page 1-15, states:
The General Plan is intended to be a dynamic document and must be periodically updated to respond
 to changing community needs. An annual review of the Plan is required to ensure that it remains
 relevant. Moreover, any of the Plan’s mandatory elements may be amended up to four times a
 year. Any proposed amendment will be reviewed to ensure that the change is in the public interest
 and would not be detrimental to public health, safety, and welfare.
 
This information contained in this DEIR does not identify the “changing community need” that is the
 first requirement for the GPA. It also does not demonstrate that the change is in the public interest;
 and does not demonstrate that the project would not be detrimental to public health, safety, and
 welfare.
 
Impacts to adjoining cities:
 
The DEIR acknowledges that air quality will be an unmitigable impact, as will noise from
 construction. In addition to the rural residents of Eden Valley and Harmony Grove, Escondido and
 San Marcos residents will be affected by the additional traffic, not analyzed in this EIR. The closest
 San Marcos residents, in Coronado Hills, will see their views of open space impacted by the Valiano
 development as well as endure the noise and disruption of heavy construction including blasting. On
 build out, the Valiano small lot subdivision will be inconsistent with the adjacent Coronado Hills
 estate size lots.   
 
The project potential to be detriment to public health, safety and welfare because of the
 extraordinary fire safety issues surrounding evacuation in a highly impacted and constrained valley.
 Recent history with the Coco’s fire, as well as 12 other major fires in the area since 1980, was not

M-16

M-17

M-18

M-19

M-20

M-18 The commenter questions the justification for the GPA.  The change in 
community need is specific to the San Diego County housing shortage.  
The shortfall of residential units necessitates residential development, and 
the location of housing has been prioritized to be in western portions of the 
County rather than eastern expansion.  Inclusion of the Proposed Project 
development is consistent with this.  The EIR evaluated the environmental 
significance of impacts to the site and provides a recommendation of 
mitigation to impacts.  When implemented, mitigation measures reduce 
impacts to levels that do not significantly harm public health, safety, and 
welfare.  See Topical Response:  General Plan Amendment and Subarea 
Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis.  

M-17 The comment states that the Project will increase water usage and asks 
how the Project will mitigate for additional water consumption.  See 
Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 for comparison of proposed water 
use to historical water usage.  In addition, the Project would conserve 
water by implementing the following measures: recycled water from 
the Project WTWRF would be used for all common area irrigation, 
including private parks, streetscapes and manufactured slopes; the 
Project would produce enough recycled water to permanently irrigate 
approximately 36 acres of land, conserving tens of thousands of gallons 
per day; the Project’s outdoor landscaping plan would minimize turf, 
maximize drought-tolerant plants and natives, and incorporate weather-
based irrigation controllers, multi-programmable irrigation clocks, and 
high efficiency drip irrigation systems; and at the time of final inspection, 
a manual would be placed in each building that includes, among other 
things, information about water conservation.

M-16 The commenter asks that the EIR analyze chronic traffic congestion at 
the Country Club Drive/Auto Park Way intersection.  A full analysis of 
the Country Club Drive/Auto Park Way intersection during peak AM 
and PM commuter periods is included in the TIA (Table 9-1).  The 
Project is calculated to contribute to a significant cumulative impact at 
this intersection.  The mitigation for a cumulative impact is typically 
the contribution of a fair share dollar amount to a future improvement.  
However, instead of a fair share contribution, the Applicant has worked 
with the City and agreed to the following mitigation identified in their 
letter to the County dated December 22, 2015 (Letter E, Comment 24 
through 27):  The Project would improve the intersection at Auto Park 
Way and Country Club Drive traveling west of the intersection with 
connected sidewalks, an additional left turn pocket on Country Club 
Drive, adding a right turn pocket (through restriping) on Auto Park Way 
traveling west onto Country Club Drive, and widening Country Club 
Drive to provide a paved width of 36 feet consisting of two travel lanes 
and a 10-foot striped center turn lane starting 220 feet southwest of Auto 
Park Way for a length of approximately 830 feet.  The mitigation reduces 
the impact to less than significant (LOS C).
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M-19 The comment lists impacts to adjoining cities.  This comment is 
correct that cumulative operational and construction air quality impacts 
would be an unmitigable impact.  The traffic analysis did consider the 
distribution of traffic into the cities of Escondido and San Marcos.  
Impacts and mitigation to City of Escondido roadways and intersections 
are discussed in Subchapter 2.8; impacts to City of San Marcos roadways 
and intersections would be less than significant.  See Response K-11c 
regarding views from Coronado Hills.

M-20 The comment raises fire safety issues with evacuation.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations.
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 analyzed in the DEIR. The Coco’s fire conflagration demonstrates acute issues with evacuation
 through Country Club Drive, Kuana Laua and Harmony Grove Road, without accounting for any of
 the additional 750 du HGV residents.
 
Respectfully submitted by,
Douglas Dill
Vice Chair, Seat 15
San Dieguito Planning Group

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
www.avast.com

M-20
cont.
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From: Dan Silver
To: Ehsan, Beth
Cc: Loy, Maggie A; Wardlaw, Mark; Gretler, Darren M; Spurgin, Andrew; Elias, Alexandra; Fogg, Mindy; Farace,

Joseph; Citrano, Robert; Bray, Kelly; Lacey, Cara
Subject: Valiano Specific Plan
Date: Wednesday, June 10, 2015 12:32:38 PM

June 10, 2015

Beth Ehsan
Dept of Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Ave Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

RE: Valiano Specific Plan and DEIR

Dear Ms Ehsan:

Endangered Habitats League (EHL) appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposed
project.

This proposed General Plan amendment in San Dieguito/Harmony Grove would change SR 1
and 2 to SR 0.5, resulting in a substantial increase in density. Via the adopted General Plan of
2011, this community accepted Harmony Grove Village as an urban/suburban node and
anticipated certainty for continued rural uses elsewhere. There is no demonstrable need for
increased housing capacity beyond the robust population targets built into the 2011 Update.
The proposed GPA would cause a large change to community character and aesthtiecs from
existing conditions. While the document argues that such density would be located within
reasonable proximity to urban centers and transit in San Marcos and Escondido, it is not
within the accepted 1/4-mile walking distance. Development within municipal boundaries
would be a superior way to meet locational tests for transit accessibility. And neither the
County nor SANDAG has identified the Valiano site as a Smart Growth Opportunity Area.
Thus, we do not find a compelling planning rationale for the proposed GPA.

EHL generally supports smaller lots as opposed to dispersed 1 and 2 and 4-acre estate lots.
However, the use of smaller lots should be accompanied by significant preservation of intact
natural or agricultural resources. That is not the case here, as compensatory benefits are
paltry. Preserved agriculture is small compared to the development area and on the steepest
slopes. The biological open spaces are small and isolated. As an alternative that should be
considered, EHL recommends lot area averaging or use of the Conservation Subdivision based
 on existing densities and unit yield.  This might allow 50% of the site to be preserved as
agriculture or recovering natural habitat.

Finally, the County’s LARA model for agriculture impacts remains a wretched tool. It is,
frankly, an affront to San Diego’s important agricultural resources. Here, only 13 acres of
well over 100 acres of orchards and intensive agriculture were considered significant and
worthy of mitigation. It is long past time to discontinue use of the LARA model as
inappropriate to San Diego’s local and unique farm values.

Thank you for considering our views, and if you might acknowledge receipt, that would be
appreciated.

N-1a

N-1b

N-2a

N-2b

N-3

N-2a The comment states that the preservation of resources achieved by 
the Project does not justify the small lot sizes proposed.  With respect 
to agriculture, the Project site includes approximately 137.2 acres 
of important agricultural resources, with approximately 13.1 acres 
of associated significant impacts identified pursuant to the County 
Agricultural Guidelines.  The analysis in EIR Subchapter 2.3 also 
identifies associated mitigation requirements at a 1:1 ratio (per the County 
Guidelines), with acquisition/preservation of 13.1 acres of appropriate 
on- and/or off-site agricultural easements to be required as mitigation 
for Project development.  In addition, while not proposed as mitigation, 
the Project includes a Design Feature to establish a 35.4-acre on-site 
agricultural easement that would maintain the availability and viability 
of this area for agricultural use.  The proposed 35.4-acre agricultural 
easement includes areas recently used for commercial avocado production, 
and represents approximately 26 percent of the total on-site agricultural 
resources (35.4 out of 137.2 acres), and over 30 percent of the recently 
active on-site avocado orchards (35.4 out of 117 acres).  It should also be 

N-1b The commenter states that the Project would impact community character 
and that the Project is not smart growth.  See Responses G-6, I-3, I-7, and 
I-8, regarding community character.  
See Responses D-1, D-4a, and I-15 for an explanation of the Smart 
Growth aspects of the Project. 

N-1a See Topical: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis and Responses G-6, I-7, and I-8 for the definition of 
urban versus rural and how the Project fits the area, and M-18 regarding 
the need for increased housing capacity.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-251

N-2b The commenter requests a clustered alternative or the use of lot area 
averaging based on existing densities and lot yield.  One way to design 
the suggested alternative of using the Conservation Subdivision based 
on existing densities and unit yield would result in a tightly clustered 
development of approximately 137 units located mainly in the western 
portion of the Project site (in the areas Neighborhoods 2 and 4) since this 
portion of the Project site contains fewer sensitive biological resources 
and CDC candidate soils.  This alternative would result in substantially 
more grading and blasting due to the larger development footprint on the 
steepest slopes; it would also result in a much larger undesirable impact 
to visual elements in the area. In addition, roadways and improvements 
would be required to access these more remote areas and those impacts 
to habitat would not be removed under this design.  This alternative 
would result in fewer impacts to biological resources; however, the 
Project site does not include habitat areas designated as proposed Pre-
Approved Mitigation Areas (PAMAs) in the draft NCMSCP and as such, 
the Project site is not considered a priority area for conservation under 
the draft MSCP. 
Given the remoteness of the homes under this plan, from the primary 
access along Eden Valley Lane, fire access would be difficult as well as 
sewer and water service extension difficulty.  This design would also 
increase the fire risk to the residents by leaving large unmaintained areas 
of very combustible native vegetation between the new homes and the 
existing homes. See Responses K-24 and N-2a for agricultural resources.
Overall, this proposed alternative would not meet the Project objectives 
in that it would not be designed to respond to the unique existing natural 
topography of the Project site since the flatter portion of the site would 
not be utilized in order to avoid impacts to biological and agricultural 
resources.  It would not be possible to provide a variety of lot sizes since 
the development would be tightly clustered in the steeper portion of the 
site.  Large flat areas would need to be cut into the hillside to create 

N-2a noted that, while the proposed 35.4-acre agricultural easement is located 
in areas of steep slopes as stated in this comment, virtually all of the 117 
acres of recently active on-site agricultural operations encompass similar 
slopes (with these areas comprising over 85 percent of the identified on-
site agricultural resources [i.e., 117 out of 137.2 acres]).  Accordingly, 
the proposed 35.4-acre agricultural easement area is currently viable 
for agricultural use (i.e., based on recent operations), and would remain 
so under the proposed easement.  Based on the described condition of 
on-site agricultural resources, the potential use of alternative design 
scenarios to preserve additional agricultural areas as suggested in this 
comment would involve primarily sites with steep slopes similar to the 
proposed 35.4-acre agricultural easement (see Responses K-20 and I-69a 
for additional information on agricultural resources, associated Project 
impacts, and the proposed 35.4-acre agricultural easement).
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N-2b
cont.

developable pads for clustering of the homes resulting in a substantially 
greater negative impact to visual features in the surrounding area. 
A second way to design a clustered project based on the existing 
General Plan yield of 137 homes would be to retain Neighborhood 1 
as designed (96 lots), reduce the lot yield in Neighborhood 5 to 41 lots, 
and eliminate Neighborhoods 2, 3 and 4 except for a road connection 
through Neighborhood 3.  This would result in a tightly clustered project 
with reduced road improvements and grading; however, there would still 
be significant biology impacts because Neighborhoods 1 and 5, which 
would be impacted, contain more sensitive habitat than Neighborhoods 
2 and 4, which would be avoided.  This scenario would also still result 
in significant agricultural impacts, as substantial areas of agricultural 
resources and CDC candidate soils are present in Neighborhood 5, and 
over 88 percent of the significant agricultural impacts identified for 
the Proposed Project occur in this area (i.e., 11.6 out of 13.1 acres).  In 
addition, focusing density on the east side of the Project site retains the 
proposed smaller lots in close proximity to existing neighbors, making 
the transition in lot sizes more abrupt than if the homes were clustered 
onto the western hillsides.  The lot sizes are also much smaller than the 
lot sizes in the current General Plan Density alternative.  For this reason 
it is expected that the surrounding neighbors would prefer the current 
General Plan Density alternative.
Finally, for any alternative with a reduced number of homes, the required 
acreage of community parks would be reduced.  It would not embrace 
the equestrian nature of the surrounding area since none of the lots 
would have the space to accommodate animal enclosures.  In addition, 
the Project has been modified in the EIR in response to comments to 
have fewer impacts to habitat by deleting a major roadway as well as 
elimination of lots within some of the sensitive habitat areas.  For these 
reasons, this alternative is not included for further consideration.

N-3 Comments on the LARA Model are noted.  This model, and the 
associated Agricultural Guidelines, however, represent the adopted and 
required methodology for evaluating agricultural resources and impacts 
in the County.  Accordingly, the described conclusion of approximately 
13.1 acres of Project-related impacts to important agricultural resources 
requiring mitigation is accurate under the LARA Model and County 
Agricultural Guidelines.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-253

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-172

Yours truly,
Dan Silver

Dan Silver, Executive Director
Endangered Habitats League
8424 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite A 592
Los Angeles, CA 90069-4267

213-804-2750
dsilverla@me.com
www.ehleague.org
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O-1

O-2a

O-2b

O-2c

O-3

O-4

O-5

O-2c The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter, but does not 
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, no 
further response is required.  

O-2b The comment refers to sprawl development with various impacts.  As 
stated in multiple responses, the Project has a clustered design and location 
near jobs and transit, and thus does not constitute sprawl development.  
See EIR Subchapter 2.4 for a discussion of impacts and mitigation for 
natural habitats, 2.8 for transportation systems, and Section 3.1.7 for 
impacts to public services.

O-2a The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter, but is not at 
variance with the environmental document; therefore, no further response 
is required.

O-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 
response is required.

O-4 The comment states that the Project will impact off-site habitat.  Adjacent 
rural properties are not designated open space areas or future proposed 
PAMA.  Although wildlife may utilize these properties, they, along with 
the Project site, are not considered priority areas for conservation.  The 
Project would not directly impact off-site habitat.

O-3 The comment indicates the Project has value for wildlife species such 
as deer, bobcats, and coyotes.  The Project site would continue to 
provide habitat for deer, bobcats, and coyotes.  See Responses K-32 
and K-45 regarding wildlife habitat and movement on the Project site.  
Habitat mitigation would be provided for Project impacts to vegetation 
communities pursuant to County and Resource Agency requirements.  
Off-site mitigation for the Project would provide superior habitat 
connectivity and long-term preservation value, which would directly 
benefit many wildlife species.  
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O-5 Biological open space on site is for avoidance, not mitigation, and as 
such is not required to be connected.  See Response K-32 for further 
discussion of wildlife movement through the site.
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O-6

O-7

O-8

O-9

O-10

O-11

O-12

O-13 O-12 The commenter is concerned that the Project will affect preserved lands 
in the area (not adjacent).  The viability of off-site conserved lands as 
habitat and movement corridors for wildlife would not be affected by the 
Project as they are part of larger, connected open space areas that do not 
extend across the Project site.  

O-11 The comment enquires about how the loss of raptor foraging would be 
mitigated.  Mitigation for loss of foraging habitat would occur through 
habitat mitigation at ratios consistent with County guidelines.  See 
Mitigation Measures M-BI-1a and b in Section 2.4.5 of the EIR.

O-10 The comment raises a number of potential cumulative impacts.  The EIR 
analyzes cumulative impacts on all subject areas required by CEQA.

O-9 The comment concerns the use and creation of undesignated trails as an 
edge effect.  Use and creation of undesignated trails would be discouraged 
through the use of signage and fencing of biological open space areas.  
Numerous designated trails, both public and private, are proposed as part 
of the Project, accommodating trail users and relieving the pressure to 
create unauthorized trails.

O-8 The comment raises pets as an edge effect.  As noted in the EIR, barrier 
type fencing would be constructed around biological open space and 
signs would be posted in several locations along the barrier type fencing 
to deter human access.  These signs also would alert homeowners that 
pets are not allowed in the biological open space areas.  Section 2.4.2 
of the EIR acknowledges that domestic predators have potential to harm 
native wildlife, and that the Project site is adjacent to existing residential 
development and already subject to some level of disturbance and 
predation by domestic animals.  The Project would provide homeowner 
disclosures to homebuyers alerting them of the requirements to keep pets 
(and people) out of the biological open space areas and to keep pets on 
leash in public areas, including trails.

O-7 The comment lists higher frequency and severity of fires as an expected 
edge effect of the Project on on-site open space.  The Project incorporates 
FMZs pursuant to County and Fire Marshal requirements.  This and other 
measures would manage fire risk, as explained in Response K-65.

O-6 The comment requests that invasive species be addressed in the EIR.  
The EIR addresses invasive species.  Project landscaping would exclude 
invasive species listed by Cal-IPC.  This is noted on the conceptual 
landscape plan, as well as in Sections 2.4.2 and 7.2.5 of the EIR and 
Section 2.2.3 of the Specific Plan. 
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O-13 The Project Description information provided in this comment is 
generally accurate, although the following clarifications/corrections are 
provided:
• It is assumed that the described loss of “…approximately 100 acres of 

agricultural lands” is referring to the on-site agricultural operations, 
which actually encompass approximately 117.4 acres of avocado 
orchards and apiary sites (with portions of these uses impacted by 
the 2014 wildfire, see Response K-23).

• The noted 36+ acre area at the north end of the Project site is actually 
proposed as an agricultural easement, rather than an agricultural 
preserve as stated in this comment.  The term agricultural preserve 
has a specific definition related to the County’s ability to designate 
appropriate areas as agricultural preserves (i.e., areas that are 
suitable for Williamson Act designation), and is not applicable to 
the proposed 35.4-acre agricultural easement included as part of the 
Proposed Project design. 

Because this comment is not at variance with the EIR analysis or related 
considerations, no additional response is required.
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O-14

O-15

O-16a

O-16b

O-17

O-16b The commenter is concerned with evacuation of livestock and suggests 
shelter in place construction.  New developments are planned to be 
very defensible, and in the unlikely event that time does not permit safe 
evacuation, these new developments would be very safe places to find 
temporary refuge.  See Response I-62 regarding evacuation of animals.  
In the event a wildfire occurs in the immediate vicinity with little to no 
time to evacuate, the Incident Command will make a determination on 
site/on scene if temporary safe refuge of residents and animals would 
be appropriate or warranted.  The Incident Command does have the 
decision and option that temporary safe refuge in pre-determined safety 
zones could be an option.

O-16a The commenter is concerned with the Cocos fire and evacuation during 
wildfires.  See Response K-59 regarding the Cocos Fire.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations. 

O-15 The comment is concerned with the threat of wildfire.  See Response I-59 
for how the Project would improve fire safety.

O-14 The comment indicates that the proposed on-site agricultural easement 
will not be sustainable, and also too isolated to revert to habitat.  See 
Response I-69a for information related to the terms, funding and 
operational considerations associated with the proposed 35.4-acre on-site 
agricultural easement.  The northwestern portion of the site does contain 
biological open space and has good habitat connectivity as discussed in 
the Subchapter 2.4 of the EIR.

O-17 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter, but is not at 
variance with the environmental document; therefore, no further response 
is required.
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Via Email 

June 15, 2015 

Beth Ehsan 
Project Planner 
County of San Diego 
Planning and Development Services 
5510 Overland Ave. Suite 110 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Re:  Comments Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Valiano Project 

Dear Ms. Ehsan: 

On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”) and our tens of 
thousands of members who live and work in Southern California, we submit the following 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the proposed Valiano 
Specific Plan Project (“Project”). 

We have several concerns regarding the proposed Project and the DEIR. The primary 
area of concern is the Project’s inconsistency with the San Diego County General Plan and more 
specifically the Elfin Forest-Harmony Grove Community Plan (“Community Plan”). These plans 
were developed with rural aesthetic, agricultural landscape, and the sensitive and endangered 
habitats of the Elfin Forest-Harmony Grove area in mind. The 238-acre Project threatens the 
rural characteristic and sensitive habitat found in these areas by undermining the goals, planning, 
and hard work that went into the Community Plan. Furthermore, the DEIR fails to adequately 
assess the General Plan Density Alternative. Such failures are the result of an imprecise 
assessment of the feasibility of open space and agricultural easements in the lower density 
alternative. Each of these concerns is explained in more detail below. 

I. The Project is Inconsistent with the San Diego County General Plan and Elfin 
Forest–Harmony Grove Community Plan

 The proposed Project is inconsistent with the rural and environmental preservation goals 
of both the San Diego County General Plan and the Community Plan. Under California law, a 
general plan functions as a “constitution for all future developments” and development decisions 
should be consistent with that general plan. (Endangered Habitats League Inc. v. County of 
Orange, (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 782.) Although perfect conformity is not required, a 
proposed project should be compatible with the objectives and policies of the general plan. 
(Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. El Dorado County Bd. Of Sup’rs,

P-1

P-2

P-2 The commenter argues that the Project is inconsistent with the goals of 
the General Plan and the Community Plan.  The County disagrees.  The 
Project is compatible with the objectives and policies of the General 
Plan, and does not obstruct their attainment.  Likewise, the Project does 
not conflict with any General Plan policy that is fundamental, mandatory, 
and clear.  See EIR Sections 1.6 and 3.1.4 for discussion of policy 
consistency.  Refer to Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and 
Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Response G-7. 

P-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 
response is required.
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(1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336.) Indeed, a project is consistent with a general plan if it 
furthers the objectives and policies of that plan and does not obstruct their attainment. (Corona – 
Norco Unified School Dist. v. City of Corona, (1993) 17 Cal.App.4th 985, 994.) Put differently, a 
project is inconsistent if it conflicts with a general plan policy that is fundamental, mandatory, 
and clear. (Endangered Habitats League Inc. v. County of Orange, supra, 131 Cal.App.4th at 
782.) Furthermore, the nature of the policy and the nature of the inconsistency are critical factors 
to consider. (Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. El Dorado County Bd. Of 
Sup’rs, supra, 62 Cal.App.4th at 1341.)

 The proposed Project contains elements that are inconsistent with the specific policies 
and goals of both the San Diego County General Plan and the Community Plan. The Community 
Plan, which operates as a subpart to the San Diego County General Plan, includes set policies 
meant to achieve specific goals. These goals include: preservation of the rural unincorporated 
communities of both Harmony Grove and Elfin Forest; the continued preservation of the area’s 
sensitive and endangered habitats; preservation of agricultural resources that enhance the 
environment and contribute to the rural community vision; preservation of existing wildlife 
corridors; and creating open space preserves of coastal live oak, oak woodland chaparral, native 
grasslands, and coastal sage scrub.

It is our understanding that the Community Plan and its corresponding goals were the result 
of numerous hours of planning, cooperation and hard work from members of the community. 
Developing the Community Plan took over two years of grass roots efforts. According to local 
residents, the Community Plan is a result of comments and cooperation of more than 60 
individuals from a community of 400 homes. Additionally, even before creating the Community 
Plan, community members evaluated varying density patterns during County-led workshops as 
part of the General Plan Update process. During these workshops, community members were 
asked to accommodate for their “fair share” of expected County-wide population growth. From 
these workshops, the Elfin Forest-Harmony Grove and Eden Valley communities determined 
that the focal point of their efforts, as well as the basis for the Community Plan, would be the 
preservation of open space through locating all of the increased density required within the 
footprint of one high density Village. According to the General Plan’s Community Development 
Model, density feathers out to low density development outside the Village Limit Line, hence 
preserving valuable agricultural and biological open space in the valley.  

 Unfortunately, in disregard of such a concerted effort, the Valiano Specific Plan proposed 
project aims to change the dynamic of a rural community by providing an exception for a high 
density subdivision with minimal open space preserved. The planned change from low to high 
density is inconsistent with the goal of preserving the rural nature of the community. 
Additionally, such large scale residential development is likely to counteract the goals and 
policies of preserving agricultural areas, sensitive habitats, wildlife corridors, and open spaces 
that currently exist. In its current form, the proposed Project does not do enough to preserve open 
space or consider sensitive habitats and species contained within the area. Instead, it attempts to 
change the existing nature of the community to squeeze in a new development in a location that 
was evaluated and rejected for higher density during the General Plan Update process, completed 
in 2011.

P-2
cont.

P-3

P-4b

P-4a

P-4b The commenter argues that the proposed density is inconsistent with the 
rural nature of the community and does not preserve enough open space.  
The Project preserves many rural character elements, as discussed in 
Comments I-7 and I-8.  Regarding density and open space, one of the key 
concepts of the General Plan is the de-coupling of density and lot size.  
The General Plan sought to locate higher density in the most appropriate 
areas, but it also promotes clustering in order to increase open space 
preservation even as density increases.  Thus it is not the density but the 
specific design of the Project that determines its biological impacts.  It 
should be noted that if the site was developed per the existing General 
Plan designation and the minimum lot sizes set by the existing Zoning, 

P-4a The comment describes the General Plan Update process in the local 
area.  The County appreciates the time that was spent by community 
members during the General Plan Update process.  See Topical Response: 
General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA 
Analysis and Response G-6 for the definition of village versus semi-rural 
density.  See Responses I-3 and I-4 for information on the Community 
Development Model.

P-3 The comment lists several goals of the EFHGCP and argues the Project 
is inconsistent.  The Proposed Project would be consistent with the goals 
listed.  Regarding preservation of the rural nature of the communities, 
see Refer to Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea 
Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Responses G-6, G-7, I-7 
and I-8.  As detailed in Subchapter 2.4, significant impacts to biological 
resources would be mitigated to a less than significant level; in addition, 
the Project would include a biological open space easement and an 
oak tree protection easement.  Regarding agricultural resources, see 
Responses I-69a and K-20 through K-24 for information on the 35.4-
acre agricultural easement.
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P-4b
cont.

biological impacts would be greater, as stated in Section 4.3.2 of the EIR:
Impacts to biological resources associated with the General Plan 
Density Alternative would be greater than those associated with the 
Proposed Project.  As stated previously, although this alternative would 
result in approximately 65 percent fewer residential pads to be graded 
than the Proposed Project, as shown on Figure 4-1, the entire Project 
site would be divided into residential lots (with the exception of one lot 
for the WTWRF).  With the exception of the areas protected under the 
RPO, future homeowners would be able to remove vegetation on their 
properties.  Therefore, the entire Project site, with the exception of the 
RPO-protected areas, should be conservatively considered impacted.  
The General Plan Density Alternative would likely result in significant 
effects to raptor foraging habitat and grasshopper sparrow habitat, as 
well as impacts to on-site sensitive habitats.  Similar to the Proposed 
Project, all identified biological impacts under this alternative would 
be reduced below a level of significance through mitigation measures 
such as appropriate habitat preservation and/or creation.  Nonetheless, 
impacts to biological resources would be greater than impacts under the 
Proposed Project.
The fact that the County considered and rejected higher density at this site 
in 2011 does not preclude the County from re-considering and reaching 
a different conclusion in light of the more detailed analysis included in 
the Project-specific EIR.
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As noted above, a proposed project should remain consistent with the existing general 
plan for a community. Currently, this Project undermines the goals and policies of the 
Community Plan, as well as the public trust of the hard working community members who 
developed it.

II. The DEIR Must Fully Analyze the General Plan Density Alternative to Allow 
Comparisons and Informed Selection 

The current draft omits relevant information about the General Plan Density Alternative. 
For this alternative, the DEIR should provide more information on why the developer believes 
open space and agricultural easements are not feasible, especially in light of a plan that calls for 
lower density. How would decreasing density yield less open space than a higher density plan? 
Such reasoning is not clear in the DEIR.  

Because of this lack of clarity, the DEIR is inadequate. A major function of a draft 
environmental impact report is to ensure that all reasonable alternatives to proposed projects are 
thoroughly assessed by the responsible official. (Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of 
the University of California, (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400.) In order to thoroughly assess 
alternatives, the draft environmental impact report must contain sufficient information about 
each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with a proposed 
project. (Sierra Club v. City of Orange, (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523, 546.)

In regards to the DEIR, ambiguities exist that bar a meaningful analysis of the General 
Plan Density Alternative. The DEIR shows a discrepancy in open space and feasibility of 
agricultural easements in the proposed Project compared with the General Plan Density 
Alternative. According to the DEIR, the alternative would reduce biological open space from 32 
acres to 15 acres and would not provide for agricultural easements. (DEIR Project Alternatives, 
4-9, 4-10.) Although lower density could require larger lot sizes, the DEIR does not explain why 
this would mean the Alternative could not still retain open space or agricultural easements that 
are offered in the proposed project. As stated above, the DEIR must contain sufficient 
information to allow meaningful evaluation. Merely stating biological open space would be 
reduced (Id. at 4-9) without explaining why this reduction is necessary is insufficient. Likewise, 
failing to explain why agricultural easements are not feasible in a general plan compliant 
alternative is also insufficient. This is especially relevant given that, had the DEIR fully analyzed 
a General Plan Density Alternative including an agricultural easement on two-acre lots on the 
Prime Soils portion of the Project, the impact to onsite agriculture resources would have been 
significantly reduced, and likely removed the necessity for offsite mitigation.  

The DEIR should be reworked to provide an explanation for why open space and 
agricultural easements are not feasible under the General Plan Density Alternative.

P-4b
cont.

P-5

P-5 The commenter asks why the General Plan alterative would yield less 
open space than the Project.  As stated in Response P-4b, there is no 
set relationship between density and open space. The EIR states that the 
amount of biological open space would be reduced, while the commenter 
appears to be referring to open space as a general term for undeveloped 
area.  The clustered design of the Proposed Project would allow for larger 
biological open space compared to the larger lots that would take up most 
of the site area in the General Plan Density Alternative (as shown in Figure 
4-1).  As stated in Section 4.3.2, homeowners in the General Plan Density 
Alternative would be able to remove vegetation from their properties and 
open space on residential lots in the General Plan Density Alternative 
would be conservatively considered impacted.  Therefore, this acreage is 
not included as biological open space.  A separate agricultural easement 
is not included in the General Plan Density alternative because that area 
of the site would be divided into lots, each of which could include or not 
include agriculture at the owners’ discretion.  A project design focused on 
maintaining large lot sizes would not preserve the large open space areas 
that can be preserved in a clustered design. 
The comment states that the DEIR is inadequate.  Contrary to the 
commenter’s assertion, the EIR thoroughly assesses a reasonable range 
of alternatives, with sufficient information about each alternative, as seen 
in Chapter 4 of the EIR.
The quoted acreage of biological open space from the DEIR has 
been updated in the EIR to 31.2 acres.  This would not change the 
aforementioned conclusions.
For additional information regarding the General Plan Density Alternative 
and related agricultural concerns/opportunities, see Responses I-32, I-42, 
I-43 and I-69d.
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III. Conclusion 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this draft environmental impact 
report and proposed Project. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (310) 
434-2300 or dnagami@nrdc.org.

Very truly yours, 
            

Damon Nagami   
Senior Attorney   
Director, Southern California Ecosystems Project 
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Q-1

Q-1 This comment describes the San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy and related 
activities at the lagoon and associated watershed, and correctly notes that 
“Large portions of the proposed Valiano development site drain directly 
to Escondido Creek, which in turn drains through the San Elijo Lagoon 
into the Pacific Ocean” (with these drainage conditions also described in 
Section 3.1.3, Hydrology/Water Quality, of the EIR).
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Q-1
cont.

Q-2a

Q-3

Q-4

Q-5

Q-6

Q-2b

Q-2a The comment indicates that information regarding contamination of 
Escondido Creek was missing from the EIR and that the Project may 
cause new issues related to sewage and stormwater runoff.  Section 3.1.3 
of the EIR includes an extensive discussion of existing and historic water 
quality conditions in Escondido Creek, San Elijo Lagoon and associated 
watershed areas.  These conditions are represented by monitoring data 
collected pursuant to requirements under the federal Clean Water Act/
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (CWA/NPDES) and 
other sources, with a summary of the related EIR text provided below:  
Wet weather monitoring has been conducted seasonally since 2001 at 
the Escondido Creek Mass Loading Station (MLS, with no monitoring 
conducted in 2011/2012 or 2012/2013), located approximately 6.7 miles 
southwest of the Project site at the Escondido Creek/El Camino Del 
Norte bridge.  This monitoring includes numerous physical, chemical 
and biological parameters, with resulting data for 2010/2011 indicating 
the following trends: (1) applicable water quality objectives were 
exceeded at a high frequency for TDS, fecal coliform bacteria, and 
bioassessment scores (as outlined below); and (2) water quality objectives 
were exceeded at a low frequency for general chemical parameters 
(e.g., pH and chloride), toxicity and nutrients.  Bioassessment testing 
involves evaluation of the taxonomic richness and diversity of benthic 
macroinvertebrate (BMI) communities based on the Index of Biotic 
Integrity (IBI), which provides a quantified score reflecting biological 
conditions and associated water quality.
In addition to the above efforts, wet weather monitoring was conducted 
during the 2007/2008 season at the Escondido Creek Temporary 
Watershed Assessment Station (TWAS), located at the Escondido Creek/
Country Club Drive bridge (approximately 0.6 mile south of the Project 
site).  The associated trends at the Escondido Creek TWAS were similar 
to those noted above for TDS and bacteria in 2010/2011 at the Escondido 
Creek MLS, although the frequency levels were somewhat lower.  
Monitoring at the Escondido Creek TWAS in 2007/2008 also identified 
very low IBI scores, similar to those noted for the Escondido Creek MLS 
in 2010/2011.
Jurisdictional dry weather sampling was conducted most recently in 
2011 at a number of locations both up- and downstream of the Project 
site.  These efforts documented that water quality objectives were most 
commonly exceeded for nitrate, turbidity and conductivity; and less 
commonly for pollutants including pH and orthophosphate.
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Q-2b The Project’s Major Stormwater Management Plan (Appendix N to the 
EIR) identifies all the receiving waters of the Project and the known 
impairments to those receiving waters.  As the comment points out, 
water quality in Escondido Creek and San Elijo Lagoon is impaired 
for multiple pollutants resulting from human activity in the watershed.  
To prevent a contribution by the Project to these existing impairments, 
the Project has been designed in accordance with the County’s current 
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).  As described 
in Appendix N of the EIR, the Project would implement bioretention 

Q-2a
cont.

Based on the data sources noted above and other applicable information, 
the State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards produce bi-annual qualitative assessments of statewide 
and regional water quality conditions.  These assessments are focused 
on CWA Section 303(d) impaired water listings and scheduling for 
assignment of total maximum daily load (TMDL) requirements.  The 
most current (2010) approved 303(d) list identifies the following 
impaired waters along downstream portions of Escondido Creek and San 
Elijo Lagoon: 
• Escondido Creek (26 miles) is listed for 

Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT), enterococcus and fecal 
coliform bacteria, manganese, phosphate, selenium, sulfates, TDS, 
toxicity, and total nitrogen (as N).  The expected TMDL completion 
date for all of the listed pollutants is 2019.

• San Elijo Lagoon (566 acres) is listed for eutrophic conditions, 
indicator bacteria, and sedimentation/siltation.  The expected TMDL 
completion dates are 2015 for indicator bacteria and 2019 for other 
listed pollutants.

From the above discussion, the EIR clearly documents that Escondido 
Creek and San Elijo Lagoon exhibit ongoing water quality impairment 
issues associated with bacterial sources and other pollutants.  These 
impairments are reflected in the noted 303(d) listings and other water 
quality monitoring sources, with associated regulatory standards 
specifically intended to address these issues through mandatory 
requirements for applicable development projects (including the 
Proposed Project).  As described in Section 3.1.3 of the EIR, the Proposed 
Project design includes extensive related drainage and water quality 
design measures, and Project implementation would conform with all 
associated regulatory standards.  Specifically, the EIR provides a detailed 
discussion of the Project’s regulatory conformance, including: (1) 
measures to address construction-related erosion/sedimentation (Table 
3.1.3-4), use of hazardous materials such as vehicle fuels/lubricants 
(Table 3.1.3-5), and demolition-related pollutants (Table 3.1.3-6); and 
(2) long-term low impact development (LID)/site design, source control, 
and LID/treatment control best management practices (BMPs), as well 
as related monitoring and maintenance requirements (including funding, 
schedules and responsibilities).
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Q-2b
cont.

facilities to remove pollutants from storm water runoff prior to discharge 
to Escondido Creek.  
The comment also raises a concern about the capacity of the sewage and 
storm water systems within the watershed.  The Project would construct a 
sewer system with an on-site Wastewater Treatment/Water Reclamation 
Facility as detailed in Chapter 1.0 as well as Appendix Q of the EIR.  The 
sewer system and WTWRF have been sized per current industry practices 
including provision of adequate wet weather storage, and would be fully 
permitted by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  The 
WTWRF would not discharge to Escondido Creek; rather the reclaimed 
water would be used for landscape irrigation within the Project.  
The Project’s storm drain system has been designed per County standards 
so that post-Project discharges would not exceed pre-Project levels.  
Detention basins have been provided within the Project to match existing 
discharges for both the 100-year peak storm event and the range of storm 
events which are significant for hydromodification.  These analyses are 
found in subsection 3.1.3.2 and Appendix M of the EIR.
Based on the Project’s design as described above, the Project would not 
contribute to flooding or the discharge of pollutants to Escondido Creek 
or San Elijo Lagoon.

Q-3 The EIR analyses growth inducement and concludes the Project is not 
growth-inducing as summarized here:
• As described in Section 1.8.1, the Proposed Project would be generally 

consistent with project growth in both the County General Plan and 
SANDAG 2050 RTP with adoption of the GPA.  The increase in 
density proposed would help the Project be growth-accommodating, 
and not growth-inducing, as hundreds of thousands of new housing 
units are forecasted to be needed in the region in the near future.  
The Project would not be expected to be growth-inducing by adding 
infrastructure to the area.  As described in Subchapter 1.8, the 
Project would not be a major employment center that would attract 
new residents, and would instead complement existing employment 
centers.  The roadway improvements proposed by the Project would 
generally serve Project residents and would not create significant 
roadway infrastructure to induce growth.  To increase fire flow 
capacity and enhance regional and area fire safety, the Project would 
design and construct the R7 Reservoir for the Rincon MWD.  This 
reservoir has been planned for in the 2014 Rincon MWD Water Master 
Plan to serve existing growth and growth forecasted in the General 
Plan.  Therefore, the R7 Reservoir would not provide opportunities 
for additional growth beyond that forecasted in the General Plan and 
would not be considered growth inducing.  With regard to sewer 
services, residences and businesses in the Proposed Project vicinity 
currently use septic systems for treatment of wastewater.  The Project 
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Q-3
cont.

includes provision of a system of private sewer mains and a private 
on-site WTWRF.  The on-site WTWRF would be a small treatment 
facility proposed to accommodate only the wastewater generated 
by the Project and would not include the processing equipment or 
capacity to treat effluent from other areas or future growth.  As such, 
the WTWRF is not considered to be growth inducing.

Q-4 The County appreciates the comments. However, the following 
information regarding the potential occurrence and assessment of the 
noted contaminants within the Project site is summarized from applicable 
portions of the EIR:
• As described in Subchapter 2.9 of the EIR, Phase I and II 

Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs; Appendix I of the EIR) 
were conducted for the Proposed Project and identified the following 
potential sources of diesel soil contamination within the Project site: 
(1) an approximately 500-gallon above ground storage tank (AST) 
labeled “Diesel ”in the central portion of the site, near the west end 
of Eden Valley Lane; and (2) a 200 gallon steel AST containing 
dyed diesel fuel in the southern portion of the site, approximately 
1,500 feet southwest of the Mt. Whitney Road/Country Club Drive 
intersection.  The associated investigations conducted as part of 
the Project ESAs noted that “minimal soil staining was observed” 
adjacent to the 200-gallon AST (with this area designated as a de 
minimus condition), and no staining (or other signs of discharge, 
such as odors or pooled liquid) was observed in association with 
the 500-gallon AST.  Based on these conditions and subsequent 
(Phase II) testing at the 500-gallon AST site (which identified an 
historical release), the ESAs (and Subchapter 2.9 of the EIR) 
require standard mitigation measures including: (1) monitoring 
by a Registered Environmental Assessor (REA) for the potential 
presence of hydrocarbon contaminated soils at the 200-gallon AST; 
and (2) assessment of soils to identify the vertical and lateral limits 
of contaminated soils associated with the 500-gallon AST.  Both of 
these measures also include standard requirements to properly test, 
manage, and/or dispose of any observed contaminated soils at a 
licensed facility in accordance with San Diego County Department 
of Environmental Health requirements.  Because any diesel 
contamination at the noted ASTs would be confined to adjacent 
soils and limited in extent, the noted monitoring, assessment and (if 
applicable) management/disposal requirements are standard in nature 
as noted, and would result in all applicable diesel-contaminated soils 
being removed from the site for proper disposal as described.  As a 
result, no significant potential water quality (or other) issues related to 
diesel-contaminated soils would be associated with implementation 
of the Proposed Project.

• The Project ESAs identified one occurrence of on-site fertilizer, 
consisting of an open box of fertilizer within the on-site avocado 
grove, measuring “…approximately 2 feet by 1.5 feet…”  Based on 
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Q-4 the limited number and size of observed on-site fertilizer occurrences 
as noted, the associated ESA concluded that this represents a de 
minimus condition, and no associated recognized environmental 
concerns (RECs) were identified.  The ESA also notes that “This 
material should be removed from the Site and disposed of properly.”  
Because no REC was identified in association with the described 
fertilizer occurrence, no associated mitigation was required, although 
it should be noted that the removal and proper disposal of this material 
would occur as part of the standard grading operations described 
in Subchapter 1.2 of the EIR.  As a result, no significant potential 
water quality (or other) issues related to fertilizer-contaminated soils 
would be associated with implementation of the Proposed Project.

• The Project ESAs included investigations related to the past use and 
potential residual occurrence of agricultural-related pesticides on 
the Project site.  The results of these efforts indicated the following 
results: (1) records search results received from the County of San 
Diego Department of Agriculture, Weights and Measures identified 
historical pesticide use in association with agricultural activities 
in the western portion of the site; (2) site investigation, including 
field reconnaissance, record search and interviews with site owners/
operators, confirmed the previous on-site use of agricultural-related 
pesticides; and (3) based on the noted results in items 1 and 2 (and 
related recommendations in the Project Phase I analyses), Phase 
II testing was conducted in associated portions of the site for 
organochlorine pesticides (OCPs) and arsenic, with the resulting 
conclusions indicating that “Arsenic and OCPs were not detected at 
or above the laboratory reporting limits…” in applicable areas, “…
it does not appear that OCPs…have impacted soil at the Site…” and 
“No additional assessment is warranted at this time.”  

It should also be noted that EIR Section 3.1.3 of the EIR identifies a 
number of Project Design Features intended to limit and/or control the 
use of chemical pesticides, herbicides and fertilizes in association with 
Project implementation, in conformance with applicable regulatory 
standards (e.g., the CWA/National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System).  Specifically, these include measures related to landscaping and 
Integrated Pest Management, with additional information provided in 
Response K-44.
Based on the above information, no significant potential water quality 
(or other) issues related to chemical pesticides would be associated with 
implementation of the Proposed Project.

Q-5 The County appreciates the comment.  Section 3.1.3 of the EIR outlines 
applicable groundwater quality data for the site and vicinity, and 
concludes that “…from… local aquifer and well data…, as well the use 
of local groundwater for on-site agricultural irrigation, groundwater 
quality in the Project site and immediate vicinity is anticipated to be 
generally moderate to good.”  This comment is correct in noting that “…
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cont.

the water table in the area is typically between 6 and 11 feet…” (as stated 
in Section 3.1.3 of the EIR), however, as stated in Subsection 3.1.3.2 of 
the EIR, the construction work and the on-going occupancy of the new 
homes will not result in significant impacts to groundwater:
Potential Project-related water quality impacts are associated with 
both short-term construction activities and long-term operation and 
maintenance.  Project-related activities that could potentially result in 
direct effects to groundwater quality are limited to the percolation of 
Project related surface runoff and associated pollutants (e.g., in pervious 
portions of the proposed storm drain system).  Accordingly, the following 
assessment of potential water quality impacts is applicable to both 
surface and groundwater resources.
The referenced analysis provides a detailed assessment of potential short- 
(construction) and long-term (operational) water quality impacts from the 
Proposed Project, and  concludes that all potential impacts to surface water 
(and thus groundwater) quality from Project implementation: “…would 
be less than significant prior to mitigation, based on the implementation 
of identified proposed design measures and conformance with applicable 
regulatory requirements.” (See Response Q-2 for additional information 
on Proposed Project conformance measures.)

Q-6 The comment notes increased risk of erosion resulting from recent fires.  
In existing conditions, no erosion controls or storm water treatment 
measures are in place nor required to prevent erosion and discharge of 
pollutants from recently burned areas.  Potential erosion of burned areas 
would be reduced by construction of the Project, since the Project would 
comply with strict erosion control requirements during construction 
through the implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.  
Post-construction, as mentioned in Response Q-2, the Project would 
implement bioretention facilities to remove pollutants from storm water 
prior to discharge from the Project site.  Additionally, graded slopes 
would be stabilized by irrigated landscaping, which would be resistant to 
damage during a wildfire.
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Q-7

Q-8

Q-10

Q-9

Q-10 The comment concerns fire evacuation.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations.

Q-9 The comment concerns fire evacuation.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations.

Q-8 The provisions in the Project’s FPP (Appendix L) would increase fire 
safety and reduce the spread of wildfires within Eden Valley by providing 
fuel modification zones which would serve as fire breaks.  Regarding run-
off and erosion control issues after a wildfire, please refer to Response 
Q 6.  

Q-7 The comment concerns current water restrictions and the availability of 
water for fire-fighting.  See Responses C-2, C-3, C-5 and K-99 regarding 
the Project’s consistency with the Rincon MWD Water Master Plan, 
which specifically includes increased water supply for fire-fighting.
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From: Anna Hoover
To: Ehsan, Beth; Loy, Maggie A
Cc: Ebru Ozdil; Andrea Fernandez; Michele Hannah
Subject: Pechanga Tribe Comments on the DEIR for the Valiano Project
Date: Monday, June 15, 2015 11:19:41 AM

Dear Ms. Ehsan;

These comments are written on behalf of the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians (hereinafter,
 “the Tribe”), a federally recognized Indian tribe and sovereign government.  The Tribe formally
 requests, pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092.2, to be notified and involved in the entire
 CEQA environmental review process for the duration of the above referenced project (the
 “Project”). If you have not done so already, please add the Tribe to your distribution list(s) for
 public notices and circulation of all documents, including environmental review documents,
 archeological reports, and all documents pertaining to this Project.  The Tribe further requests to be
 directly notified of all public hearings and scheduled approvals concerning this Project.  Please also
 incorporate these comments into the record of approval for this Project.

The Tribe submits these comments concerning the Project's proposed impacts to cultural
 resources in conjunction with the environmental review of the Project.  The Tribe has reviewed the
 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for this Project.  The Pechanga Band supports the
 mitigation measures as provided in Subchapter 2.5 and 7.1.5 with a few revisions.

M-CR-2(3): We strongly support the preservation and avoidance of CA-SDI-17,506 as any
 destruction to sensitive, nonrenewable cultural sites is not only a cumulative impact but a loss to
 both Tribal and California history.  We request that the Developer make all attempts to preserve and
 protect this site.

M-CR-2(7): We suggest that this measure refer to M-CR-2(11), requiring all cultural
 materials and archaeological resources, with the exception of human remains/grave goods and
 ceremonial/sacred items, be collected and transferred to an appropriate curation facility.

M-CR-2(8): The Tribe believes that the Native American representatives must also be
 required to assist with the significance determination should inadvertent finds be identified.  Tribes
 are better suited and often more aware of their cultural resources and their uses than archaeologists.
 By eliminating the opportunity for a tribal representative to participate in the significance
 determination of their resources, the County is eliminating the importance of tribal participation and
 knowledge regarding their tribal values entirely.  Additionally, the Native American representatives
 must be allowed to participate in the development of all data recovery plans and the proposed
 mitigation for such resources.

The Pechanga Band further supports any comments and requests made by the San Luis Rey
 Band of Mission Indians as they participated in all aspects of the environmental document and
 CEQA process.

The Tribe reserves the right to fully participate in the environmental review process, as well
 as to provide further comment on the Project's impacts to cultural resources and potential mitigation
 for such impacts.

The Pechanga Tribe thanks the County of San Diego for consulting with the Tribe and
 appreciates the continued communication.  Please contact me at the below information should you
 have any comments or questions.

R-1

R-2

R-3

R-4

R-5

R-6

R-7

R-8

R-6 The commenter supports the comments and requests made by San Luis 
Rey Band of Mission Indians.  No further response is required.

R-5 Mitigation Measure M-CR-2(a-8, b-5) has been revised to include both 
the Luiseno and Kumeyaay Native American monitors in significance 
determinations and in the development of any Research Design and Data 
Recovery Program for identified resources.  Changes were made to the 
EIR as a result of this comment, but the changes are merely clarifications 
and not significant new information under CEQA.

R-4 Mitigation Measure M-CR-2(7) requires the curation or repatriation 
of isolates and or non-significant deposits and allows for collection of 
artifactual materials by the Native American monitor should they not be 
collected by the Project Archaeologist.  Mitigation Measure M-CR-2(11) 
also provides for either curation or repatriation of artifactual materials 
whether the site is determined significant, not significant, or is an isolate.  

R-3 The commenter strongly supports the preservation and avoidance of 
CA-SDI-17506.  The comment is not at variance with the environmental 
document.  No further response is required.

R-8 The comment provides the letter closing paragraph and is not at variance 
with the environmental document.  No further response is required.

R-7 Comment noted reserving the right to participate in the environmental 
review process and provide further comments.

R-2 The comment is not at variance with the environmental document.  No 
further response is required.

R-1 The comment is introductory in nature and is not at variance with the 
environmental document.  No further response is required.
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Thank you,
 
Anna M. Hoover
Cultural Analyst
Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians
P.O. Box 2183
Temecula, CA 92593
 
951-770-8104 (O)
951-694-0446 (F)
951-757-6139 (C)
ahoover@pechanga-nsn.gov
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S-1

S-2
S-2 According to the Native American community, cultural values are specific 

to the individual group.  As such, it cannot be assumed that curation is the 
culturally sensitive method for the disposition of artifacts.  
The concern of the commenter related to “yet-to-be-developed methods 
and techniques” is speculative.  CEQA (§15125) requires that resources 

S-1 Mitigation in the form of the disposition of artifacts (curation or 
repatriation) is not required until prior to Final Grading signoff.  No 
changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment.
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S-2
cont.

S-3

S-4 S-4 The comment states an overall conclusion and is not at variance with the 
environmental document.  No further response is required.

S-3 Mitigation Measure M-CR-2 (a-11) is revised to include the text, “as 
determined by agreement among the Tribes, the Principal Investigator, 
and County staff” to the end of the first paragraph.  Changes were made 
to the EIR as a result of this comment, but the changes are merely 
clarifications and not significant new information under CEQA.

S-2 be evaluated at the time that the notice of preparation is published 
(baseline) and does not require the curation of artifacts for future re-
evaluation.  The scientific information acquired during the evaluation of 
cultural resources is provided in cultural studies which are required to be 
submitted to a local repository for archival purposes (Mitigation Measure 
M-CR-2 [a-13, b-10]).  As such, the scientific value is retained through 
information provided in the cultural study and there are no unmitigated 
impacts.  No changes were made to the environmental documentation as 
a result of this comment.
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1889 Sunset Drive • Vista, California 92081 

760-724-8505 • FAX 760-724-2172 

www.slrmissionindians.org 
 

June 15, 2015 

 

Beth Ehsan 

Project Manager      VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Department of Planning & Development Services   Beth.Ehsan@sdcounty.ca.gov 

County of San Diego             

5510 Overland, Ste. 310 

San Diego, CA 92123 

 

 RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR THE VALIANO SPECIFC PLAN (PDS2013-SP-13-001, PDS2013-

GPA-13-001, PDS2013-REZ-13-001, PDS2013-TM-5575, PDS2014-MUP-14-

019, PDS2013-STP-13-003, PDS2013-ER-13-08-002)  
 

Dear Ms. Ehsan: 

 

 We, the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians (“Tribe”), have received and reviewed the 

County of San Diego’s (“County’s”) Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) and all of its 

supporting documentation as it pertains specifically to the protection and preservation of Native 

American cultural resources that may be located within the parameters of the Valiano Specifc 

Plan’s  (“Project’s”) property boundaries. While the Tribe acknowledges the County’s 

commitment to the preservation and protection of our Native American cultural resources, the 

Tribe believes that with the incorporation of additional measures of mitigation and/or 

modifications to the existing measures of mitigation for cultural resources as proposed in this 

comment letter, the Project should be allowed to proceed as proposed.  

 

 As you are aware, we are a San Diego County Tribe whose traditional territory includes 

Camp Pendleton, the current cities of Oceanside, Carlsbad, Vista, San Marcos and Escondido, as 

well as the unincorporated areas of northern San Diego County, such as the communities of 

Valley Center, Fallbrook and Bonsall.  The Tribe is resolute in the preservation and protection of 

cultural, archaeological and historical sites within all these jurisdictions.   

 

 It is the Tribe’s understanding that the Project proposes a residential development of 326 

homes on 238 acres. The site is located in the Eden Valley area within the San Dieguito 

Community Planning Area of unincorporated San Diego County, between the cities of San 

Marcos and Escondido (“Project Site/Area”). The Project would include 277 single-family lots 

and 12 detached condo lots including 49 homes. Up to 54 of the lots could accommodate second 

dwelling units. Proposed open space lots and easements include 36.5 acres of agricultural open 

space and 28.2 acres of biological open space, as well as fire clearing zones. Proposed lot sizes 

range from 5,630 square feet to 1.6 acres. The Project would take access from Eden Valley Lane, 

T-1

T-1 The comment is introductory in nature and is not at variance with the 
environmental document.  No further response is required.
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Mount Whitney Road, and Country Club Drive, with emergency access to Hill Valley Drive. In 

addition, proposed grading is 928,000 cubic yards of balanced cut and fill. The Project would 

also include public multi-use trails, smaller private trails, public and private parks, and a private 

equestrian center open to the public. As the County is aware through the DEIR assessment and 

the multiple consultations with the Tribe via SB 18, this area is of great cultural importance to 

the Tribe and the Luiseño people.  

 

 Although the majority of the Tribe’s concerns are addressed within the DEIR to SLR’s 

satisfaction, several concerns still remain for the Tribe that the Tribe would like the County to 

address. 

 

 

I. SLR STRONGLY RECOMMENDS AND REQUESTS THAT 

ADDITIONAL MEASURES OF MITIGATION BE ADOPTED BY 

THE COUNTY IN ORDER TO LESSEN ANY ADDITIONAL 

NEGATIVE IMPACT TO OUR KNOWN NATIVE AMERICAN 

CULTURAL RESOURCES. 

 

The Tribe strongly recommends and requests that the current mitigation measures be 

amended and additional measures of mitigation be adopted by the County in order to lessen any 

additional negative impact to our known Native American cultural resources. 

 

A. The Tribe Must Be Consulted If A Significant Cultural Resource And/or Unique 

Archaeological Resource Is Discovered During Ground Disturbing Activities. 

 

If a significant cultural resource and/or unique archaeological resource are unearthed 

during ground disturbing activities for this Project, the Tribe respectfully requests that they or 

their represented Luiseño Native American monitor be notified and consulted with in regards to 

the respectful and dignified treatment of those resources. This request currently is incorporated in 

M-CR-2(b)(5), however it is not incorporated in M-CR-2(a)(8). Specifically, M-CR-2(b)(5) 

states, “The Principal Investigator in coordination with the Native American monitor(s) shall 

consult with the County staff archaeologist to determine the significance of the discovered 

resource.” Whereas, M-CR-2(a)(8), does not contain the same language but rather provides that 

the Principal Investigator’s coordinate with the Native American monitor(s) in determining the 

level of significance of our Native American cultural resources. SLR prefers and recommends 

that the County incorporate the latter mitigation language as the final mitigation language. 

Therefore, please amend M-CR-2(a)(8) to be reflect the same language and intent of that which 

is discussed and expressed in M-CR-2(b)(5).  

 

B. When Suspected Native American Remains Are Unearthed, Those Remains 

Should Remain In Situ And Protected Until The Most Likely Descendant Can Be 

Determined By The Native American Heritage Commission. 

 

The Tribe acknowledges and supports the language contained within M-CR-2(a)(9) and 

M-CR-2(b)(7); however, the Tribe requests that in addition to conforming to California Health 

and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, any 

T-1
cont.

T-2

T-3

T-3 Should human remains be discovered, the Project is conditioned to 
stop all work in the area and no further disturbance shall occur until the 
County Coroner makes the necessary findings as to origin.  The decision 
to leave the human remains in place or transport to the Coroner’s lab is 
determined by the Coroner.  As such, the Project cannot be conditioned 
to require the Coroner to travel to the site of discovery to make their 
analysis.  The analysis of human remains is under the auspices of the 
office of the County Coroner and it is up to them to decide whether a 
forensic anthropologist is required and whether coordination with the 
Most Likely Descendent (MLD) will be necessary.  Human remains must 
be evaluated by the Coroner in order to determine whether the NAHC 
needs to be contacted to identify a MLD.  The Project is conditioned to 

T-2 Mitigation Measure M-CR-2 (a-8, b-5) is revised to include the text, 
“The Principal Investigator, in consultation with the County staff 
archaeologist and the Luiseno and Kumeyaay Native American monitors 
shall determine the significance of the discovered resources”.  Changes 
were made to the EIR as a result of this comment, but the changes are 
merely clarifications and not significant new information under CEQA.
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suspected Native American remains be kept in situ and that a forensic anthropologist perform 

their examination of the remains on-site in the presence of the Native American monitor(s). Any 

transportation of the ancestral remains would be considered by SLR to be disrespectful and 

undignified treatment. Therefore, the Tribe requests that in addition to the strict adherence to the 

protocol stated in the California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California Public 

Resource Code Section 5097.98, the Final EIR reflect that if Native American remains are 

discovered, the Native American remains shall be kept in situ, or in a secure location in close 

proximity to where they were found, and that the analysis of the remains occur only on-site in the 

presence of the Native American monitor(s). 

 

C. Prehistoric And Historic Native American Cultural Resources Need To Be 

Returned To The Appropriate Tribe For Repatriation Purpose And Not Subject To 

Curation. 

 

 Currently, M-CR-2(a)(11)
 1

  and M-CR-2(b)(10)
2
 state that prehistoric Native American 

cultural resources that have been collected during the Project may be repatriated to a Native 

American Tribe of appropriate affiliation. However, historical cultural resources are only to be 

curated. SLR respectfully requests that all Native American historical cultural resources (those 

cultural resources which would have been utilized and/or created post-European contact) be 

allowed to be repatriated to a Native American tribe of appropriate affiliation and not required to 

be curated at a curation facility. These resources must still be treated with the dignity and respect 

they deserve and the tribes must be allowed to repatriate them in accordance with their traditions 

and beliefs.  

 

 Moreover, SLR respectfully requests that the language in M-CR-2(a)(11) and M-CR-

2(b)(10) be modified and/or amended to be consistent with one another. SLR specifically 

requests that the following statement be applied in the place of the existing mitigating 

statements: “Alternatively, the prehistoric and historic Native American cultural material 

collected may be repatriated to a Native American Tribe of appropriate affiliation, as determined 

by agreement among the interested tribes, and/or as determined by the Native American Heritage 

Commission if such cultural materials are deemed burial goods.” 

 

D. Any And All Reports Created For The Benefit Of The County Shall Be Shared 

With The San Luis Rey Band Of Mission Indians And Any Other Interested 

Tribe. 

 

 M-CR-2(a)(13) and M-CR-2(b)(10) require a report to be created by the Project 

Archaeologist and submitted to the County regarding the discovery of Native American cultural 

resources. SLR respectfully requests that such report(s) be made provided to SLR and any other 

interested tribe(s) for tribal purposes.  

 

                                                           
1
 M-CR-2(a)(11) states, “Alternatively, the prehistoric cultural material collected may be repatriated to a Native 

American Tribe of appropriate affiliation.” 
2
 M-CR-2(b)(10) states, “Alternatively, the prehistoric cultural material collected may be repatriated to a Native 

American Tribe(s) of appropriate affiliation, as determined by agreement among the Tribes, the Principal 

Investigator, and County staff.” 

T-3
cont.

T-4

T-5

T-5 The EIR (Mitigation Measure M-CR-2[a-13, b-10]) has been revised to 
require that a copy of the final report for the Archaeological Monitoring 
Program and Pre-Grading Survey be provided to the San Luis Rey Band 
of Mission Indians and any culturally affiliated Tribe who requests a 
copy.  Changes were made to the EIR as a result of this comment, but 
the changes are merely clarifications and not significant new information 
under CEQA.

T-4 The EIR has been revised to identify that both prehistoric and historic 
Native American cultural material may alternatively be repatriated 
(Mitigation Measure M-CR-2[a-11, b-10]).  Changes were made to the 
EIR as a result of this comment, but the changes are merely clarifications 
and not significant new information under CEQA.

T-3
cont.

follow Public Resources Code §5097.98, CEQA §15064.5 and Health 
& Safety Code §7050.5 that requires consultation between the property 
owner or their representative and the MLD to determine the appropriate 
treatment of human remains should they be discovered on site and 
determined to be of Native American origin.  No changes were made to 
the environmental documentation as a result of this comment.
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E. Data Recovery Should Only Be Deemed Appropriate If The Negative Impact To 

The Cultural Resource(s) Are Not Feasibly Avoidable And/Or They Cannot Be 

Relocated To Another Location For Their Protection And Preservation. 

 

 As a mitigation measure, issuance of a data recovery should only be deemed appropriate 

if the negative impact to the cultural resource(s) cannot be avoided, they cannot be relocated to 

another location for their protection and preservation, and/or an appropriate and respectful 

“capping” of the sacred site cannot occur. Currently, M-CR-2(a)(8) and M-CR-2(b)(5) state that 

a Research Design and Data Recovery Program shall be prepared to mitigate impacts to 

significant cultural resources, including but not limited to, unique cultural resources, non-unique 

cultural resources and Sacred Sites if avoidance measures are not feasible. Within those 

mitigation measures it further states that, 

 

The Research Design and Data Recovery Program shall include (1) reasonable 

efforts to preserve (avoidance) unique cultural resources pursuant to CEQA 

§21083.2(g) or for Sacred Sites as the preferred option (2) the capping of 

identified Sacred Sites or unique cultural resources and placement of development 

over the cap, if avoidance is infeasible, and (3) data recovery for non-unique 

cultural resources. 

 

 To make this portion of the aforementioned mitigation measures more clearly 

reflect when a Research Design and Data Recovery Program should be permitted, SLR 

proposes the following modifications to M-CR-2(a)(8) and M-CR-2(b)(5): (1) remove the 

above-quoted language from the mitigation measure; and (2) insert in its place the 

following: 

 

If the cultural resource is deemed to be significant in accordance with the 

previously provided mitigation measures and (1) the cultural resource, whether a 

unique cultural resource, non-unique cultural resource or Sacred Site, cannot be 

feasibly avoided pursuant to CEQA §21083.2(g) from being negatively impacted, 

and/or (2) the cultural resource cannot be relocated to another location within the 

property whereby it will be protected from negative impacts and preserved in 

perpetuity and/or (3) the cultural resource cannot be “capped” in an appropriate 

and respectful manner as determined through consultation with the Principal 

Investigator, Native American monitor(s) and the County Archaeologist, then a 

Research Design and Data Recovery Program shall be prepared by the Principal 

Investigator to mitigate those impacts, in coordination with the Native American 

monitor(s), and approved by the County Archaeologist. Avoidance is the 

preferred mitigation measure of the County. 

 

 SLR is very concerned that without modifying the current language contained 

within both mitigation measures, a lack of clarity will prevail. Moreover, the Tribe is 

concerned about any language allowing for development over an area that has been 

“capped” for cultural resource protection and preservation purposes. Allowing 

development above a “capped” area must be done on a case by case situation. SLR is 

opposed to the allowance of development over capped cultural resources if those 

T-6

T-6 As identified in response T-2 above, the Principal Investigator is required 
to consult with the Native American monitor(s) and the County staff 
archaeologist to determine the significance of previously unidentified 
resources.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b.3.A) states that 
“preservation in place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts 
to archaeological sites.”  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b.3.B) 
identifies the following as measures in which to preserve sites: (1) 
planning construction to avoid archaeological sites, (2) incorporation 
of sites within parks, greenspace, or other open space, (3) covering 
the archaeological sites with a layer of chemically stable soil before 
building tennis courts, parking lots, or similar facilities on the site, and 
(4) deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement.  Based on 
the commenter’s request to include the relocation of resources and their 
concern for all cultural resources, Mitigation Measures M-CR-2(a-8, 
b-5) has been revised to include the following language: 
The Research Design and Data Recovery Program shall include (1) 
reasonable efforts to preserve (avoidance) all cultural resources as 
the preferred option, (2) relocation of resources to open space, parks, 
or green space should avoidance be infeasible, (3) the capping of 
significant cultural resources and placement of development over the 
cap, if avoidance or relocation is infeasible, and (4) data recovery for 
non-unique cultural resources should avoidance or relocation not be 
feasible.  
These mitigation measures include the requirement that should a Research 
Design and Data Recovery Program be required, that it be developed 
in consultation with the Native American monitor(s).  Changes were 
made to the EIR as a result of this comment, but the changes are merely 
clarifications and not significant new information under CEQA.
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resources are of spiritual and/or cultural importance, such as, but not limited to, burials 

and/or ceremonial sites. Therefore, SLR requests that no language be placed within the 

mitigation measure allowing for development on areas that have been “capped.” SLR is 

supportive, however, of the County requiring a data recovery for CEQA non-unique 

cultural resources if avoidance, resource relocation and/or capping are not feasible 

options to the resources destruction. 

  

F. Only “Clean Fill” Should Be Utilized During This Project 

 

Lastly, the Tribe is opposed to any undocumented fill being used during the proposed 

development. In the event the “fill” will be imported into the Project area, the Tribe requests that 

any proposed use of fill be clean of cultural resources and documented as such. It has been a 

practice of many in the construction profession to utilize fill materials that contained cultural 

resources from other “unknown” areas thereby contaminating the potential cultural landscape of 

the area being filled. This type of fill material is unacceptable. Moreover, if fill material are to be 

utilized from areas within the Project boundaries, then we ask that that fill be analyzed and 

confirmed by an archeologist and/or Native American monitor that such fill material does not 

contain cultural resources.  A requirement that fill material be absent of any and all cultural 

resources should therefore be included as an additional mitigation measure of the Final EIR. 

 

 

II. CONCLUSION 
 

The San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians appreciates this opportunity to provide the 

County of San Diego with our comments and recommendations on the Valiano Specific Plan.  

The Tribe hopes the County will adopt the mitigation measures for Cultural Resources as herein 

requested and that they will appear in the Final EIR.  As always, we look forward to working 

with the County to guarantee that the requirements of the CEQA are rigorously applied to this 

Project and all projects.  We thank you for your continuing assistance in protecting our 

invaluable Luiseño cultural resources.   

 

 

Sincerely, 

  
       

 

 

 

 

      Merri Lopez-Keifer 

      Chief Legal Counsel 

 

cc: Melvin Vernon, Tribal Captain 

Carmen Mojado, Secretary of Government Relations and President of Saving Sacred 

Sites 

T-6
cont.

T-7

T-8

T-8 The comment is a conclusion paragraph and is not at variance with the 
environmental document.  No further response is required.

T-7 The Project conditions have been expanded to include the requirement 
that the use of fill soils, whether from on-site or off-site sources be 
clean of cultural resources.  Changes were made to the environmental 
documentation as a result of this comment, but the changes are merely 
clarifications and not significant new information under CEQA.
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U-1

U-2a

U-2b

U-3

U-4

U-2a As the comment states, the Community Plan includes goals for 
maintaining a rural community.  The Project maintains rural character 
while implementing semi-rural zoning through implementation of the 
Specific Plan which is based on the noted rural themes as well as the 
proposed land use designation.  The “SR” portion of the SR-0.5 land 
use designation in the County is an abbreviation for “Semi-rural.” The 
existing land use designation is also semi-rural (SR-1 and SR-2).  The 
rural themes relate to incorporation of horse properties in Neighborhoods 
3 and 5, facilities conducive to riding and use of the horse trails in the 
southeastern portion of the Project in Neighborhood 5, incorporation of 
bridle trails along Project roads, including three-rail equestrian fencing, 
use of decomposed granite trails with only limited sidewalks, retention 
of open space elements/easement on Project parcels, etc. 
The following paragraphs respond to the specific (non-rural) elements 
the commenter mentions.  The clustered, or smaller, footprint upon 
which Project development is proposed would in large part retain more 
open views to undeveloped area than spacing homes on larger lots within 
the Project parcels.  This is because large-lot properties often convert 
square footage to hardscape areas (e.g., tennis courts, pools, large vehicle 
parking, etc.) and also often convert potential habitat areas to landscaping.  
As a result, although large lot homes provide for facilities such as barns 
and residentially related grove trees, walls and fences, they also create 
a patchwork of varied development that does not result in the same 
managed open space that a development such as Valiano is proposing.  
The housing density is characterized by the County as semi-rural (SR-
0.5) and is therefore not considered high density.  The consolidation of 
the development footprint additionally contributes to preservation of 
open space, enhancing visual relief from the built environment, as well 
as retained wildlife and biological habitat.

U-1 The comment is introductory in nature.  Your request for denial of the 
proposed increased density is hereby included as part of the record and 
made available to the decision makers prior to the final decision on the 
Project.
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If the Project is approved, and the sewage treatment scenario chosen 
is the full on-site wastewater treatment and water reclamation facility 
(WTWRF), the entire footprint of the WTWRF would be smaller than 0.4 
acre, which would include ponds and the small structure.  As described in 
Subsection 1.2.1.1 of the EIR in the discussion of “Wastewater Treatment 
and Water Reclamation Facility, architectural design would include a 
building not to exceed 20 feet in height and which would be designed 
to mimic rural ranch styling.  As further described in Subchapter 2.1, 
Subsection 2.1.2.1 under the discussion of “Massing and Scale”:
…the WTWRF would be setback from Country Club Drive by 
approximately 20 feet and would be sited at an elevation of 626 amsl, 
while the abutting portion of Country Club Drive is at approximately 
634 feet amsl.  The buildings would be one story, ranging from 15 to 
no higher than 20 feet… and design would reference barn structures….  
All mechanical equipment would be housed within buildings or noise-
attenuating covers and the basins would be between four and eight feet 
in height, which would keep their highest features level with or below 
the road bed.  Incorporation of the above-noted architectural design 
features would create a facility resembling an out-building cluster of 
barn structures, which would not be visually dominant.  Furthermore, the 
WTWRF would be partially shielded by Proposed Project landscaping 
between the facility and Country Club Drive, as shown on Figures 1-24 
and 1-25.  
The retaining walls proposed for the Project would range in height from 
2 to 20 feet.  No walls would exceed 20 feet in height.  One wall, 523 
feet in length would be primarily located at the back of lots 158, 159 and 
160.  A portion of that wall would extend northeasterly along the western 
boundary of the detention basin lot north of Lot 158.  All other walls 
would be lower, and most such walls would be located behind residences 
or vegetation, which would obscure them from off-site viewers. 
Street lights have been minimized to the extent possible while still 
considering safety concerns in this rural and semi-rural portion of the 
County where people walk, bike and ride horses along roads that also 
support motorized vehicles.  As stated in the EIR, such lighting also must 
comply with the County Light Pollution Code (commonly referred to 
as the “Dark Sky Ordinance”).  Lights must be shielded so that light is 
focused downward, and light “spill,” or the extent to which light can fall 
onto abutting properties, is also tightly controlled.  As described in EIR 
Subsection 2.1.2.7 in a more lengthy discussion, “There would not be 
any potential for light spill onto adjacent properties.”  
Generally, repetitive grid patterns would be considered urban in nature, 
while shorter streets with cul-de-sacs (required for emergency vehicles 
such as fire trucks turn-around) are required on narrower, more rural 
roadways.  Regardless, cul-de-sacs, as ground level street elements, 
are not expected to be visible from most off-site locations; and are not 
expected to draw the eye as a primary view element in any case.  They 
would therefore not be expected to affect the overall impression of 
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development nature.
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.  The Project does contain horse-friendly elements 
contributing to a “horse friendly environment.”  Equestrian uses in the 
southeast corner of the Project would be continued.  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.  Views into the these portions of the site would 
include horse paddocks, and horses using the proposed workout ring 
schematically represented in EIR Figure 1-12.

U-3 The comment raises fire safety issues with evacuation. This issue 
is discussed in Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.  With regard to 
the concern of the SPRINTER’s impacts on evacuation through Auto 
Parkway, LLG has reviewed the intersection for delay with operation of 
the SPRINTER to determine headways, cycle lengths, and intersection 
operations.  According to LLG’s review, 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 4 times every hour (2 trains eastbound 
and 2 trains westbound per hour).  There are 36 signal cycles during 
a typical hour at the Nordahl Road / Auto Park Way / Mission Road 
intersection based 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 (4 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.  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 as well as alternate traffic control decisions 
(e.g., the SPRINTER line) when the evacuation notices are delivered to 
specific areas and residents within each area.
In addition, note that the existing General Plan designation would allow 
137 homes, not 118. 

U-2b Please see Topical Responses: Septic, and General Plan Amendment and 
Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis, as well as Response G-7 
for discussion of the EFHGCP policy dealing with septic systems.

U-4 The comment refers to the impacts of blasting.  Blasting would be a 
small part of the two year grading operation.  This issue is discussed in 
Response K-149a.
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V-1a

V-1b

V-1b See Responses I-42, I-43, and I-69d for information regarding potential 
Project alternatives with 2-acre minimum lots.  
With respect to the agricultural analysis conducted for the Proposed 
Project, the current County Agricultural Guidelines entail using the 
Local Agricultural Resource Assessment (LARA) Model.  The LARA 
Model includes the consideration of water, climate and soil quality 
factors (required factors), as well as surrounding land uses, land use 
consistency and topography (complementary factors), to determine if 
the Project site is an “important agricultural resource”.  This model, 
and the associated Agricultural Guidelines, represent the adopted and 
required methodology for evaluating agricultural resources and impacts 
in the County.  As described in Subsection 2.3.1.3 of the EIR, evaluation 
of the Project site under the noted Model and Guidelines identified a 
total of approximately 137.2 acres of agricultural resources within the 
Proposed Project site, including areas used recently and/or historically 
for agricultural operations (orchards, row/field crops and apiary sites), 
as well as portions of applicable “Important Farmland” categories (as 
determined by the California Department of Conservation [CDC], refer to 
EIR Subsection 2.3.1.1, and Figures 2.3-3a and 2.3 3b).  As described in 
the noted Agricultural Guidelines (and in Subsection 2.3.2.2 of the EIR), 
impacts to identified agricultural resources occur where development/
disturbance of these areas overlap designated Prime Farmland or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance candidate soils (as designated by the 
CDC).  As a result, approximately 13.1 acres of significant impacts were 
identified from development/disturbance associated with the Proposed 
Project.  Specifically, this includes 11.6 acres of historic orchard use in 
the southeastern portion of the site, 0.2 acre of historic orchard use in the 
east-central area, and 1.3 acres of historic row/field crop production in 
the east-central area (with the noted impact locations shown on Figure 
2.3-3 of the EIR).  Appropriate mitigation to address these impacts is 
identified in Section 2.3.5 of the EIR, and includes the following options: 

V-1a Thank you for the correction related to the status of agricultural activities 
associated with the Anderson TM and TPM properties.  The referenced 
text in Subchapter 2.3 and Appendix D of the EIR has been modified 
accordingly.
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(1) providing 13.1 acres of off-site mitigation 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 in appropriate areas encompassing CDC candidate 
soils and totaling 13.1 acres, or (3) purchasing off-site agricultural lands 
with easements totaling 13.1 acres that meet the intent of the County 
Agricultural Guidelines, all to the satisfaction of the Director of PDS.  
Based on the described agricultural analysis and requirements under the 
LARA model and associated County Agricultural Guidelines, the noted 
conclusions of approximately 137.2 acres of on-site agricultural resources 
and 13.1 acres of Project-related significant impacts to these resources 
requiring mitigation are accurate, and the analysis methodology is not 
considered “flawed” as suggested in this comment.
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W-1

W-2

W-3

W-4

W-5

W-3 See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Response M-18.  United States/
California law allows private property owners to pursue legal uses of 
their property.  For developments and tentative maps, this may include 
proposing uses of that property that vary from projections in an existing 
plan following substantial submittal requirements and environmental 
analyses.  The County’s land use authority requires a complete 
application, staff analysis for zoning and land use, CEQA compliance, 
public involvement, and a recommendation to a decision making body to 
implement such changes. 

W-2 See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis, and Responses G-6, G-7, I-7, and U-2a,. 

W-1 The comment raises fire safety issues with evacuation.  This issue is 
discussed in Topical Response: Fire-Evacuations.
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W-4 As described in the FPP, Section 2.2, Fire Access, there would be multiple 
egresses from the Project site (Mount Whitney Road, Eden Valley Lane, 
two entrances on Country Club Drive, and emergency access via Hill 
Valley Drive) and access to regional areas, such as north to SR 78, east 
to the I-15, or west towards Elfin Forest.  The traffic implications are 
analyzed in Subchapter 2.8 of the EIR, with mitigation to reduce or avoid 
potentially significant impacts.

W-5 See Response K-149b with respect to potential impacts to livestock and 
a Project alternative that minimizes grading and blasting. Potential noise 
impacts to residents as a result of blasting are expressly addressed in 
EIR Subchapter 2.6, and mitigation to comply with the County Noise 
Ordinance identified in Mitigation Measure M-N-9.  The current project 
cannot address noise effects from Harmony Grove Village construction.
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W-5
cont.

W-6
W-6 The comment concerns water usage.  See Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 

and K-99 for a discussion of the proposed water usage compared to the 
baseline condition.
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X-1a

X-1b

X-1c

X-1c See Response X-1b regarding the Mount Whitney Road/Country Club 
Drive intersection.  In addition, the Kauana Loa Drive / Country Club 
Drive intersection and street segment Kauana Loa Drive east of Country 
Club Drive were analyzed in the EIR and impacts were calculated to be 
less than significant.

X-1b The Project analysis of vehicles entering/exiting the Project access road at 
Mount Whitney Road, which is expected to carry 50 percent of all Project 
trips, was forecasted to operate at acceptable Level of Service (LOS) 
C or better conditions.  Harmony Grove Village traffic was included in 
the TIA.  Adequate sight distance at Mount Whitney Road is proposed 
applying the America Association of State Highway & Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) standards.  The post-Project condition of Mount 
Whitney Road would be improved over the existing condition and does 
not constitute a hazardous condition.

X-1a The comment identifies an inaccuracy in the EIR traffic section.  When 
the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) and DEIR were prepared, a stop sign 
was not present at Mount Whitney Road.  It is understood that with the 
Country Club Drive improvements recently completed by the Harmony 
Grove Village Project, a stop sign was installed controlling traffic from 
Mount Whitney Road.  The TIA and EIR Section 2.8.2.5 has been updated 
with the stop sign as an existing condition.  This recent improvement is 
consistent with the conclusions made in the DEIR and does not provide 
significant new information that requires recirculation of the EIR under 
CEQA.
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Y-1

Y-2

Y-2 The proposed water usage would be below the baseline condition, as 
explained in Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99.

Y-1 The comment addresses evacuation and infrastructure.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.  The Proposed 
Project is located in an area that is within close proximity to major 
commercial and employment areas.  As discussed in Subsection 3.1.7.2, 
the Project Applicant would pay development impact fees to affected 
school districts to ensure that the districts would be able to accommodate 
potential students.  The Project would not create a need for additional 
schools and businesses that the road structure could not accommodate.
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cont.
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Z-1

Z-2

Z-3

Z-4

Z-5

Z-2 The EIR evaluated the potential for impacts to aesthetics, noise, air 
quality, dark skies, and wildlife, including birds.  A representative view 
from Seeforever Drive is shown in EIR Figure 2.1-12b.  See Response 
K-11c and the discussion regarding EIR Figure 2.1-12b regarding 
changed visual conditions from isolated residences within San Marcos, 
and particularly from Seeforever Drive, as well as Response K-14d.  Air 
quality impacts are discussed in Subchapter 2.2; where impacts would be 
significant, mitigation or Project Design Features would be implemented 
that would reduce such impacts.  As detailed in EIR Section 2.6, all noise 
impacts would be lowered to less than significant levels through design 
or mitigation.  These design and mitigation elements would be required 
as Project Conditions.  See Response K-109 regarding lighting and night 
skies.  
The responses and information cited above, combined with the elevated 
location of the commenter’s property leads to a conclusion that the view 
would be looking over and beyond a large part of Project development 
and residual (i.e., post-mitigation) effects would be less than significant 
considering the total view.
Your appreciation of wildlife is understood.  The Project site is not 
considered a priority area for conservation under the draft North 
County MSCP.  The draft NCMSCP identifies proposed PAMAs, which 
are intended to be the future NCMSCP preserve areas.  These future 
preserve areas would provide a network of conserved lands to protect 
north county’s native plants and animals, including both common species 
and rare species.  Except for a small area in the southeast corner of the 
site associated with the former Harmony Grove Equestrian Facility, the 

Z-1 Introductory comment noted.  Please see responses to specific comments, 
below.
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Z-4 The Project’s Drainage Study (Appendix M of the Final EIR) analyzes 
all on-site runoff for the 100-year storm event, as well as all off-site areas 
which drain through the Project site.  To prevent increases in flowrates 
during the 100-year storm event due to the Project, detention basins are 
proposed throughout the Project site, including one in the southwest 
corner of Neighborhood 2 adjacent to Mr. Bemanian’s property.  These 
detention basins would also remove pollutants from storm water through 
biofiltration and prevent erosion downstream by detaining flows from 
small to medium sized storms.  

Z-3 The referenced pond on the Harmony Grove Village project site to the 
south of Valiano was created by an unauthorized dam.  The regulating 
agencies required removal of the dam as part of the project approval 
process.  The Valiano Project site does currently contain a pond in the 
southeastern portion of the site near the location of the former Harmony 
Grove Equestrian Facility.  The Project does not propose any impacts to 
this pond.

Z-5 The comment raises fire safety issues with evacuation.  This issue is 
discussed in Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.  Specifically regarding 
Coronado Hills Drive, the Project would not share any of the same 
primary evacuation roads.

Z-2
cont.

Project site does not include habitat areas designated as proposed PAMA 
in the draft NCMSCP.  The lack of PAMA designation over the site 
underscores the site’s history of agriculture use which has disturbed much 
of the land, as well as the site’s lack of connectivity to large open space 
areas.  Mitigation would be provided for Project impacts to biological 
resources pursuant to County and Resource Agencies requirements.  In 
addition, habitat for wildlife would continue to exist on the Project site 
following Project development, including a 47.5-acre block of land in 
the northwest portion of the site, as well as smaller areas of designated 
biological open space.  These areas could still be used by owls and other 
wildlife.
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Z-5
cont.

Z-6

Z-7
Z-7 As described in Subsection 2.3.2.3 of the DEIR, the Proposed Project 

includes a number of design considerations to address potential interface 
conflicts with off-site agricultural operations, such as security, trespassing 
and theft/vandalism. There would be a community fence along the 
western boundary of Neighborhood 2 and setbacks in appropriate areas 
(including setbacks for lots in Neighborhood 2 located near off-site 
agricultural uses along Seeforever Drive).  These areas would provide 
separation from off-site uses, as well as establishing transitional uses 
such as landscaping and private orchards and gardens.  It should also 
be noted that introducing new homes to a vacant piece of land tends to 
increase security and decrease trespassing because the new homeowners 
would watch over areas that are currently unguarded.  In addition, if a 
property owner feels that additional security is needed, they can install 
additional fencing on their property in accordance with applicable zoning 
regulations. 

Z-6 Regarding the semi-rural designation, see Response G-6.  Regarding the 
transition of lot sizes, see Response F-3.
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AA-1

AA-2

AA-3

AA-4

AA-5

AA-4 This is a repeat of comment Z-4.  See Response Z-4.

AA-3 This is a repeat of comment Z-3.  See Response Z-3.

AA-2 This is a repeat of comment Z-2.  See Response Z-2, which addresses 
each of these issues.

AA-1 This is a repeat of comment Z-1.  Please see responses to specific 
comments in responses Z-2 through Z-7.

AA-5 This is a repeat of comment Z-5.  See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations 
and Z-5.
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AA-5
cont.

AA-6

AA-7
AA-7 This is a repeat of comment Z-7.  See Response Z-7.

AA-6 This is a repeat of comment Z-6.  See Response Z-6.
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AB-1

AB-2

AB-3

AB-4

AB-5

AB-4 As shown on Figure 1-13, a number of areas would be retained in open 
space.  These areas include 35.4 acres of retained agricultural easement, 
55.7 acres of common areas open space, and 27.1 acres of landscape 
easement.  In addition, 31.2 acres of the Project would be located 
within biological open space (i.e., those areas identified by technical 
professionals as containing habitat of biological value and which would 
be preserved).  Together these areas total 149.4 acres, or over 62 percent 
of the Project.  The open space would support the existing ecology, 
agriculture, and open character of the site.

AB-3 The proposed water usage would be below the baseline condition, as 
explained in Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99.  See Response C-5 for 
a discussion of water supply for firefighting. 

AB-2 The comment raises fire safety issues with evacuation.  This comment is 
addressed in Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.

AB-1 A Traffic Impact Analysis was prepared to analyze the Project’s traffic 
impacts (Appendix H of the Final EIR), including a cumulative traffic 
analysis with other projects in the area; the impacts are also discussed in 
Subchapter 2.8 of the EIR.  Mitigation measures would be implemented 
that would implement necessary road improvements.

AB-5 The comment makes a suggestion for decision-makers to obtain 
additional community input.  This is not a CEQA-related comment and 
no response is required.
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AC-1

AC-2
AC-2 The Project does include a multi-use trail that would be used by both 

bicyclists and equestrian users.  A relatively small percentage of Project 
traffic would travel west on Harmony Grove Road towards Elfin 
Forest (see Response K-165 for further information).  As discussed in 
Subsection 2.8.2.8, the Project would not create significant traffic hazards 
to bicyclists on nearby roadways.  Regarding a bicycle lane on Harmony 
Grove Road, as stated in Subsection 2.8.2.8: “The Proposed Project also 
would not preclude or substantially hinder the provision of a planned 
bike lane or pedestrian facility on a roadway adjacent to the Project site.”

AC-1 The comment letter refers back to letter G from the Elfin Forest Harmony 
Grove Town Council regarding community plan consistency and density.  
See Responses G-2 through G-8 for detailed responses regarding these 
issues.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-207

AD-1

AD-2

AD-3
AD-3 The Harmony Grove Village project was found to be consistent with the 

Community Development Model when it was approved.  The HGV lots 
that immediately abut the Project site range from 0.63 to 1.94 acres in 
size, and do not include the 10 to 20 acre lot sizes mentioned in the 
comment.  See Response K-11b regarding lot sizes along Country Club 
Drive north of Mt. Whitney Drive that are under 1 acre.  Along Mt. 
Whitney Road immediately north of proposed Neighborhood 5, each of 
the 10 abutting lots also is less than an acre.  Other lots of less than 1 acre 
are located along Hill Valley Drive, Surrey Lane, Eden Valley Lane and 

AD-2 Thank you for your participation in the General Plan Update process.  
The comment is correct that the Proposed Project would increase density 
compared to the existing General Plan designation.  A General Plan 
may be modified if appropriate engineering, design and environmental 
review are completed, appropriate findings can be made, and the Board 
of Supervisors approves a General Plan Amendment (GPA).  During 
deliberations on the Project, the Board of Supervisors will consider 
whether or not to approve a GPA.  The Project as proposed would not 
move forward if the GPA is not approved.  See Topical Response: General 
Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis 
and Responses I-3 and I-4 regarding the Project consistency with the 
Community Development Model.

AD-1 Thank you for your introductory comments.  This comment indicates 
that the Project would threaten to destroy the community (character); 
please note that 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.
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AD-3
cont.

Calico Lane.  The lots outside Harmony Grove Village in the Eden Valley 
and Harmony Grove valleys generally range from 0.33 to 1.0 acre in size 
(with some lots being much larger).  Denser residential subdivisions east 
of Country Club Drive in the City of Escondido are much smaller; with 
up to approximately eight houses an acre.  Even without Harmony Grove 
Village, which does provide denser village uses, there is a wide variety 
of lot sizing within the Project viewshed.  See Response AD-2 of this 
letter regarding the importance of a GPA.  See Response U-2a regarding 
the clustered, or consolidated, nature of the development and the related 
blocks of open space that result.  
The County appreciates the effort that citizens put into community plan 
updates.  The voices of community members are extremely important 
as they are knowledgeable of the community and experience life on 
a daily basis within the community.  California law, however, allows 
private property owners to propose uses of their property that vary 
from projections in an existing plan in a discretionary application.  The 
decision-maker must consider the proposal with appropriate findings, 
engineering, design and environmental review.  If there are unmitigated 
impacts, CEQA requires that the project must also have overriding 
benefits for the community. 
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AD-3
cont.

AD-4

AD-5

AD-6

AD-7

AD-8

AD-9

AD-10

AD-5 As requested by the commenter, Merriam-Webster defines “urban” as 
“of, or relating to a city” and “rural” as “of, or relating to the country, 
country people or life, or agriculture.”  See Responses G-4, G-6, G-7, 
I-7, I-8 and U-2a for information on elements of the Project that make 
it semi-rural, and the County’s definition of “rural,” as well as Response 
K-110 for General Plan Guiding Principle 2.  Response U-2a also includes 
information relative to your concerns regarding street lights, cul-de-sacs, 
and the clustered, or consolidated, footprint of the Project.  
The comment regarding the “1000 foot walls” is not clear.  There was 
no wall of that length in the Project at the time of DEIR circulation.  As 
shown on EIR Figure 1-33, the longest retaining wall would be 523 feet 
in length and would be sited behind homes on four contiguous lots.  The 
comment may combine that wall with walls to the east and west (18 and 
6 feet in height, respectively).  Each of those walls would be shielded 
from off-viewers because they would be vertical downslope elements for 
viewers from the west and behind (taller) residential development and 
landscaping from viewers to the east.  
The reference may also refer to the privacy and community walls/fences 
(see EIR Figure 1-29b) where there is a potential for the lot boundaries 
to be of that length, but a combination of fencing and walls.  These 
privacy and community markers have a specified height of 5 feet, and 
a mix of marker types available (see VIA Figure 11a-1), together with 
the closely correlated existing and/or proposed landscape screening 
depicted as perimeter buffer on VIA Figures 13a through 13e and EIR 
Figures 1-24, 1-25, and 1-26a through 26c and 2.1-6, however, combine 
to result in those features ultimately not being highly visible (if at all) and 
substantially minimizes visual effects related to those features.  
In response to a previous comment, there was a change to the Project 
description to include several areas with fire prevention wall features.  
Stand-alone fire walls would be no higher than 6-feet and would be fire-
rated with fire-retardant capabilities (i.e. water dispersal). The original 
plans showed two retaining walls of about 1000 feet in length proposed 
at the eastern extent of the northern most portion of the Project, along 
Neighborhood 4.  In this area, a fire wall is now proposed in response to 
comments received on the EIR.  The visual effect of the wall would be 
very similar to that addressed for previously analyzed retaining walls in 

AD-4 The Board of Supervisor’s vote on the NC-17 PSR is not a CEQA issue; 
however, it should be noted that the vote taken by the Board on January 
10, 2012 was on whether or not County staff and funds should be used to 
consider upzoning this area.  The vote taken in 2012 does not affect the 
ability of the property owner to propose a privately funded GPA, nor the 
Board’s ability to approve the GPA.  See Responses I-3 and I-4 regarding 
the Community Development Model.
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AD-5
cont.

this location, which now would be incorporated into a single wall feature 
that would provide both retaining and fire-blocking elements.  It would 
be the same heights as the previously analyzed two retaining walls (6 to 8 
feet) and would be blended to accommodate a short length of additional 
wall, also 6 feet in height.  Previously identified significant visual 
impacts associated with those walls, which also would occur with the 
extension associated with double duty as a fire wall, would be addressed 
through M-AE-2, a mitigation measure requiring staining, texturing 
and coloring to reduce wall visibility to less than significant levels.  A 
436-foot long wall in Neighborhood 5 would be set back 3 feet from 
the western property line west of Lot 237 (mid-point) southerly to the 
southwest corner of Lot 241.  In addition to the screening proposed for 
the 3-foot set-back, the Harmony Grove Village site plan assumed some 
landscaping along its northeastern boundary in this area.  Additional 
fire wall locations and lengths are detailed in EIR Subsection 2.1.2.1, 
Retaining Walls and Fire Walls.
Other than the combination retaining wall/fire wall and Neighborhood 
5 fire wall discussed above in this paragraph, other fire walls would 
generally be located well within screening landscaping.  As noted above, 
all fire walls without retaining wall elements would be a maximum of 
6 feet in height.  These EIR changes do not require recirculation under 
CEQA because they do not result in important new information changing 
significance findings.
As previously discussed in the EIR, the manufactured slopes are 
largely located interior to the Project (would often be obscured by other 
intervening visual elements), and would have maximum gradients of 2:1, 
which can be easily planted.  The tallest slope would be located at the 
western extents of the Project (VIA Figure 23b and EIR Figure 1-32).  
These slopes would be surmounted by grove area or existing scrub.  The 
landscape figures noted above show enhanced hillside planting for the 
largest two of these areas as part, and other visual screening, such as 
coloration of freshly broken rock so that it blends with the surrounding 
natural soil color, was also required Mitigation Measure M-AE-1.  These 
features would result in the slopes either not being visible or blending 
with adjacent natural slopes post-landscaping maturity.
As previously discussed in the EIR, three-rail equestrian fencing would 
be incorporated into the Project along trailways, and other fencing would 
be similar to residential properties’ privacy fencing, as well as being 
largely obscured through buffering landscaping described above in this 
comment.  Gates are not proposed as part of the Project.  Cul-de-sacs, 
as ground level street elements, are not expected to be visible from most 
off-site locations; and are not expected to draw the eye as a primary view 
element in any case.
The writer’s definition of an “Orange County-style development” is not 
specified.  Nonetheless, although it is acknowledged that the Proposed 
Project would result in an increase in density on the parcels being built 
upon, as demonstrated throughout the Project VIA and EIR, Project 
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AD-5
cont.

development would not be highly visible from public off-site viewpoints, 
would largely be screened by buffering landscaping and/or attenuated 
by distance from the viewer, and incorporates a number of elements that 
reference the Eden Valley setting, as described above.  The Project, like 
the valley, incorporates a variety of lot sizes, home sizes and landscaping 
styles; as well as containing parcel uses that variously embrace and 
exclude the ability to maintain large animals such as horses to support 
the valley community values.  See Response AB-4 regarding retention 
of open space.

AD-7 The FPP has been updated to more carefully address scenarios such as 
the Cocos Fire, which experienced south to southwest prevailing winds in 
hot dry weather conditions in high load, dry climate shrub and other non-
native fuels (e.g., avocado orchards).  It was found that while some of 
the technical information about the Cocos Fire was missing or incorrect, 
the fire modeling and analysis was correct and the changes made to the 
EIR do not require recirculation under CEQA because they do not result 
in important new information.  See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations 
and Response K-59.

AD-6 See Responses G-3 and G-7 for discussion of the EFHGCP’s direction 
regarding septic.  The comment states that a sewage treatment plant is not 
rural.  As discussed in Subchapter 2.1, roadside landscaping would shield 
potential views to the WTWRF structures.  Any views to the facility 
through the roadside and facility landscaping would appear similar to 
agribusiness uses historically or currently in the vicinity (ponds, tanks, 
equipment sheds, barns, etc.).  As discussed in Subchapter 2.2, the odor 
control design for the facility would be such that no substantial offensive 
odors would be detected by nearby residences or other sensitive 
receptors.  In addition, Subchapter 4.5 of the EIR included an Off-site 
and Combined On-/Off-site Sewer Options Alternative with options that 
could remove the need for an on-site WTWRF.  

AD-9 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.

AD-8 The comment raises fire safety issues with evacuation.  This comment is 
addressed in Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.  The CEQA analysis 
found in Subsection 2.9.2.6 and in the FPP demonstrate that the wildland 
fire impact is less than significant with the Project Design Features 
contained in the EIR and FPP.  Residents, both existing and future, would 
be safe and incompliance with County Regulations.

AD-10 SMFD has mutual aid and automatic aid agreements with surrounding 
fire departments and agencies would support fire emergency services for 
Valiano.  Also, the new station at Harmony Grove Village will be an 
additional fire station in the immediate area of Valiano to assist SMFD 
and support emergencies for the Project and to support and assist the 
CSA 107 with emergency services.  See Response K-199 for the response 
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AD-10
cont.

AD-11

AD-12

AD-13

AD-14

AD-15

AD-16

AD-17

AD-18

AD-19

AD-20

AD-17 The Project TIA correctly assumes that Citracado Parkway is not 
constructed in the near-term baseline condition since it was not fully 
funded.  The TIA also includes a long-term 2035 analysis where the 
Citracado Parkway extension is fully included.

AD-10
cont.

to this comment regarding fire response time from the Harmony Grove 
Village fire station and Escondido.  The temporary fire station is now in 
place and staffed with full-time paid firefighters.

AD-14 The comment questions the analysis of traffic heading west towards 
Elfin Forest Road.  This is discussed in Response K-165.  In addition, 
per County of San Diego Report Format & Content Requirements for 
Transportation and Traffic, only locations receiving 25 directional peak 
hour trips or more are included in the traffic analysis.  Since the Project 
adds fewer than 25 trips to Harmony Grove Road/Elfin Forest Road west 
of Country Club Drive, the traffic analysis further to the west was not 
warranted.

AD-13 See Response I-59 for how the proposed fire protection measures would 
benefit the whole neighborhood.

AD-12 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.  This comment is no longer applicable. 

AD-11 The Project would improve private roads to meet the County’s Private 
Road Standards, with the exception noted in Response E-6.  For the 
short distance (approximately 185 – 195 feet) where there would be an 
exception for Hill Valley Drive to be 20 feet in width, the SMFPD has 
verified that the fire apparatus would be able to pass and there would be 
appropriate fire access to the Project area.  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.  
Improvements for Hill Valley Drive as an alternative access road are 
listed in Subsection 2.8.2.10 of the EIR.  

AD-16 The EIR has been modified to specifically address the SPRINTER 
operations.  However, there was no significant change to the previously 
circulated analysis.  See Response I-61 regarding impacts of the 
SPRINTER.

AD-15 The EIR conclusion is that the significant traffic impact at Country 
Club Drive and Auto Park Way is unmitigated.  However, the Project 
includes mitigation to address the significant impact, including a new 
measure proposed that reduces the impact to pre-Project conditions.  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.
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AD-20 The Project lots that would allow horses are zoned with an “L” designator.  
County zoning does not set a minimum lot size to keep horses.  It is up 
to individual owners to decide whether and how to keep horses while 
maintaining humane conditions. 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.

AD-19 Although there is no guarantee that owners of any property (on or off 
the Project) would own horses, the Proposed Project has been designed 
to be an equestrian-friendly community.  As stated in the EIR, a Project 
objective is to “design a community that embraces and preserves the 
equestrian nature of the surrounding area and provides amenities for the 
equestrian community.”  A total of 49 lots would be able to accommodate 
large animals such as horses.  Many of these lots would line outer edges 
of the Project, such as on Country Club Drive and Eden Valley Lane, 
where their location adjacent to off-site horse lots would continue these 
uses onto the Project.  The incorporation of equestrian elements near the 
Neighborhood Park in Neighborhood 5 would continue existing views to 
equestrian-oriented uses on the Project adjacent to the most frequently 
travelled road in the Project vicinity, Country Club Drive.  Similarly, the 
public multi-use trail that would be used by both Project and community 
equestrians alike would line the outer edges of part of the Project as 
well as winding throughout the community.  It also would be visible 
from off site and would indicate that the Project is an equestrian-friendly 
community.  The equestrian-friendly design described above would 
support the existing equestrian community and the Project would not tip 
the balance against horse keeping. 

AD-18 Sight lines meeting County stopping distance standards would be provided 
at both the Mount Whitney Road and Hill Valley Drive intersections.
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RTC-210

AD-21

AD-21 The Valiano Homeowners’ Association (HOA) would have agreements 
in place with private homeowners regarding proper maintenance and 
disposal of manure and soiled bedding and storage of hay.  Regarding hay 
fires, it would be the responsibility of each homeowner with horses to be 
educated on how to properly maintain their hay and to avoid spontaneous 
combustion, as it is with the rest of the community.  Simple measures 
such as proper ventilation where the hay is stored and stacking hay with 
minimum separation between bales prevents hay combustion.  
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AE-1

AE-2

AE-3

AE-2 Regarding traffic heading west on Elfin Forest Road, see Response 
K-165.  In addition, County of San Diego Report Format & Content 
Requirements for Transportation and Traffic, only locations receiving 
25 directional peak hour trips or more are to be included in the traffic 
analysis.  Since the Project adds fewer than 25 trips to Harmony Grove 
Road/Elfin Forest Road west of Country Club Drive, the analysis further 
to the west was not warranted.  As discussed in Sections 2.8.2.7 and 
2.8.2.8, the Project would not be expected to create significant hazards 
on nearby roadways including Harmony Grove Road.  The addition of 
fewer than 25 peak hour tips on a roadway that would have approximately 
837 peak hour trips (assuming 10 percent of the daily volume as shown 
in Table A) would not significantly impact the roadway as described in 
the comment.  Regarding fire evacuations, see Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations.
Noise impacts to off-site receptors were analyzed in accordance with 
County noise standards in Subchapter 2.6.  No significant noise impacts 
would occur to off-site receptors per County standards.  

AE-1 Thank you for your introductory comments.  Please see responses to 
specific comments, below.
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AE-3
cont.

AE-4

AE-4 The commenter provides an opinion related to the morality of developing 
land in rural areas.  However, the information does not raise a specific 
issue related to the adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no response is 
provided.

AE-3 The comment raises fire safety issues with evacuation.  The possibility 
of an evacuation to the west is shown on FPP Figure 12.  As discussed 
in the FPP and Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations, 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 is responsible for evacuation and part of 
Incident Command 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 
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).  The home owners within the Project would be signed up to 
participate in the County’s Emergency Response website where people 
can download applications directly to their cell phones for reverse 911 
calls to allow for earlier, safer and more orderly evacuation of the area.  
Earlier notification of fire dangers will be critical in creating a safer, 
more orderly evacuation situation in the area. See also Response K-209 
regarding adherence to the READY! SET! GO! Program, and see Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations.
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AF-1

AF-2

AF-3

AF-4

AF-5

AF-4 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-4.  See Responses 
AD-4.

AF-3 This is a repeat of comment AD-3.  See Response AD-3.

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

AF-1 Thank you for your introductory comment.  This comment indicates that 
the Project would threaten to destroy the community (character); please 
note that 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.

AF-5 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-5.  See Response 
AD-5.
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AF-5
cont.

AF-6

AF-7

AF-8

AF-9

AF-10

AF-11

AF-9 This comment is a repeat of comment AD-9.  See Response AD-9.

AF-8 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-8 but adds that 
there were onlookers contributing to the traffic problem.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations.  The bad decisions people make to insert 
themselves into a disaster area cannot be anticipated in a CEQA analysis.  
Therefore, no response is provided.

AF-7 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-7.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation and Response 
AD-7 regarding treatment of the Cocos Fire in the FPP.

AF-6 See Topical Responses: Sewer, and General Plan Amendment and 
Subarea Boundary Change CEQA Analysis, and Responses G-3 and G-7 
for discussion of the EFHGCP’s direction regarding septic. 
Based on review of Google Earth, your property is located approximately 
0.1 mile northeasterly from the proposed WTWRF.  Views to the facility 
would be lateral.  The entire footprint of the WTWRF would be smaller 
than 0.4 acre, which would include ponds and the small structure.  As 
described in Subsection 1.2.1.1 of the EIR in the discussion of “Wastewater 
Treatment and Water Reclamation Facility, architectural design would 
include a building not to exceed 20 feet in height and which would be 
designed to mimic rural ranch styling.  Please see the text excerpt from 
EIR Subchapter 2.1, Subsection 2.1.2.1 under the discussion of “Massing 
and Scale” describing the WTWRF in Response U-2a.
Elements that reduce visual effects from Country Club Drive also would 
be expected to minimize visual effects from your residence.  The lateral 
nature of the view, and the intervening home to the west of your residence, 
as well as the taller vegetation associated with the Neighborhood Park 
planned for this area, and located immediately north of the WTWRF 
also would play a part (see VIA Figure 6 and EIR Figure 1-12).  The 
screening provided by the roadside vegetation, combined with the 
ground-level nature of most of the facilities and the rustic architecture 
required for structures would result in this industrial feature blending 
with the agribusiness endeavors in the area, as well as the abutting 
existing equestrian facility. 

AF-11 This comment is a repeat of comment AD-13.  See Response AD-13.

AF-10 This is a repeat of comment AD-11.  See Response AD-11.
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AF-12

AF-13

AF-14

AF-15

AF-16

AF-17

AF-18

AF-19

AF-20

AF-21

AF-15 This is a repeat of comment AD-17.  See Response AD-17.

AF-14 See Response I-61 regarding impacts of the SPRINTER.

AF-13 This is substantially similar to comment AD-15.  See Response AD-15.

AF-12 This is a repeat of comment AD-14.  See Response AD-14.

AF-17 This is a repeat of comment AD-19.  See Response AD-19.

AF-16 This is a repeat of comment AD-18.  See Response AD-18.

AF-19 This is a repeat of comment AD-21.  See Response AD-21.

AF-18 This is a repeat of comment AD-20.  See Response AD-20.

AF-20 See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Responses G-1, G-7, I-7, and I-15, as 
well as Section 3.1.4 of the EIR.  The Valiano Specific Plan is consistent 
with the overarching goals and intent of the General Plan.  The Specific 
Plan’s consistency with the General Plan and the proposed GPAs are 
described in general, below, in relation to each individual General Plan 
Element.  The Mobility Element provides a framework for a balanced, 
multi-modal transportation system for the movements of people and 
goods within the unincorporated areas of the County of San Diego.  
The Valiano Specific Plan includes a circulation plan with five street 
types and an integrated multi-use trail network that would connect to 
existing and proposed road and trail networks.  See Responses D-1 and 
D-4a regarding Smart Growth. 
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AF-21 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.

AF-20
cont.

This Specific Plan is consistent with the seven goals of the County’s 
Mobility Element.  The Safety Element of the General Plan addresses 
the natural hazards and human activity that may pose a threat to public 
safety in the areas of wildfires, geologic and seismic hazards, flooding, 
hazardous materials, law enforcement and airport hazards.  The Plan 
has been reviewed for safety in all of these areas.  This Specific Plan is 
consistent with the 15 goals of the County’s Safety Element. –
The Noise Element of the General Plan provides for control and abatement 
of environmental noise to protect citizens from excessive exposure.  A 
noise study was prepared for the Plan.  This Specific Plan is consistent 
with the six goals of the County’s Noise Element. –
An evacuation analysis has been prepared and is included in Section 
4.7 of the Valiano FPP.  The surrounding community is actually safer 
with new developments such as Valiano and Harmony Grove because 
these new developments are required to have fire buffer zones and 
brush management per recent County standards.  In addition, the new 
developments would install drought tolerant landscape which slows 
down the rate of fire movement and allows more time for evacuation.  
The Project would include fire retardant roofs, sprinklered homes and 
block walls at certain perimeter locations.  New infrastructure on site 
would provide improved water pressure and fire flow.  The Project is 
adding 32 additional fire hydrants and 12 of the hydrants are in close 
proximity to existing homes along the eastern perimeter of the Project 
site.  The Project is contributing to the new Harmony Grove Fire Station 
which should be operational in late 2018.  
The Project is also contributing to the construction of a new potable water 
tank included Rincon MWD’s 2014 Water Master Plan.  The new tank 
will be located in the northern portion of the Project site on land owned by 
the Rincon MWD.  This new tank will provide increased fire protection 
and water storage for the community.  The opening of Citracado Parkway 
to the I-15 freeway provides for a much shorter evacuation route than 
existed previously.  In addition, the Project includes improvements to 
Mt. Whitney Road and Hill Valley Road as well as other internal access 
streets providing more accessible areas for fire trucks and emergency 
vehicles.  The Project would participate in the County’s Emergency 
Response website where people can download applications directly to 
their cell phones for reverse 911 calls to allow for earlier, safer and more 
orderly evacuation of the area.
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AF-22

AF-23
AF-24

AF-25

AF-26

AF-27

AF-28

AF-29

AF-30

AF-31

AF-32

AF-33

AF-34

AF-35

AF-22 As explained in EIR section 2.1.2.1, Project grading would result in 
modified slopes.  Use of retaining walls has been incorporated into the 
Project to minimize the modification footprint required. The introduction 
of these walls with hard-edged horizontal line elements and rectilinear 
surface planes and the visual contrast with the backdrop of rolling 
hillsides and steep ridgelines, however, results in some associated visual 
impacts being identified as significant.  Mitigation is identified to lower 
these impacts to less than significant levels.
As stated in EIR section 2.1.2.2, the development of the Proposed 
Project would not impact or block views to any unique landforms or 
topographic features in the immediate vicinity, such as Mt. Whitney or 
other prominent ridgelines or hills.  There are no prominent or unique 
rock outcroppings on the site. While approximately 15 percent of the 
Proposed Project site is County’s Resource Protection Ordinance steep 
slopes (RPO; i.e., slopes with a natural gradient of 25 percent or greater 
and a minimum rise of 50 feet), proposed lot grading conforms to the 
RPO requirements.  
The Proposed Project would include approximately 928,000 cubic yards 
of balanced cut and fill, substantially in support of proposed structure 
pads and Project roadways.  The grading would generally follow the 
existing nature of the Project parcels, with grading in the valley, and 
extending westerly into the lower portions of the hills edging the 
valley floor.  Most of the houses would be sited within the valley, while 
steeper slopes and hills within and surrounding the site would remain 
undeveloped.  As depicted on EIR Figures 2.1-9 and 2.1-11, the Project 
pads would follow the rising topography, and would not result in a single 
flat development pad.  As a result, the underlying topography would be 
respected.  Therefore, the Project has incorporated elements to retain 
“the aesthetics and visual character of the area” and while impacts are 
permanent, they would be mitigated to less than significant after an initial 
state of landscape establishment (approximately 5 years).

AF-23 See Response AD-5 regarding 1,000 foot long walls, extensive fencing 
and fire/retaining walls.  Specific to retaining walls, that response is 
focused on the longest proposed retaining wall, which also includes the 
20-foot high section, the highest retaining wall proposed.  As described 
in Subchapter 2.1, Subsection 2.1.2.1 under the discussion of “Retaining 
Walls”: 
Retaining wall heights would range between 2 and 20 feet….  The tallest 
walls (at 18 and 20 feet in height, respectively) would be located at the 
back of lots 153 to 156 and 157 to 159, as well as Lot 161.  These walls 
would be largely, if not completely, shielded by the homes placed between 
these walls and the off-site viewers, as well as by Project landscaping.  
This would be the result of the homes on the lots where the walls would 
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be sited, as well as homes across the street from them.  This double, and 
in some cases, triple shielding rows of intervening uses would virtually 
eliminate views to these walls.  Most of these walls would be interior 
to the Project; many would be perpendicular in orientation to off site 
viewers, and most would have heights ranging from two to eight feet.  
These walls would not draw the eye the way that larger, and perimeter, 
walls would.  They also would be largely screened from off-site viewers 
by Project homes and elements of Project landscaping.  
Following discussion of perimeter barriers that would be screened by 
landscaping, the discussion goes on to address walls that would edge 
the Project perimeter, but would have less landscaping.  Remaining 
significant impacts identified for these walls would be addressed through 
M-AE-2, requiring staining, texturing and coloring to reduce remaining 
visibility to less than significant levels.
Sound barriers would be required for the Project in only one area.  That 
would be in Neighborhood 5, where a few homes are located adjacent to 
Country Club Drive north of the proposed Neighborhood Park.  As stated 
in EIR Subsection 2.1.2.1:
The walls would be five and a half to six feet in height and would extend 
for varying distances along Country Club Drive from Mt. Whitney Road 
to the northern Project entrance on Country Club Drive (approximately 
380 linear feet behind lots 291 to 295) and from that entrance southerly 
behind lots 296 and 297 for approximately 230 linear feet.  This totals 
approximately 610 feet along Country Club Drive.  There would be 30-
foot long returns perpendicular to Country Club Drive wherever a break 
or terminus in the wall is required.  
Because the walls would be sited downslope at the edge of residential 
lots (approximately 20 feet from road right-of-way north of the entry 
and ranging from 10.5 to 29 feet west of road right of way south of the 
entry), the full height of the walls would not be visible from the road.  The 
noise wall is depicted in Figure 2.6-1, described more fully below, under 
Illustrative Simulations.  As shown, only the upper portions of the wall(s) 
would be visible, or approximately four feet of their height.  Motorists 
would view the wall and associated landscaping for a maximum of 
approximately 28 seconds at 30 miles per hour, and approximately 24 
seconds at 35 miles per hour—although actual viewing time would 
probably be less due to the lateral nature of the view and competing visual 
elements related to the hill on the other side of the road and other road 
users.  Regardless, the cobble design assumed by the Proposed Project 
landscape architect combined with Project-mandated landscaping would 
turn this wall into an aesthetically pleasing feature.  Coffeeberry and 
sugar bush shrubs from the buffer landscape palette were simulated in 
that figure.  These shrubs reach visual maturity in one to three years.  
Although the soundwall would comprise a visually unique configuration 
along this roadway, its visible scale and screening would result in a less 
than significant visual impact related to change in community character.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-317

AF-25 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.  As discussed in Subsection 2.1.2.1, under the heading 
“Illustrative Simulations,” the purpose of simulations is to provide the 
reviewer with a reasonably accurate projection of future conditions 
based on Project-related changes to current views.  Simulations do not 
provide illustrations of every viewpoint, but depict future snapshots of 
specific locations.  Based on considerations including the type of views 
and their sensitivity and exposure, scenic status of local roadways, and 
the number of observers exposed to the view, the visual analysis team and 
County staff identified four publically accessible key viewpoints (Key 
Views 1 through 4, depicted on EIR Figures 2.1-9a, 10a, 11a and 12a, 
respectively) that most clearly display the visual effects of the Project 
from various locations.  
Lot locations and sizes as described in Chapter 1 of the EIR, architectural 
information currently available, and the potential palette of possible 
plant varieties provided in the Project Specific Plan are all depicted, 
with likely vegetation and maturity shown at five years after installation 
based on Project uses.  Five years following installation was chosen 
because (as depicted) vegetative screening would adequately minimize 
potentially significant impacts related to structure placement at that 
point.  Additional vegetation density or height experienced as the decades 
progress would simply contribute to greater screening, and would 
therefore be additionally beneficial.  Important criteria in the more long-
distant simulations are the overall planting density as well as the depth 
of the planted corridor.  In all instances, a distance of 20 horizontal feet 
(or on slopes, 30 vertical feet) from crown edge to crown edge of canopy 
trees has been maintained, consistent with the Project Fire Protection 
Plan. 
Photo simulations A through D (Figures 2.1-9b through 2.1-12b, Key 
View 1 / Photosimulation A through Key View 4 / Photosimulation D) 
illustrate views of the Proposed Project post development from Key 
Views 1 through 4, and represent a typical view of the residential portion 
of the Proposed Project from public roadways adjacent to, or in close 
proximity to the Project site.  These simulations are intended to represent 
the Project at buildout, or when all buildings have been installed and all 
remedial grading has been completed.  As noted above, Proposed Project 
landscaping is shown in these figures at five years maturity, to depict 
a conservative (greatest adverse effect) snapshot of how much visual 
screening would be provided.
Within the simulations, the visual “frame” of the Project site largely 
remains.  Background slopes to the west, and background urban 
development areas to the east that are visible in “before” photographs 

AF-24 See Response U-2a regarding the consolidated, or smaller, footprint 
proposed by the Project.
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remain as prominent background elements in the “after” photographs.  
Where the Key View is from the most commonly traveled road (Country 
Club Drive) foreground elements illustrate how retention of those 
existing uses would minimize Project visual effects in the north, and that 
the immediately developed portions of the site from this road in the south 
would either largely be shielded by landscaping or would be more in the 
nature of a short-term view experienced by northbound drivers on County 
Club Drive after rounding a hill south of the Project.  It can be seen 
that although specific use patterns on the Project site would change, the 
landform underlying and surrounding the proposed use changes would 
remain largely the same.  Considering the above elements, the EIR does 
not downplay the impacts or show vague simulations, but accurately and 
objectively reflect future conditions from the viewpoints in question.  
Contrary to the assertion, the EIR adequately evaluates the aesthetic 
environmental impacts that would result, consistent with CEQA and the 
County CEQA Guidelines.

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

AF-30 The comment does not raise an environmental issue with respect to the 
EIR.  The Harmony Grove Village project is not a part of the Proposed 
Project.

AF-29 The comment does not raise an environmental issue with respect to the 
EIR.  The Harmony Grove Village project is not a part of the Proposed 
Project.  Project landscaping would comply with all applicable standards 
and ordinances.

AF-28 See Responses C-2, C-8, and C-10 for the Project’s consistency with the 
Rincon del Diablo Municipal Water District’s (Rincon MWD) Drought 
Ordinance and the 2014 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) 
update and the Project’s reduction of water use compared to the historical 
baseline.

AF-32 As described in EIR Table 1-4, Project Design Features, would include at 
least a 48-hour notice to residents within 600 feet of a blasting event.  All 
equestrian trails within this distance would also be marked with warning 
tape and blasting details.  This would also include the owner option of 
livestock being moved to a designated remote location for the duration 
of the of blasting operation.  The remote location(s) would be identified 

AF-27 The mandatory water conservation measures that are being imposed are 
acknowledged.  However, the comment does not raise an environmental 
issue with respect to the EIR so no further response is possible.

AF-26 See Response K-16 regarding Project consistency with General Plan 
Policy COS-12.1 and Response AF-22 regarding mass grading. 
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on the blasting plan and would be the responsibility of the blasting 
contractor.  The advanced warning and measures would allow situations 
where horses may be spooked, causing an unsafe situation to horse 
handlers and their riders, to be minimized.  In addition, see Response 
K-149b for a Project alternative that minimizes grading and blasting.

AF-33 It should be noted that moving livestock out of the blasting area is a Project 
Design Feature (see Table 1-4 of the EIR) and not a mitigation measure.  
Any evacuation of horses would be strictly voluntary; it would be the 
horse owner’s decision whether to participate.  See Response K-149b 
for more information on the design feature and a Project alternative that 
minimizes grading and blasting.

AF-35 The comments related to the Harmony Grove Village project do not raise 
an environmental issue with respect to the Project EIR.  The Proposed 
Project would not be a high-density housing development, and would 
be classified as Semi-Rural (see Response G-6 for more information).  
Regarding trail safety, the public multi-use trail would be 10 feet wide 
bound by fencing on one or both sides, which would meet the County’s 
trail standards for public multi-use trails and provide ample room for a 
horse to pass in one direction and a bicycle or pedestrian in the other.  
In addition, signage depicting trail safety and rules would be located at 
strategic places along the trail.

AF-34 See Response K-149b with respect to potential impacts to livestock 
and a Project alternative that minimizes grading and blasting, as well as 
voluntary participation of horse owners in any decision as to participate 
in relocation of horses during blasting.
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AG-1

AG-2

AG-3a

AG-3b

AG-3a The Project housing density is characterized by the County as semi-rural, 
substantial areas of open space would be incorporated into the Project, 
and large animal keeping lots are included in two of the neighborhoods.  
These are not common features of urban settings.  See also Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis and Response U-2a for information on elements of the 
Project that make it semi-rural. 
Projects are evaluated relative to their existing setting, impacts, and 
benefits at the time they are brought forward for consideration.  Approval 
is not based solely on whether a prior project was approved.  The design, 
impacts and mitigation of that prior project, however, may affect the 
later assessment; potentially resulting in some impacts being assessed 
as greater, and some as lesser, based on resources present and how they 
would be affected by the project under review.

AG-2 The comment is correct that the San Elijo Hills project is located within 
the jurisdiction of the City of San Marcos.  Regarding traffic heading 
west on Elfin Forest Road, see Response K-165.

AG-1 Comments noted.  Due to the distance of Elfin Forest from the Proposed 
Project, as well as intervening higher topography that obscures the 
Project, direct impacts to the community character of Elfin Forest would 
not occur.  
Elfin Forest could have impacts from the Project relative to “dark skies.”  
As stated in EIR Subsection 2.1.2.5, existing visible night lighting during 
environmental review was associated with private homes and equestrian 
activities.  Future streetlights are not proposed along the Proposed 
Project roadways in general; but would include safety and directional 
lighting at intersections, consistent with the San Diego County Light 
Pollution Code (LPC).  Intersection street lights would be 18 to 20-feet 
tall with a shielded down light.  Lighting design would include the use 
of full cut off light fixtures and glare louvers, ensuring that light rays 
are projected downward and that glare and spillage into the sky or onto 
adjacent property are restricted to levels permitted by the LPC.  Lighting 
would conform to regulations and impacts would be less than significant. 
Due to the fact that Elfin Forest is located more than five miles southwest 
of the Project site, the Project would not affect the use of existing septic 
systems.
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AG-3b There is no commercial area proposed in the Project.  The Project 
would be safe for people to ride their horses as it has been designed to 
be equestrian-friendly.  The Project would contain various equestrian-
friendly amenities, such as: retaining portions of the existing equestrian 
facility in the southeast corner of the Project as an equestrian staging area 
(the site would be reconfigured to allow public horse trailer parking and 
use of an exercise ring); promoting equestrian use through the provision 
of an equestrian trail head area and multi-use trail network; and having 
Neighborhoods 3 and 5 that would provide lots that would accommodate 
horses within the County’s animal keeping guidelines.  
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AG-4

AG-5

AG-6

AG-7

AG-8

AG-9

AG-10

AG-7 The comment raises fire safety issues with evacuation.  This comment is 
addressed in Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.

AG-6 Community character is an important criterion in environmental review.  
It is addressed in detail in the Project Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) as 
well as EIR Subchapter 2.1 and Section 3.1.4.  See also Responses AD-5 
and U-2a.

AG-5 See Response K-165 regarding analysis of traffic on Elfin Forest 
Road.  In addition, per County of San Diego Report Format & Content 
Requirements for Transportation and Traffic, locations receiving 25 
directional peak hour trips are to be included in the traffic analysis.  Since 
the Project adds fewer than 25 trips to Harmony Grove Road/Elfin Forest 
Road west of Country Club Drive, any analysis further to the west is not 
warranted.

AG-4 Per County of San Diego Report Format & Content Requirements for 
Transportation and Traffic, locations receiving 25 directional peak hour 
trips are to be included in the traffic analysis.  Since the Project adds 
fewer than 25 trips to Harmony Grove Road/Elfin Forest Road west of 
Country Club Drive, any analysis further to the west is not warranted.  
As discussed in Subsection 2.8.2.8, the Project would not create significant 
traffic hazards to bicyclists on nearby roadways.  The additional traffic 
described above would not impact traffic in a way that would preclude 
or hinder a vehicle’s ability to leave a 3 foot margin while passing a 
cyclist.  As the Project does not cause a significant impact regarding 
bicycle safety on Harmony Grove Road, no mitigation has been proposed 
regarding this issue.

AG-9 The comment is correct that the Proposed Project would increase density 
compared to the existing General Plan designation.  A General Plan may 
be modified if appropriate engineering, design and environmental review 
are completed and the Board of Supervisors approves a General Plan 
Amendment (GPA).  During deliberations on the Project, the Board of 
Supervisors will consider whether or not to approve a GPA.  The Project 
as proposed would not move forward if the GPA is not approved.  The 
opinion of the commenter is included as part of the record and available 
to the decision makers prior to the final decision on the Project.

AG-8 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.

AG-10 The points raised in this comment do not raise environmental issues 
with respect to the EIR; the opinion of the commenter related to the 
County’s responsibilities is included as part of the record and available 
to the decision makers prior to the final decision on the Project.  See 
Topical Response: Septic and Responses G-3, G-6 and G-7 regarding the 
issue of septic versus sewer.  See Responses U-2a and AG-1 regarding 
rural character and dark skies and Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations 
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regarding fire evacuation.  The Project would also implement public 
multi-purpose trails appropriate for use by horses.  These trails generally 
would provide 10 feet of soft surface and would wind through the Project, 
connecting to Country Club Drive and planned trail by Harmony Grove 
Village at its southern extent (see EIR Figure 1-18).
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AH-1
AH-2
AH-3

AH-3 See the second paragraph of Response AG-3a regarding the effect that 
prior projects can have on subsequent environmental analyses.  The 
County does not agree that approving this Project would nullify the 
General Plan.

AH-2 Impacts to sensitive habitats would be mitigated in accordance with 
County and Resource Agency requirements, and mitigation areas would 
be of equivalent or superior biological value.  Surveys for listed species 
were negative and none have been documented on site.  Although 
adverse impacts to non-listed sensitive species may occur, proposed 
mitigation and design considerations would reduce these impacts to less 
than significant.

AH-1 See Response AD-2 regarding need for a GPA.
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AI-1

AI-2

AI-3

AI-4

AI-5a

AI-5b AI-4 As stated in Response AI-2 and in EIR Appendix E, coastal California 
gnatcatcher was not been detected on the Project site and, therefore, the 
site is not considered occupied by this species.  Furthermore, sage scrub 
habitat on site occurs in small, isolated patches, and is considered low 

AI-3 The willow scrub that would be impacted by the Project is not occupied 
by least Bell’s vireo (it is also not associated with the occupied portion of 
Escondido Creek, as the Harmony Grove Village site is).  Mitigation is 
proposed in accordance with County and Resource Agency requirements.  
As stated in Response AI-2 and in EIR Appendix E, least Bell’s vireo 
has not been detected on the Project site and the site is not considered 
occupied by this species or other listed species.  Least Bell’s vireo is not 
present on site because the habitat is not suitable because it occurs in 
small stands with little to no understory, thus making it low quality for 
this species.  There would be no net loss of southern willow scrub since 
at least 1:1 creation/establishment is required for jurisdictional wetland 
impacts.

AI-2 Focused surveys for least Bell’s vireo and coastal California gnatcatcher 
were conducted according to USFWS protocol by biologists qualified 
to conduct surveys for these species.  Protocol surveys have been 
scientifically designed by the wildlife agencies to determine whether 
listed species occupy certain areas and if those areas have the habitat 
requirements for their occupation.  The surveys determined that the 
species were not present on the Project site and the Project would 
not impact occupied habitat.  The survey results are presented in EIR 
Appendix E.  Coast horned lizard is not a listed species.

AI-1 Comment noted.  Project surveys were completed in accordance with 
County and Resource Agency requirements.
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AI-5a Escondido Creek is located approximately 0.5 mile east and 0.75 mile 
south of the Project site.  Habitat for steelhead is not present on the Project 
site.  Strict water quality measures that are enforced during construction 
and operation would protect Escondido Creek water quality.

AI-4
cont.

quality for this species.  Coast horned lizard is not a federal or state listed 
species, but is a California Species of Special Concern.  The Project 
would not impact habitat occupied by listed species.
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AI-6

AI-7

AI-8

AI-9

AI-10

AI-9 Biological open space on site is for avoidance, not mitigation, and as 
such is not required to be connected.  Mitigation for Project impacts 
would occur off site in areas with superior habitat connectivity and long-
term value.  Additionally, surveys for listed species were negative and 
none have been documented on site.

AI-8 The Project addresses edge effects through implementation of several 
measures, including permanent signs and fencing around biological 
open space, avoiding use of invasive species in landscaping, directing 
lighting away from biological open space, and seasonal restrictions on 
clearing and grading during the bird nesting season.  These measures are 
considered sufficient to address edge effects on biological open space 
for the Project.  Furthermore, impacts to sensitive habitats would be 
mitigated in accordance with County and Resource Agency requirements, 
and mitigation areas would be of equivalent or superior biological value.  
Surveys for listed species were negative and none have been documented 
on site.  Although adverse impacts to non-listed sensitive species may 
occur, proposed mitigation and design features would reduce these 
impacts to less than significant.  See Responses K-42 and O-8 regarding 
pets and K-44 regarding chemical usage.

AI-7 Burrowing owl has not been observed on site.  All records of burrowing 
owl in northwestern San Diego County are prior to 1997.  Impacts to 
sensitive habitats are allowed when consistent with County and Resource 
Agency requirements and mitigated accordingly.

AI-6 The opinion of the commenter is included as part of the record and 
available to the decision makers prior to the final decision on the Project. 

AI-10 A total of 1.8 acres of sage scrub occurs on site in small, isolated patches.  
As stated in Response AI-2 and in EIR Appendix E, coastal California 
gnatcatcher has not been detected on the Project site and the site is not 
considered occupied by this species or other listed species.  Impacts to 

AI-5b This response assumes that commenter is referring to least Bell’s 
vireo and coastal California gnatcatcher in his statement about “these 
two species.”  See Responses AI-2, AI-3, and AI-4, which address this 
comment.
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sage scrub from Project development would not impact coastal California 
gnatcatcher.  The Project is required to obtain a Habitat Loss Permit from 
the County, with concurrence from the Resource Agencies, for impacts 
to sage scrub.  Mitigation would occur in accordance with County and 
Resource Agency requirements.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-330

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-224

AI-11

AI-12

AI-13

AI-14
AI-14 The County Guidelines and CEQA recognize off-site mitigation as 

a legitimate measure to mitigate project impacts to habitats and for 
sensitive species.  Note that mitigation for listed species require special 
permitting by the listing agency.

AI-13 All of the commenter’s specific comments on the biology section of the 
EIR are addressed above.  No response is required.  The opinion of the 
commenter is included as part of the record and available to the decision 
makers prior to the final decision on the Project.

AI-12 The opinion of the commenter is included as part of the record and 
available to the decision makers prior to the final decision on the Project.  
See the second paragraph of Response AD-3 regarding community 
involvement with planning documents and the balance with the rights of 
property owners to propose alternative uses on their own properties. The 
statement on page 2.4-35 of the EIR specifically relates to cumulative 
effects associated with plans affecting biological resources.  As detailed 
in Subchapter 2.4, the Project would be expected to conform to all local 
policies, ordinances and adopted plans relevant to biological resources 
evaluation.  The commenter is correct that the Project does not comply 
with the existing General Plan land use designation.  For that reason, 
a GPA is proposed.  The policies stated in the General Plan would not 
change.  The specific land uses on the Project only would be affected.  
If the GPA is approved as part of the Project, the inconsistency with the 
land use designation would be resolved, as the General Plan would be 
amended to incorporate the Project as proposed.

AI-11 Project impacts were analyzed relative to the County’s CEQA Guidelines 
for the Determination of Significance.  The EIR acknowledges that 
the Project would impede wildlife access to on-site areas that may be 
used for foraging, breeding, or obtaining water; however, these areas 
do not support critical populations of species.  Project implementation 
would retain adequate access to areas that may be used for foraging, 
breeding, and water sources, particularly in the northwest portion of the 
site where 47.5 acres of lands conserved as a combination of biological 
open space and agricultural easement provide direct connection to off-
site lands along 2,900 linear feet of the Project site’s western boundary.  
Loss of raptor foraging habitat was identified as a significant impact, and 
mitigation is proposed per County Guidelines.
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AI-15

AI-16

AI-16 The Project site is not considered a priority area for conservation under the 
draft NCMSCP (i.e. not identified as proposed Pre-Approved Mitigation 
Areas [PAMA]).  The Project’s significant impacts to biological resources 
are mitigated to less than significant.  

AI-15 Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, mitigation in accordance with 
the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) regional planning 
effort is not a misnomer.  The MSCP provides for a network of preserve 
areas and linkages to protect the County’s native plants and wildlife.  
Providing mitigation for impacts to habitat is a means to help establish 
the regional network of preserved lands.  Targeting preservation in areas 
with superior habitat value and connectivity leads to a more functional 
preserve system with wildlife corridors and linkages promoting genetic 
diversity, as opposed to requiring smaller plots of on-site open space on 
every project.  While the North County MSCP (NCMSCP) is draft and 
analysis is not yet complete for coverage of listed species, its preserve 
design has achieved high value and connectivity.  The Project conforms 
to the draft NCMSCP preserve design. 
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AI-17

AI-18

AI-19

AI-20

AI-20 The County appreciates the time spent by community members to 
contribute to the General Plan Update.  The opinion of the commenter is 
included as part of the record and available to the decision makers prior 
to the final decision on the Project.  Other portions of the comment do 
not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore 
no further response can be provided.

AI-19 Traffic impacts are analyzed in Subchapter 2.8, including cumulative 
analysis that included the Harmony Grove Village project (Phase 1 HGV 
traffic was considered part of the existing traffic).  Mitigation would 
be implemented to reduce the impacts that are found to be potentially 
significant.  Regarding traffic on Harmony Grove Road and Elfin 
Forest Road, see Responses K-165, AD-14, and AE-2.  Regarding fire 
evacuations, see Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.

AI-18 As previously stated, survey results for listed species were negative 
and the Project site is not considered occupied by listed species.  The 
Project would not impact listed species.  Mitigation for impacts to habitat 
and non-listed species is consistent with County and Resource Agency 
requirements.

AI-17 The Project is consistent with the draft NCMSCP.  As stated above, the 
Project site is not considered a priority area for conservation under the 
draft NCMSCP.  Until the plan is adopted, the EIR analysis must discuss 
the applicability of the plan, but also apply the County standards in the 
Format and Content Requirements for Biological Resources.
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AJ-1

AJ-2

AJ-3

AJ-4

AJ-3 This is a repeat of comment AD-3.  See Response AD-3. 

AJ-2 Thank you for your participation in the General Plan Update process.  
See Response AD-2 regarding need for a GPA.  See comments I-3 and 
I-4 regarding consistency with the Community Development Model.

AJ-1 Introductory comment noted.  This comment indicates that the Project 
would threaten to destroy the community (character); please note that 
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.
See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Response AD-3 regarding the 
Community Plan.  Please see responses to specific comments, below.

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



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-334

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-228

AJ-4
cont.

AJ-5

AJ-6

AJ-7

AJ-8

AJ-9

AJ-10

AJ-11
AJ-11 This is a repeat of comment AD-11.  See Response AD-11. 

AJ-10 This is a repeat of comment AD-10.  See Responses K-199 and AD-10. 

AJ-9 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-9.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.

AJ-8 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-8.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire safety with evacuation.

AJ-7 This is a repeat of comment AD-7.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations and Response K-59.

AJ-6 This is a repeat of comment AD-6.  See Responses G-3 and G-7.

AJ-5 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-5.  See Responses 
G-7 and AD-5. 



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-335

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-229

AJ-12

AJ-13

AJ-14

AJ-15

AJ-16

AJ-17

AJ-18

AJ-19

AJ-20

AJ-21

AJ-22

AJ-23

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

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

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

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

AJ-23 This is a repeat of comment AF-21.  See Response AF-21.

AJ-22 This is a repeat of comment AF-20.  See Response AF-20.

AJ-15 See Responses E-12 regarding proposed improvements to Country Club 
Drive and the intersection with Auto Park Way and K-167 regarding the 
analysis and mitigation of that intersection.

AJ-14 This is a repeat of comment AD-14.  See Responses K-165 and AD-14.

AJ-13 This is a repeat of comment AD-13.  See Response I-59 for how the 
proposed fire protection measures would affect the whole neighborhood.

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

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

AJ-16 See Response I-61 regarding impacts of the SPRINTER.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-336

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-230

AJ-24

AJ-25
AJ-26
AJ-27
AJ-28

AJ-29

AJ-30
AJ-31

AJ-32

AJ-33

AJ-34

AJ-35

AJ-33 This is a repeat of comment AF-31.  See Response 149a for the 
requirement to prepare a blasting control plan and Response K-149b with 
respect to potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative that 
minimizes grading and blasting.

AJ-32 See Response K-51 with respect to Governor Brown’s issued Executive 
Order B-30-15.

AJ-31 See Response K-27 with respect to compliance with the 2016 Title 24 
Energy Code.

AJ-30 See Response K-26b with respect to Project alternatives with fewer 
residential units.

AJ-35 This is a repeat of comment AF-33.  See Response AF-33. 

AJ-34 This is a repeat of comment AF-32.  See Response AF-32.

AJ-27 This is a repeat of comment AF-25.  See Response AF-25 regarding 
characterization of Project impacts and the Project simulations.

AJ-26 See Response U-2a regarding the consolidated nature of proposed 
development.

AJ-25 Response

AJ-24 This is a repeat of comment AF-22.  See Response AF-22.

AJ-29 The comment is correct in that the Project would result in significant and 
unmitigable air quality impacts.  The Project is incorporating a number 
of Project design features; however, it is not feasible for the Project to 
mitigate for cumulative air quality impacts contributed by other projects.  
No reference amount is provided to justify the commenter’s claim that 
the Project is doubling VMTs.

AJ-28 See Response K-16 regarding Project consistency with General Plan 
policy COS-12.1.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-337

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-231



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-338

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-232

AK-1

AK-2

AK-3

AK-4

AK-4 Based on a check of Google Earth, your home is approximately 3.5 
miles from the closest part of the Project, although farther by road.  It is 
also separated from the Project by intervening hills and a ridgeline.  No 
impacts are anticipated to your property in Elfin Forest.

AK-3 As indicated in Response AK-1, off-site traffic noise impacts are less 
than significant and no mitigation is required.  The Project’s two percent 
addition to peak hour traffic on Elfin Forest Road would not create a 
significant new hazard to equestrian users in the area.  Hazards to 
equestrian uses are further discussed in Subsection 2.8.2.8 of the EIR.  

AK-2 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations

AK-1 Comment noted.  Please see responses to specific comments, below.  
With regards to traffic noise on Elfin Forest Road, note that approximately 
16 peak hour trips (see Response K-218) would be added to Harmony 
Grove Road (and subsequently Elfin Forest Road) west of Country Club 
Drive.  As shown in Table A, this roadway segment’s existing traffic 
volume is 8,370 ADT (or assuming a 10 percent peak hour traffic volume, 
the segment would have 837 peak hour trips).  A generally accepted rule 
for a significant noise increase is a 3 dBA increase; such an increase 
would be caused by a doubling of traffic (a 100 percent increase).  As the 
Project would increase traffic by approximately two percent, it would not 
cause a significant increase in noise.
With regards to property values, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15131(a): 
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment.  An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect 
from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or 
social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in 
turn by the economic or social changes.  
In other words, a project’s economic impacts on a community could be 
considered potentially significant only if they can be tied to physical 
changes.  Therefore, an evaluation of a project’s impact on property 
values without evidence of a causal change to specific physical effects 
would not be needed in an EIR.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-339

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-233

AL-1

AL-2

AL-3
AL-4

AL-5

AL-6

AL-7

AL-8
AL-9

AL-10
AL-7 As described in the EIR, the Project would have a less than significant 

impact with regards to fire protection.  The only significant impact to 
water supply would be visual and biological impacts of the R7 Reservoir, 
which would be mitigated through M-UT-1.  The Project would have 
significant impact with regards to traffic.  Mitigation measures would 
be implemented for each impact; however, impact TR-3 would remain 
unmitigated due to the uncertainty of the measures’ implementation by 
another jurisdiction.  The Project includes various equestrian amenities, 
as discussed in Subchapter 1.2.  Significant impacts to wild animals 
would be mitigated, as discussed in Subchapter 2.4.

AL-6 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

AL-5 The Project would be required to ensure that Eden Valley Lane meets 
County of San Diego Private Road Standards.  Approximately 50 percent 
of Project trips would likely use Eden Valley Lane for Project ingress and 
egress.

AL-4 This comment does not address the adequacy of technical analysis under 
CEQA.  As can be seen in Figure 1-15a, the culvert area would remain.

AL-3 The TIA (Appendix H of the Final EIR) found that Eden Valley Lane, 
which is expected to carry 50 percent of Project trips, was forecasted to 
operate at acceptable LOS C or better conditions.  

AL-2 The Project would be required to ensure that Eden Valley Lane meets 
County of San Diego Private Road Standards.  Maintenance of this 
road from Country Club Drive to the Project’s entries would be the 
responsibility of the Valiano HOA.  This would reduce the maintenance 
cost for the existing homes along Eden Valley Lane.  

AL-1 Introductory comment noted.  Please see responses to specific comments, 
below.  



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-340

AL-8 Property owners are responsible for conforming to existing zoning 
requirements unless they are successful in obtaining a rezone or variance 
from those requirements.  These planning options are provided so that 
private property owners can pursue the use of their property that is most 
desirable to them.  The Project cannot be built as proposed unless the 
Board of Supervisors approve a Rezone and GPA and certify the EIR.

AL-10 As discussed in Subsection 1.2.1.2, signage depicting trail safety and 
rules would be located at strategic places along the trail.  The trail is 
intended to serve equestrian uses, hiking, biking and jogging.  The multi-
use trail would be built to County of San Diego Trail Design Standards.  
The trail would run entirely along the community parkway, in addition to 
connecting with parks and open space.

AL-9 This comment does not address the adequacy of technical analysis under 
CEQA.  Harmony Grove Village was approved in 2006 and has been 
under construction.  Sales are ongoing.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-341

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-234

AL-11

AL-12

AL-13 AL-13 This is a repeat of comment AD-3.  See Responses U-2a and AD-3 
regarding Harmony Grove Village and Project clustering, as well as 
community planning efforts.

AL-12 This is a repeat of comment AD-2.  See Response AD-2 regarding the 
need for a GPA.

AL-11 This comment does not address the adequacy of technical analysis under 
CEQA.  Please see responses to specific comments, below.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-342

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-235

AL-13
cont.

AL-14

AL-15

AL-16

AL-17

AL-17 This is a repeat of comments AD-7 and AD-8.  See Responses AD-7 and 
K-59 regarding the Cocos Fire and Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations 
regarding evacuations. 

AL-16 This is a repeat of comment AD-6.  See Responses G-7 and AD-6.

AL-15 This is substantially similar to comment AD-5.  See Responses G-7 and 
AD-5. 

AL-14 This is a repeat of comment AD-4.  See Response AD-4.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-343

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-236

AL-17
cont.

AL-18

AL-19

AL-20

AL-21

AL-22

AL-23

AL-24

AL-25

AL-26

AL-25 This is a repeat of comment AD-16.  See Response I-61 regarding impacts 
of the SPRINTER.

AL-24 This is a repeat of comment AD-15.  See Responses E-12 regarding 
proposed improvements to Country Club Drive and the intersection with 
Auto Park Way and K-167 regarding the analysis and mitigation of that 
intersection.

AL-23 This is a repeat of comment AD-14.  See Responses K-165 and AD-14.

AL-22 This is a repeat of comment AD-13.  See Response I-59 for how the 
proposed fire protection measures would benefit the whole neighborhood.

AL-26 This is a repeat of comment AD-17.  See Response AD-17.

AL-21 This is a repeat of comment AD-12.  See Response AD-12.

AL-20 This is a repeat of comment AD-11.  See Response AD-11.

AL-19 This is a repeat of comment AD-10.  See Responses K-199 and AD-10.

AL-18 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-344

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-237

AL-27

AL-28

AL-29

AL-30

AL-31

AL-32

AL-33

AL-34

AL-35
AL-36

AL-37

AL-38

AL-36 This is a repeat of comment AF-24.  See Response U-2a regarding the 
consolidated nature of proposed development.

AL-35 This is a repeat of comment AF-23.  See Responses AD-5 and AF-23 
regarding walls, fencing and sound walls. 

AL-34 This is a repeat of comment AF-22.  See Response AF-22.

AL-33 This is a repeat of comment AF-21.  See Response AF-21.

AL-38 This is a repeat of comment AF-26.  See Responses K-16 regarding 
Project consistency with General Plan Policy COS-12.1 and Response 
AF-22 regarding mass grading.

AL-37 This is a repeat of comment AF-25.  See Responses AF-25 regarding 
characterization of Project impacts and the Project simulations.

AL-30 This is a repeat of comment AD-21.  See Response AD-21.

AL-29 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-20.  See Response 
AD-20 regarding space for horse keeping and Response AD-21 regarding 
manure management.

AL-28 This is a repeat of comment AD-19.  See Response AD-19.

AL-27 This is a repeat of comment AD-18.  See Response AD-18.

AL-32 This is a repeat of comment AF-20.  See Response AF-20.

AL-31 As private land mostly used for agriculture, with the equestrian facility in 
Neighborhood 5 closed down, the existing Project site does not contain 
equestrian lands.  The Project would add to the equestrian-capable lands 
of the area, through equestrian amenities such as the public multi-use 
trail, neighborhood park including staging area and exercise ring, and 
the trail head park. 



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-345

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-238

AL-39

AL-40

AL-41

AL-42

AL-43

AL-44

AL-45

AL-42 This is a repeat of comment AJ-32.  See Response K-51 regarding 
Governor Brown’s issued Executive Order B-30-15.

AL-41 This is a repeat of comment AJ-31.  See Response K-27 regarding 
compliance with the 2016 Title 24 Energy Code.

AL-40 This is a repeat of comment AJ-30.  See Response K-26b regarding 
Project alternatives with fewer residential units.

AL-39 This is a repeat of comment AJ-29.  See Response AJ-29 regarding 
VMTs.

AL-44 This is a repeat of comment AJ-34.  See Response K-149b regarding 
potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative that minimizes 
grading and blasting.

AL-43 This is a repeat of comment AJ-33.  See Response K-149a for the 
requirement to prepare a blasting control plan and Response K-149b 
regarding potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative that 
minimizes grading and blasting. 

AL-45 This is a repeat of comment AF-33.  See Response AF-33.  See Response 
149a for the requirement to prepare a blasting control plan and Response 
K-149b regarding potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative 
that minimizes grading and blasting.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-346

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-239



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-347

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-240

AM-1

AM-2

AM-2 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation. The 
Project includes measures to ensure that it would not create or add to 
dangerous conditions in a fire situation (refer to Subchapter 2.9 of the 
EIR).

AM-1 Thank you for your introductory comments.  This comment is hereby 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers 
prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-348

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-241

AN-1

AN-2

AN-3
AN-3 See Responses G-7, I-7 and I-8 regarding rural elements in the 

neighborhood and the Valiano Project.  See Responses I-64 and I-65 
regarding the balance of urban versus rural residences.

AN-2 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation. The 
Project includes measures to ensure that it would not create or add to 
dangerous conditions in a fire situation (refer to Subchapter 2.9 of the 
EIR).

AN-1 Thank you for your introductory comments.  This comment indicates 
that the Project would threaten to destroy the community (character); 
please note that 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.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-349

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-242

AN-4

AN-5

AN-6

AN-7

AN-7 The comment concerns water usage.  See Responses C-2, C-8, and C-10 
for the Project’s consistency with the Rincon del Diablo Municipal Water 
District’s (Rincon MWD) Drought Ordinance and the 2014 Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP) update and the Project’s reduction of water 
use compared to the historical baseline.

AN-6 For your concern related to noise impacts, see Response K-149a for the 
requirement to prepare a blasting control plan and Response K-149b with 
respect to potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative that 
minimizes grading and blasting.

AN-5 See Response W-4 regarding points of egress.  The scenarios for Country 
Club Drive in the TIA (Appendix H of the Final EIR) and EIR adequately 
evaluate traffic conditions under near-term and long-term conditions per 
County guidelines.  The Project would provide mitigation along Country 
Club Drive from Auto Park Way to Kauana Loa Drive by implementing 
intersection improvements at the Country Club Drive/Auto Park Way 
intersection and providing left-turn pockets onto Project access roads 
at Eden Valley Lane, Mount Whitney Road, and the two future access 
driveways.

AN-4 This is a repeat of comment AD-2.  See Topical Response: General Plan 
Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis and 
Responses G-7 (focused on sewer) and AD-2 regarding consistency 
level with the General Plan, as well Responses I-3 and I-4 regarding the 
Project consistency with the Community Development Model.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-350

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-243

AO-1

AO-2

AO-3

AO-4
A0-3 The noted retaining walls are proposed to hold back soil from a generally 

east-facing slope.  They would therefore back up against the retained 
hill, with their westerly sides against (retaining) the hillside and their 
easterly sides providing a wall interior to the Proposed Project and within 
the yards of Lots 153-159 and 161.  The back side of the retaining wall 

AO-2 The Proposed Project would be primarily residential in use, and would 
not include areas that would host events similar in scale to those held at 
Stone Brewery.  Incidental neighborhood noise generated from general 
residential activities may be audible at the commenter’s residence 
but would be widely distributed throughout the area.  Activities at the 
Project’s park areas and private Recreation Facility may also be audible 
at the commenter’s residence, but given the distance between the noise 
source and the residence would not be of the size or type to significantly 
increase noise.  Project related noise sources shall be required to comply 
with the County Noise Ordinance, as discussed in Subchapter 2.6. 

AO-1 See Response K-11c regarding views over the Project from Camino de 
la Cima.  Project residences would be generally below the direct line-of-
sight to the very expansive views enjoyed by the viewer from these high 
locations, and as demonstrated in the photograph from the home included 
in this comment.  As shown in the commenter’s letter, views would not 
generally be focused downward.  The terrain falls away rapidly, and the 
eye is drawn to the horizon line of high hills and sky in the far distance.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-351

AO-4 The vertical and horizontal difference between the pads of the homes in 
Valiano and the homes to the west would result in privacy being retained 
and it is not expected that trash from this downslope development would 
enter your property.  These walls would be vertical, downslope, and 
facing away from your residence (i.e., also facing easterly, not westerly).  
Because these retaining walls would be interior to private back yards, no 
graffiti-covered walls are anticipated.  There are no Project trails in this 
area.  Residents in these homes would not have access to or “wander off” 
onto your property.

A0-3
cont.

would not face homes to the west, as the wall would be downslope from, 
and retaining, the hill on which these homes are located.  The walls 
themselves would not be expected to be visible to viewers from the west 
and above, as indicated in Response AO-1.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-352

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-244

AO-6

AO-7

AO-8

AO-9

AO-5

AO-8 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuations and 
Response AD-10 regarding status of the Harmony Grove Village fire 
station.

AO-7 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuations.

AO-6 See Response E-12 regarding proposed improvements to Country 
Club Drive and the intersection with Auto Park Way, Response K-167 
regarding the analysis and mitigation of that intersection, and Response 
AN-5 regarding traffic and mitigation along Country Club Drive.

AO-5 See Response I-55 regarding calculation of travel time.  As discussed in 
Section 4.1 of the FPP, with the temporary Harmony Grove Fire Station 
that is now operational, response times would meet the required five 
minutes.  The permanent station is expected to be operation in late 2018.  

AO-9 The picture shows a fire truck only partially within a bike lane, and also 
shows commuter traffic moving over to the left onto the opposite shoulder 
and other lanes of traffic to create room for the fire truck as is typical 
for commuter vehicles to do when emergency vehicles are attempting 
to bypass a crowded area.  A bike lane would not be necessary for a 
fire truck to pass as vehicles would be able to move onto the opposite 
shoulders or other lanes as demonstrated in the included picture.  See 
Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations for additional information regarding 
fire evacuations.  



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-353

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-245

AO-10

AO-11

AO-11 All road improvements and infrastructure extensions were evaluated 
for environmental impacts.  The site is situated at the western edge of 
existing residential area, thus, connectivity for wildlife to areas to the 
north, east, and south of the site is already limited.  The Project site is 
not considered a priority area for conservation under the draft NCMSCP, 
as discussed in Response K-32.  Mitigation for impacts to biological 
resources is consistent with County and Resource Agency requirements.

AO-10 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuations and 
K-59 regarding the Cocos Fire.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-354

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-246

AO-12

AO-12 Your objection to the Project is hereby included as part of the record 
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on 
the Project. Your views are important in responding to the EIR.  The 
County Guidelines for Determining Significance and The Report Format 
and Content Requirements provide objective analytical tools to evaluate 
a proposed project.  Comments received on circulated CEQA documents 
are reviewed relative to input on CEQA compliance, not based on the 
number of comments or the status of the commenter.  
See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding the Project and your 
safety during wildfire.
Your objection to the Proposed Project is noted.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-355

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-247

AP-1

AP-2

AP-3
AP-3 See Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 for explanation of how the 

Project would reduce water usage from the baseline of agricultural use.  
Your objection to the Project is hereby included as part of the record and 
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
Project.

AP-2 The Project would not generate a significant number of vehicle trips on 
Fortuna Ranch Road.  As discussed in Response K-165, a relatively small 
amount of Project-generated trips would head west on Harmony Grove 
Road.  In addition, based on the trip distribution using the SANDAG 
Traffic Model, the Project would add fewer than 25 peak hour trips to Elfin 
Forest Road.  As Fortuna Ranch Road would be reached past Elfin Forest 
Road, even fewer peak hour trips would be expected. In accordance with 
County requirements, the low number of trips eliminated this location 
from the analysis.

AP-1 The comment raises fire safety issues with evacuation.  This comment is 
addressed in Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-356

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-248

AQ-1

AQ-2
AQ-3
AQ-4

AQ-4 Biological impacts are discussed in Subchapter 2.4 of the EIR.  Impacts 
would be reduced to less than significant with the mitigation proposed.  
Your objection to the Proposed Project is noted.

AQ-3 This comment does not address the adequacy of technical analysis under 
CEQA.  No response is required. 

AQ-2 See Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 for explanation of how the 
Project would reduce water usage from the baseline of agricultural use.

AQ-1 Introductory comment noted.  Please see responses to specific comments, 
below.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-357

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-249

AR-1

AR-2

AR-2 See Response U-2a regarding the clustered, or consolidated, Project 
footprint and rural nature of the Project, and AD-5 regarding the 
definitions of “urban” and “rural,” manufactured slopes, etc.,   Please 
note that no new traffic lights are proposed as part of the Project.  
Only the southern portion of the Project (Neighborhood 5) is located in 
the Harmony Grove Community Plan area that recommends the use of 
septic systems for each dwelling unit.  See Topical Response: General 
Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis. 
The Proposed Project’s clustered design and lot sizes would preclude 
the use of individual septic systems.  The proposed WTWRF would 
be sited adjacent to County Club Drive in the southern portion of the 
Project, near the lowest elevation of the Project site.  This would to allow 
the proposed sewer system to flow by gravity, minimizing the need for 
sewer pump stations.  As discussed in EIR Subchapter 2.1, roadside 
landscaping would shield potential views to the WTWRF structures.  
Any views to the facility through the roadside and facility landscaping 
would appear similar to agribusiness uses historically or currently in the 

AR-1 Thank you for your introductory comments.  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 and your request 
for denial of the GPA is hereby included as part of the record and made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.  
See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Responses G-7 (focused on sewer) 
and I-67 (focused on horses)  regarding Project consistency with the 
Community Plan.  Additional specific comments are responded to below.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-358

AR-2
cont.

vicinity (ponds, tanks, equipment sheds, barns, etc.).  As discussed in 
EIR Subchapter 2.2, the odor control design for the facility would be 
such that no substantial offensive odors would be detected by nearby 
residences or other sensitive receptors.  Chapter 4.5 of the EIR included 
an Off-site and Combined On-/Off-site Sewer Options Alternative that 
would remove the need for an on-site WTWRF.  The Project site does 
not support creeks with bass, but great horned owls, bobcats, Pacific 
tree frogs, and deer were all detected on the Project site.  The clustered 
design of the Project provides for 31.2 acres of biological open space 
with potential to support many of these species in the future, in addition 
to off-site mitigation.  Although it does not include 2-acre lots and would 
have an HOA, the Project would include two lane private roads and steep 
slopes preserved in open space.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-359

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-250

AR-3

AR-4

AR-5

AR-6

AR-7

AR-8

AR-6 It is true that fire storms are more common in recent history and that 
ignition is often human generated.  The impact analysis in Section 2.9 
of the EIR and the FPP does include fire modeling to include fire storm 
conditions.  Infrastructure, access routes, and water pressure, have been 
all been included in the analysis and the County and Emergency agencies 
coordinate and communicate the response to fire and emergencies.  
Potential impacts have been identified and mitigation has been proposed.  
Also see Responses I-47 and K-184. 

AR-5 In response to your comment and others, additional information about 
the Cocos Fire is added to the analysis in the FPP.  See Topical Response: 
Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation. 

AR-4 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-9.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.

AR-3 This comment is substantially similar to comment AD-8.  See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuations.

AR-8 Your experience of the Cocos Fire is hereby included as part of the record 
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
Project. See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuation, 
I-59 regarding fire protection resulting from the Project, and C-5 
regarding water flow for firefighting and the Project’s construction of the 
R-7 reservoir.

AR-7 See Response I-59 regarding how the proposed fire protection measures 
would improve fire safety for the whole community.
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AR-8
cont.

AR-9

AR-10

AR-11

AR-12

AR-13

AR-12 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

AR-11 Regarding the intersection of Country Club Drive / Auto Park Way, see 
Responses E-12 and K 167.  Regarding Citracado Parkway, see Response 
E-15.  See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.  

AR-10 This is a repeat of comment AD-13.  See Response K-197 regarding 
fire safety features of the FPP and Response I-59 regarding how the 
proposed fire protection measures would affect fire safety for the whole 
community.

AR-9 On high/extreme fire danger days there are often multiple starts and engine 
companies are often deployed on other incidents.  The FPP documents 
that SMFD resources, resources through mutual aid agreements with 
surrounding communities, state resources, and even national resources 
can provide emergency services required for the proposed Project, and 
thus there is not a lack of available resources to adequately fight fires.  
Fire authorities at SMFD will ensure that fire suppression personnel will 
be available for the potential ignition of a wildfire.

AR-13 This is a repeat of comment AF-31.  See Response 149a for the 
requirement to prepare a blasting control plan and Response K-149b with 
respect to potential impacts to livestock and a Project alternative that 
minimizes grading and blasting.
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AR-13
cont.

AR-14

AR-15

AR-16

AR-17

AR-18

AR-19

AR-20

AR-21

AR-17 This is a repeat of comment AJ-29.  See Response AJ-29.  

AR-16 It is outside of the scope of the EIR for the Proposed Project to address 
potential damage that occurred from a different project.  The blasting 
analysis within the EIR is based on assumptions from information 
for the Proposed Project within the geotechnical report.  As noted in 
Response K-148 and K-149a, a blasting plan is required to be prepared 
for the Project that would be required to demonstrate compliance with all 
County, federal, and other applicable regulations.  As noted in Response 
K-148, all blasting activities would be required to conform to the final 
blast plan, which would provide detailed analysis regarding local soils 
damping characteristics and demonstrate that no significant vibration 
impacts to any affected structure would be anticipated as a result of 
blasting activities.  

AR-15 This is a repeat of comment AF-33.  See Response AF-33. 

AR-14 This is a repeat of comment AF-32.  See Response AF-32.

AR-19 This is a repeat of comment AJ-31.  See Response K-27 with respect to 
compliance with the 2016 Title 24 Energy Code.

AR-18 This is a repeat of comment AJ-30.  See Response AJ-29 with respect 
to VMTs.  See Response K-26b with respect to Project alternatives with 
fewer residential units.

AR-21 The Cocos Fire was one of at least eight major fires burning simultaneously 
at the height of the May 2014 San Diego County Wildfires, the largest 
wildfires in the region since 2007.  According to the UCSD Prather 

AR-20 This is a repeat of comment AJ-32.  See Response K-51 with respect to 
Governor Brown’s issued Executive Order B-30-15.
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AR-21
cont.

AR-22

AR-23 AR-23 See Response K-36 regarding mitigation.  See Responses K-35 and 
K-36 regarding biological surveys and restoration plans.  See Response 
K-37 regarding post-fire biological resources.  “Disturbed habitat” is a 
vegetation/land use category that is described in EIR Subsection 2.4.1.1, 
along with all other vegetation/land use types on site.   
See Response K-35 which addresses commenter’s recommendation to 
review biological resources post-fire.   
A restoration plan is not required as all required habitat mitigation, 
including mitigation for Diegan coastal sage scrub, would occur 
off site.  See Response K-36 which further addresses commenter’s 
recommendation to provide a restoration plan for on-site mitigation.
On-site biological open space has been expanded in Neighborhood 3, 
resulting in greater connectivity and a larger area for wildlife usage.

AR-22 See Response K-35 regarding biological mapping of areas burned in the 
Cocos fire.

AR-21
cont.

Research Group, air quality for Central and Southern San Diego County 
began to be affected by the wildfires in North County on May 16; this 
marks the beginning of the regional effects of the fires.  Both particulate 
matter and ozone levels were rated as moderately high throughout the 
county.  May 17 and 18 saw increased containment of the wildfires, but 
the air quality continued to deteriorate.  Onshore winds transported the 
remnant smoke plume back over land on May 17 and stagnant conditions 
on May 18 resulted in increased particulate matter concentrations.  By 
May 19 all fires were over 50 percent contained and particulate matter 
concentrations were already decreasing, indicating that air quality levels 
were returning to normal (http://atofms.ucsd.edu/content/san-diego-
wildfire-air-quality). 
According to the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD), 
a major health concern of smoke comes from particulate matter, solid 
particles and liquid droplets found in air.  In smoke, these particles often 
are very tiny, smaller than 2.5 microns in diameter.  These particles can 
build up in your respiratory system, causing a number of health problems 
including burning eyes, runny noses and illnesses such as bronchitis.  
Healthy adults generally find their symptoms (runny noses, coughing, 
etc.) disappear after the smoke is gone (http://www.sdapcd.org/info/
facts/wf_smoke.pdf).
The proposed development would remove existing vegetation and 
reduce the fuel load, not increase it.  The newly developed landscaping 
and fire breaks may result in an overall decrease in fuel load and fire 
risk.  Regardless, fires are considered discrete events with temporary 
impacts that quickly dissipate.  As detailed above, the May 2014 San 
Diego County Wildfires resulted in regional deterioration of air quality 
that lasted only four days even with the low inversion layer.
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AR-23
cont.

AR-24

AR-25
AR-25 Please refer to Responses K-38, K-39, and K-40 regarding Project 

surveys, bats, and northwestern San Diego pocket mouse.  Protocol 
surveys for federally listed species are typically required when there is 
potentially suitable habitat on a project site.  Thus, focused surveys for 
least Bell’s vireo and coastal California gnatcatcher were conducted.

AR-24 See Responses K-38, K-39, and K-40 regarding Project surveys, bats, 
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, and mitigation measures.
Project surveys were completed pursuant to County guidelines 
and CEQA and are considered adequate for evaluating impacts to 
biological resources.  Appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures 
are incorporated into the Project; mammal trapping surveys are not 
warranted.  See Response K-39 for additional information.
Bat surveys would be conducted prior to demolition of structures or 
removal of hollow trees.  See Response K-38 for additional information 
regarding bat surveys and mitigation and/or avoidance measures.
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AR-25
cont.

AR-26

AR-27

AR-28
AR-28 See Response K-44 regarding pesticides.

AR-27 See Responses K-43 and K-44 regarding road kill.

AR-26 See Responses K-41 and K-42 regarding edge effects from domestic 
predators and fencing.
Three-strand wire fence, or similar, is typically placed around biological 
open space so that wildlife can pass into and out of these areas.  Signs 
would be posted around biological open space to alert residents that 
access to these areas is prohibited.  In addition, the County has a 
leash law for public areas and the homeowner disclosures provided to 
homebuyers would include this requirement to keep pets on leash in 
public areas, including trails.  Signs posted along the trails would also 
remind users that pets must be leashed.  Although domestic cats would 
not be prohibited from going outside, responsible pet-owners are aware 
of the risk of coyote attacks, which would likely cut down on the number 
of cats let outdoors. 
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AR-28
cont.

AR-29

AR-30

AR-31

AR-32

AR-33

AR-34

AR-32 See Response K-47 regarding The Escondido Creek Conservancy 
(TECC).

AR-31 See Response K-46 regarding mitigation ratios.

AR-30 See Response K-45 regarding elimination of roads.  Your conclusion that 
the Project design does not allow for a less than significant impact is 
hereby included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

AR-29 See Responses K-32 and K-45 regarding wildlife movement. 

AR-34 See Response K-49 regarding compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA).

AR-33 See Response K-48 regarding coast live oak woodland mitigation ratios.
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AR-35

AR-36

AR-36 Coastal sage scrub occupies approximately 1.8 acres of the Project 
site.  Proposed revisions to the site plan, including the removal of a 
road crossing and associated lots in Neighborhood 3, would conserve 
the majority of the largest stand of sage scrub on site in biological 
open space, totaling 1.2 acres in Neighborhood 3.  Coordination with 
the USFWS on impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub has occurred and 
proposed mitigation is commensurate with County and Resource Agency 
requirements.

AR-35 See Response K-50 regarding monitoring and relocation of wildlife.
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AR-37

AR-37 The threats to the gnatcatcher are well known and addressed by the HLP 
Ordinance, NCCP, and Draft MSCP North County Plan, with which the 
Project is consistent.  The quantity of sage scrub on site (1.8 acres) is too 
small to support a breeding territory for coastal California gnatcatcher 
and focused surveys were negative.  Nevertheless, the site plan has been 
revised to avoid the largest area of sage scrub on site.
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AS-1

AS-2

AS-3

AS-4

AS-5

AS-6

AS-4 Your comment on the quality of life is hereby included as part of the 
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision 
on the Project.  However, the comment does not address the adequacy of 
the CEQA document and no response is required. 

AS-3 See Responses C-2, C-8, and C-10 regarding water.  See Response M-18 
regarding the housing deficit that currently exists in San Diego County.

AS-2 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

AS-1 Thank you for your participation in reviewing this Project.  The Proposed 
Project would include 326 single-family dwelling units.  The blasting and 
grading required for the Project is analyzed in the EIR.  Mitigation would 
be implemented to reduce the impacts that are found to be potentially 
significant.  Heavy equipment would be able to access the Project site.

AS-6 Regarding wildfire evacuation, see Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.  
Regarding fire protection benefits of the Project, see Response I-59.  
Your objection to the Proposed Project is noted.

AS-5 As discussed in Response K-216, Harmony Grove Road west of Country 
Club Drive receives at most 16 peak hour directional Project trips.  As 
discussed in Response K-165, according to Table A, this section of road 
has 8,370 average daily trips (ADT).  Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not add a considerable amount of traffic in this area and would 
not impact applicable LOS standards.  The egress from Wilgen Road 
onto Harmony Grove Road is part of another project, and is outside the 
scope of this EIR.  Regarding fire evacuations, see Topical Response: 
Fire/Evacuations.
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AT-1

AT-2

AT-3

AT-4

AT-3 See Response G-7 regarding Valiano’s relationship with the Community 
Plan.  The Valiano Specific Plan is closely related to several documents 
that will also have a bearing on development within the Plan area.  The Plan 
area is within the jurisdiction of unincorporated San Diego County.  The 
General Plan serves as the blueprint for future growth and development 
and establishes policies for lands located within the unincorporated areas 
of San Diego County.  The County is the lead agency maintaining the 
General Plan and Community Plan policies. 
The Land Use Element of the General Plan describes Specific Plans as 
planning tools allowed for by State law that may be developed for areas 
of the County to provide more precise guidance for land development, 
infrastructure, amenities and resource conservation consistent with the use 
types and densities specified by the Land Use Designations and the goals 
and policies of the General Plan.  The Valiano Specific Plan implements 
the goals and policies of the General Plan by providing development 
guidelines that reflect the unique opportunities and constraints of the Plan 
Area.  While the Land Use Element (inclusive of Land Use Maps and 
Goals and Policies) applies to all lands throughout the unincorporated 
County, there are special land use issues and objectives that uniquely 
pertain to each of its diverse communities.  These are addressed by 
Community Plans in which goals and policies are defined to provide 
more precise guidance regarding the character, land uses, and densities 
within each community planning area. 
The 48-acre southeastern portion of the Project site (future Neighborhood 

AT-2 See Response AF-20 regarding the Project evacuation analysis and 
expected increase in safety with new developments. See Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations for addition information.  See Response 
M-18 regarding public benefit. 

AT-1 See Responses K-110 regarding the Project location and M-18 regarding 
housing demand.
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AT-4 The commenter’s preference for adoption of an alternative project is 
hereby included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project as part of this 
response.  See Responses G-2, G-3, and I-29 regarding septic.  See 
Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis regarding lot size in Neighborhood 5 and 
consistency with EFHGCP policy LU-1.5.1 and horse-keeping lots in 
Neighborhood 5. 

AT-3
cont.

5) located north of Harmony Grove Village in Eden Valley is the only 
portion of the Project within the EFHGCP area. The County of San 
Diego is the lead agency maintaining the goals of the Harmony Grove 
portion of the EFHGCP and the Valiano Specific Plan’s consistency with 
these goals.  There is no need to dissolve the EFHGCP, and no need for 
extensive revisions to its vision statements, goals, issues, and policies. 
Please see Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea 
Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis.
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AU-1

AU-2

AU-3
AU-4
AU-5

AU-2 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.  
Accessory Dwelling Units, if built at all, would be limited to 640 square 
feet with only one parking space, so they will generate fewer trips than 
the homes.  After improvements, the speed limit on Eden Valley Lane 
would be 30 mph.

AU-1 Regarding Eden Valley Lane, the Project acknowledges that Eden 
Valley Lane is a private road, which is a type of County designation 
for roadways.  As a property owner on the roadway, the Project would 
have rights to use the road.  See Response AL-2 for more information.  
Regarding the rural nature of the area, the Project has been designed to 
incorporate the rural/semi-rural nature of the area.  The Project housing 
density is classified by the County as semi-rural.
The most sensitive biological areas of the Project site would be set into 
open space set aside, as depicted on Figures 2.4-10a and b, which would 
be located throughout the Project.  The inclusion of this open space 
would correspond to a rural area and would continue to support wildlife 
on your property and adjacent properties.  
In addition, the proposed agricultural easement is intended to ensure the 
availability and viability of agricultural operations at the site, maintain 
elements of the rural character in the Project site and vicinity, and 
provide an agricultural/visual amenity for residents of the Project site 
and surrounding areas.  See Response I-69a for additional description of 
the proposed on-site agricultural easement and related uses.
Regarding dark skies, see Responses K-109 and U-2a.  
Regarding the quiet nature of the area, as detailed in Subchapter 2.6, all 
noise impacts would be lowered to less than significant levels through 
design or mitigation.

AU-3 As can be seen in Figure 1-15a, the dip would remain.
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AU-4 A new water main would result in temporary construction impacts.  
There is no County requirement for existing parcels to connect to the 
new sewer system.

AU-5 Existing residents would retain their septic systems.  The use of a sewage 
system by the Project would not affect the existing residents’ use of 
septic.  
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AU-6

AU-7

AU-8

AU-9

AU-10 AU-9 As noted in the EIR, the Proposed Project’s geotechnical reports note 
that the site is underlain with granitic rock formations, and that portions 
of the site are anticipated to require blasting after the rippable mantle is 
removed.  Figure 1-31 in Chapter 1 shows the areas where extensive cut/
fill with likely blasting would occur.  
A final blasting schedule cannot be completed until after the site is 
cleared of surface material.  The preliminary blasting evaluation for 
the Proposed Project is based on a reasonable minimum blast size and 
its closest allowable off-site residential distance based on available 
standards.  Blasting is expected to occur in Neighborhood Area 2, 
Neighborhood Area 3, and Neighborhood Area 4 during Phase 1 of the 
anticipated construction schedule.  The analysis concluded that there 
would be a significant impact to nearby residences, and the Applicant 
would be required to implement Mitigation Measure M-N-9, which 
would be the preparation and implementation of a blast control plan to 
reduce impacts to any nearby structures.  As noted in Response K-148, 
blasting within 600 feet of an occupied residence would not be permitted 
without demonstration that no damage would occur.
If Project construction is proposed adjacent to an occupied habitat during 
the breeding season, Mitigation Measure M-BI-7 would be implemented 
to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  Potential impacts related 
to wildlife and sensitive species are further discussed in Subchapter 2.4, 
Biological Resources, of the EIR.

AU-8 See Response I-61 regarding peak hour traffic at the Country Club Drive 
/ Auto Park Way intersection.  See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations 
regarding fire evacuations.

AU-7 See Response K-28 with respect to odor control for the WTWRF.

AU-6 Commenter’s address provided in comment AU-1 is located to the east 
of the Project site.  The building profiles are small in scale relative to the 
local topography such that the local hills will more strongly direct the 
wind flows.  The proposed density of residential structures would not 
have an adverse effect on wind flows or air quality.

AU-10 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter, but does not 
raise an environmental issue; therefore, no further response is required.
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AV-1

AV-2

AV-2 See Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 regarding Project water usage.  
Recycled water from the Project WTWRF would be used for all common 
area irrigation, including private parks, streetscapes and manufactured 
slopes.  The Project would produce enough recycled water to permanently 
irrigate approximately 36 acres of land, conserving tens of thousands 
of gallons per day.  In addition, the Project’s outdoor landscaping plan 
would minimize turf, maximize drought-tolerant plants and natives, and 
incorporate weather-based irrigation controllers, multi-programmable 
irrigation clocks, and high efficiency drip irrigation systems.  At the 
time of final inspection, a manual would be placed in each building that 
includes, among other things, information about water conservation.

AV-1 See Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 regarding Project water usage.  
Harmony Grove Village is not a part of the Proposed Project and 
therefore its direct landscaping water usage is not analyzed in this CEQA 
document. 
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AV-3

AV-4

AV-5

AV-6

AV-6 Comment noted.  Additional information related to these subjects can 
be found in Responses D-1 and D-4a regarding Smart Growth, and 
Responses C-2, C-8, and C-10 regarding water conservation.  See above 
responses to your letter regarding water, congestion, and safety. 

AV-5 According to the TIA, traffic at the intersection of 9th and Valley Parkway 
would not be significantly impacted by the Project traffic.  The Project 
EIR has evaluated evacuation and determined that it is mitigated to less 
than significant.  See Subsection 2.9.2.6 and the FPP.  Also see Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

AV-4 The Project TIA (Appendix H of the Final EIR) performed an analysis 
of major intersections, including a cumulative analysis encompassing 
contributing projects in the area.  The Project would have a significant 
impact on the noted intersection of Mission Road/Auto Park Way.  This 
impact would be significant and unmitigable as the current design of the 
intersection has been accepted in the City of Escondido’s General Plan.  
See Subchapter 2.8 for additional information.

AV-3 Potential impacts associated with odors emitted from the WTWRF are 
analyzed in detail within Subsection 2.2.2.5 of the EIR.  The commenter 
is not specific about the other two WTWRFs within a mile radius of 
their house, although it is assumed they are the Harmony Grove Village 
WTWRF and HARRF.  As described in Response K-28, the Project’s 
WTWRF would implement similar odor design features as the Harmony 
Grove Village WTWRF to minimize odors from the facility.  HARRF 
is a public facility with stringent odor regulations and control.  The 
commenter’s house would not be downwind of any of the three plants 
when winds are coming from the prevalent wind direction (winds coming 
from the northwest).  Additionally, Subchapter 4.5 of the EIR includes 
an Off-site Sewer Options Alternative with several options that would 
remove the need for an on-site WTWRF.
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AW-1 AW-1 This is a follow-on to comment AV-1.  See Response AV-1.
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AX-1
AX-1 This is a follow-on to comment AV-1.  See Response AV-1.
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AY-1

AY-1 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.  
Lawsuits against local jurisdictions are not a CEQA issue.
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AZ-1

AZ-2

AZ-3

AZ-4

AZ-3 As explained in the previous comment response, the EIR concluded that 
there would not be a significant impact from the Project regarding horse 
keeping lots, therefore mitigation would not be required.  To the extent 
possible, equestrian lots have been incorporated into the Project design.  
The Proposed Project would have 49 wider and deeper lots that would 

AZ-2 As a Semi-Rural development, the Proposed Project would be compatible 
with adjacent land uses (see Response G-6). Please see Response AL-
31 regarding equestrian-capable lands. Noise from adjacent farming 
activities would not be considered a significant source of impact.  The 
potential for odors associated with manure, as well as existing sounds 
associated with livestock (including poultry) would be clearly spelled 
out in purchase agreements if the Project is approved (see Design 
Consideration 7.2.2, number 2, which addresses implementation of the 
County Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information Ordinance). 

AZ-1 Thank you for your comments.  Based on your letter and review through 
Google Earth, your property is located north of Neighborhood 3 and 
looks south on to Neighborhood 3.  Your near view is of a sloping area 
containing an entry drive, with barns/sheds, enclosures and related 
outbuildings on either side.  Your view of the Project over the east-west 
access road and of an area that is oak woodland in a protected biological 
open space easement (see EIR Figures 1-11, Open Space and Recreation, 
and 2.4-10a, Biological Open Space).  The four lots that were shown as 
abutting the northern boundary of Neighborhood 3 in the DEIR to the 
west of this open space have been deleted from the Project, so that all 
Neighborhood 3 Project lots would be located in the southern half of this 
parcel.  Although there may be elements of built environment visible 
from the north, the closest Project views from your property would be of 
the open space and retained oaks.  The remainder of the responses below 
address your specific comments.
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AZ-4 There is not a significant impact from the Project regarding the Project 
name, which is not a CEQA issue, and this would not be considered a 
CEQA mitigation measure.

AZ-3
cont.

allow for horse and market animal keeping.  One of the alternatives 
analyzed, the General Plan Density Alternative, would have horse 
keeping available on all lots.  However, this alternative would not meet 
all Project objectives.  Section 6156x of the Zoning Ordinance allows 
Accessory Dwelling Units on lots conforming with zoning with or 
without animal designators, although administrative permits are required 
in some instances.  This applies to certain lots in Valiano (through the 
Specific Plan) and to all lots in the Eden Valley area.
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AZ-5

AZ-6

AZ-7a

AZ-8

AZ-7b

AZ-7c

AZ-7d

AZ-9

AZ-10

AZ-6 The Proposed Project does not have a significant, unmitigable impact 
to community character, and therefore CEQA does not require analysis 
of an alternative to reduce that impact.  While a community character 
alternative would not be warranted, the General Plan Density Alternative 
covers many of the same aspects that a community character alternative 
would, and subsequent to public review, one group of neighbors indicated 
they prefer the General Plan Density Alternative over adding a new 
alternative with more flexibility in lot sizes.  This modified alternative 
is discussed under Subchapter 4.3.  The added information clarifies and 
amplifies the EIR conclusions and is not important new information that 
would require recirculation of the EIR under CEQA.  See Response AZ-5 
regarding the suggestion for an off-site project alternative.

AZ-5 The EIR analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives.  The comment 
suggests utilizing the existing General Plan designation; this was analyzed 
in the General Plan Density Alternative (see Subchapter 4.3).  Off-site 
location alternatives were analyzed in Subchapter 4.1, but were rejected 
because (1) the Project property was purchased with the intention of 
developing the site with a density similar to surrounding properties; and 
(2) it is unlikely that an alternative site in the County would substantially 
reduce significant environmental effects relative to the Proposed Project 
given the size of the parcel and type of development.

AZ-7a See Response AF-22 regarding landform modification and grading.  

AZ-7c Although the Proposed Project would result in an increase in density on 
the parcels being built upon, as demonstrated throughout the Project VIA 
and EIR, Project development would not be highly visible from public off-
site viewpoints, and would largely be screened by buffering landscaping 
and/or attenuated by distance from the viewer.  Information regarding 

AZ-7b Off-site lots to the west are within the City of San Marcos.  The transition 
between Project and westerly lots also requires consideration of relative 
elevation, abutting uses and intervening structures or vegetation, all 
of which play a role.  As analyzed in EIR section 2.1.2, the Proposed 
Project would be closer to the homes to the west than existing developed 
uses, but would be visually consistent with other seen elements in the 
viewscape.  The separation of the Project from abutting lots on the west 
side of the Project is not only horizontal, but vertical.  This results in 
many views from higher elevations being oriented over the Project, and 
encompassing a much larger viewshed, including developed portions of 
San Marcos, Escondido, and points northeast.  From points closer to the 
Project in the valley, the EIR details the substantial shielding provided 
by buffer landscaping (see VIA Figures 13a through 13e and EIR Figures 
1-25, 1-26, and 1-27a through 27c and 2.1-6).
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AZ-8 Non-transportation-related operational noise impacts from the Project 
are discussed in Subsection 2.6.2.2 of Subchapter 2.6, Noise, of the EIR.  
The impact discussion analyzes stationary noise sources in accordance 
with the County’s Format and Content Requirements for Noise Analysis 
and the Noise Ordinance, including residential air conditioner equipment 
and equipment noise from the WTWRF.  Mitigation measure M-N-
3 requires a noise barrier if a residential air conditioning condenser is 
installed within 35 feet of a property line to reduce noise levels to 45 
A-weighted decibels (dBA) LEQ.  Mitigation measures M-N-4, M-N-
5, and M-N-6 would reduce noise levels from the WTWRF to less than 
significant levels.

AZ-10 At intersections where the Project would be adding sizable amounts of 
traffic to the roadways that are connected to Country Club Drive (Mt. 
Whitney Road, Eden Valley Lane, Hill Valley Drive, and the two entries 
in Neighborhood 5), sight distance analysis has been completed and 
improvements, if required, would be incorporated into the Project  prior 
to completion of grading.  Additional analysis is not necessary where 
the Project adds very small amounts (fewer than 40 ADT) of traffic to 
existing private roads/easements that intersect Country Club Drive (e.g., 
Surrey Lane and Milpas Drive). 

AZ-9 See Response K-149b with respect to potential impacts to livestock and 
a Project alternative that minimizes grading and blasting.  

AZ-7d See Responses G-2 and K-11b Topical Response: General Plan 
Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis 
regarding community character.

AZ-7c
cont.

the variation of Eden Valley lots is provided in Responses K-11b and 
AD-3.  Details as to buffering of Project lots from adjacent development 
in the valley are provided in Subsection 2.1.2.1 of the EIR.  Also as 
discussed in the EIR, for viewers further to the east (and again on more 
elevated parcels), the distance of the viewer from Project neighborhoods, 
and intervening developed uses and vegetation, as well as the visible mix 
of lot size and content when one looks over visually accessible valley 
portions of the view, combine to render the Project visually consistent 
overall with the mix of development combined with extensive areas of 
open space.  The presence of the much higher hills that pull the viewer’s 
gaze upward toward the notable ridgeline to the west also contributes to 
minimizing mid-valley development features.  The current EIR provides 
adequate discussion of the variation between abutting lot sizes and those 
of the Proposed Project, as well as community character issues.
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AZ-11

AZ-12

AZ-13

AZ-14

AZ-15

AZ-16

AZ-14 Although certain lots have fewer than 150 feet of defensible space, the 
Fire Protection Plan (FPP; Appendix L of the Final EIR) for the Proposed 
Project includes restrictions on specific building materials and methods 
suitable for building in high fire hazard severity zones as identified 
by CAL FIRE (even though the Project is located in a Moderate Fire 
Hazard Zone within the San Marcos Fire Protection Zone Map) and 
identifies a series of other items such as enhanced water supplies, 
automatic fire extinguishing systems (interior sprinklers for all homes 
and enhanced extinguishing systems/sprinklers for identified structures 
and fire deflection walls along the Project perimeter), non-flammable fire 
deflection walls, and roadway widths.  Overall, the development includes 
a redundant layering of fire protection features that have been proven 
to increase ignition resistance of structures and landscapes and result in 
communities that are less vulnerable to wildfire.  These features make 
the Project site less vulnerable to wildfire and reduce the fire risk for 
both existing and future residents.  The goal, too, is for all structures to 
survive a wildland fire on their own, with no structures or lives lost, and 
with minimal intervention from firefighting personnel.

AZ-13 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation and 
AD-7 regarding analysis of the Cocos Fire in the FPP.

AZ-12 See Response I-61 regarding the SPRINTER and traffic impacts.  The 
SPRINTER was included in modeling for fire response (see Response 
I-55).  Regarding fire evacuations, see Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations.

AZ-11 See Response K-156 regarding construction traffic.

AZ-16 Section 1.4.4 of the FPP has been revised to address past fires in the 
area.  This information has also been incorporated into the EIR but 
the information clarifies and amplifies the EIR conclusions and is not 
important new information that would require recirculation of the EIR 
under CEQA.

AZ-15 The FPP addressed this comment in Section 4.5.  Fuel modification 
does not encroach or impact the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) 
wetlands or wetland buffers (50-foot RPO buffer).
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AZ-17

AZ-18

AZ-19

AZ-20

AZ-21

AZ-22

AZ-23

AZ-24

AZ-25

AZ-19 The comment reiterates the general description of the meteorology 
described in the Air Quality Analysis Report for the vicinity.  The 
commenter is correct that inversion layers exist in the Project area.  As 
described in Subchapter 2.2 of the Air Quality Analysis Report: 
Throughout the year, the elevation of the temperature inversion within 
the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) in the afternoon varies between 
approximately 1,500 and 2,500 feet above mean sea level (amsl).  In 
winter, the morning inversion layer is about 800 feet amsl.  In summer, 
the morning inversion layer is about 1,100 feet amsl.  Therefore, air 
quality tends to be better in winter than in summer because there is a 
greater change in the morning and afternoon mixing depths, allowing 
the dispersal of “trapped” pollutants.  Elevations within the Project area 
range from approximately 614 feet to 1,013 feet amsl.  The finished grade 
would range from approximately 810 feet in the northwestern area to 685 
feet in the southeastern area.

AZ-18 The cumulative impact of Project construction emissions, taking into 
account other planned projects in the area, was assessed in Section 4.3 
of the Air Quality Analysis Report and presented in EIR Section 2.2.3.  
As discussed in the report, the analysis determined that there would be a 
cumulatively considerable impact associated with emissions of volatile 
organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, and particulates.
Subsection 4.2.2.2 of the Air Quality Analysis Report and Subsection 
2.2.2.2 of the EIR analyzed worst-case daily emissions in the years (2018 
and 2019) where it would be expected that occupation of a neighborhood 
may occur concurrently with construction of another neighborhood.  The 
emissions of criteria pollutants during those years would not exceed the 
daily thresholds for any of the pollutants, and no significant impacts would 
occur.  No change to the EIR was made in response to this comment.

AZ-17 Construction-related health risks from construction equipment were 
assessed in the Air Quality Analysis Report and presented in EIR 
Subsection 2.2.2.4.  Using the USEPA SCREEN 3 model, diesel 
particulates emitted from construction equipment were modeled taking 
into account potential exposure of nearby residents during the duration of 
construction period.  Both the potential cancer risk and the chronic non-
cancer hazard index were assessed and the results were well below the 
County’s significance thresholds (0.008 in 1 million versus a threshold 
of 1 in 1 million for cancer risk and 0.012 versus a threshold of 1 for the 
chronic non-cancer hazard index).  No change to the EIR was made in 
response to this comment.

AZ-20 See Response K-26b with respect to Project alternatives with fewer 
residential units.
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AZ-22 Biological open space on site is for avoidance, not mitigation, and as 
such is not required to be connected.  See Response K-32 for further 
discussion of wildlife movement through the site.

AZ-21 The term “Open Space” in this case encompasses not only biological open 
space, but also common areas which consist of HOA lots that include 
parks, common open space areas, detention basins, bioretention basins, 
and the wet weather storage, as well as landscape easements which 
include HOA-maintained landscaped areas on private lots.  Proposed 
Biological Open Space areas do not overlap with backyard areas.

AZ-23 See Response K-32 regarding wildlife movement.  Following public 
review the Project was revised to move Street 3A to the south, eliminating 
an RPO wetland crossing.  The change in the Project has been analyzed in 
the EIR and there are no new or substantially increased related impacts.  
Therefore, it is not important new information that would require 
recirculation of the EIR under CEQA.

AZ-25 See Response K-32 regarding east-west connectivity, which is also 
discussed in Section 6.0 of the Biological Technical Report.  Although 
there is no significant impact identified for wildlife movement, the EIR 
does include a Biologically Enhanced Alternative (see Figure 4-6) that 
would eliminate the lots mentioned in the comment.

AZ-24 Proposed revisions to the site plan include removal of the north-south 
road crossing in Neighborhood 3, as well as associated lots (119-122) 
listed in the comment.  The EIR and Biological Technical Report 
(Appendix E of the EIR) have been revised to incorporate this revision.  
The change in the Project has been analyzed in the EIR and there are 
no new or substantially increased related impacts.  Therefore, it is not 
important new information that would require recirculation of the EIR 
under CEQA.
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AZ-26

AZ-27

AZ-28

AZ-29

AZ-27 This comment is correct in noting (as outlined in EIR Table 2.10-1) that 
the Project site includes a number of soil/surficial deposits with moderate 
to high erosion potential.  Pursuant to the discussion in Subchapter 2.10 
of the EIR, the issue of potential erosion and sedimentation effects is 
provided in Section 3.1.3 of the EIR due to the relationship to water 
quality issues.  Accordingly, as outlined in Section 3.1.3, proposed 
excavation, grading, and construction activities on the Project site and 
associated off-site (road improvement) areas could potentially result in 
related erosion and off-site sediment transport (sedimentation).   
While graded, excavated and filled areas associated with construction 
activities are regulated and stabilized through efforts such as compaction 
and installation of hardscape and landscaping, erosion potential would 
be higher in the short-term than for existing conditions.  Developed areas 
would be especially susceptible to erosion between the beginning of 
grading/construction and the installation of pavement or establishment of 
permanent cover in landscaped areas.  Short-term effects from Project-
related erosion and sedimentation would be addressed through required 
conformance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Construction General Permit and associated County standards.  
Specifically, this would include implementing an authorized NPDES/
County Storm, Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for proposed 
construction, including the use of extensive erosion and sedimentation 
best management practices (BMPs) as identified in EIR Table 3.1.3-4.  
Erosion and sedimentation are not considered to be significant long-
term concerns for the Proposed Project (as developed areas would be 
stabilized through installation of hardscape or landscaping), although 
the Project would be subject to associated regulatory requirements under 

AZ-26 The biological open space areas include oak woodland where it is adjacent 
to County RPO wetland habitat, in compliance with RPO wetland buffer 
requirements.  There are other areas of oak woodland that fall within 
the FMZ areas, but are outside the biological open space.  There is no 
overlap of biological open space and FMZs.
The previous mitigation order associated with the oak clearing by the 
former property owner had been implemented, so that the portions of 
the mitigation area that overlapped with proposed Project’s impacts are 
being mitigated (currently) as oak woodland habitat at a 3:1 ratio.
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AZ-28 The comment raises concerns regarding the presence of shallow 
groundwater and potential liquefaction concerns in the area north of 
Neighborhood 3.  Potential liquefaction hazards were evaluated in the 
Project Geotechnical Investigation (Appendix K of the Final EIR) and 
EIR Subsection 2.10.2.3.  As described in those analyses, the Project 
site exhibits generally low liquefaction potential (and is not located 
within a County-designated Potential Liquefaction Area), although 
portions of Neighborhood 3 were “…identified as exhibiting higher 
liquefaction potential due to the presence of granular alluvial soils and 
shallow groundwater.”  Because no on- or off-site structures or other 
improvements susceptible to liquefaction hazards are proposed in 
these areas, however, the EIR (and Appendix K) did not identify any 
associated significant impacts (although the Geotechnical Investigation 
notes that if development in such areas is subsequently proposed, “…
special recommendations will be required.”).  It should also be noted that 
post-development drainage from Neighborhood 3 (or other on-site areas) 
would not flow into the adjacent off-site area to the north described in 
this comment, but rather would be directed into two extended detention 
basins in the eastern portion of Neighborhood 3, before continuing 
east and exiting the site along the eastern property boundary, similar to 
existing drainage (refer to EIR Figure 1-23, and the Proposed Conditions 
Hydrology Exhibit in the Project Drainage Study [EIR Appendix M]).  
Storm water flows in the northerly portions of Neighborhood 4, which 
drain through this area, would be reduced to pre-Project conditions by 
extended detention basins as described in the Project Drainage Study.  
In addition, Mitigation Measure GE-1 would implement a site-specific 
geotechnical investigation during Project grading to assess potential 

AZ-27
cont.

applicable County and NPDES Municipal Permit standards.  As a result, 
the Proposed  Project design includes long-term measures to avoid or 
reduce off-site sediment transport, such as: (1) retaining native vegetation 
and using extensive landscaping; (2) minimizing slope disturbance 
and providing slope protection/drainage structures; and (3) providing 
detention/water quality basins, bioretention facilities, energy dissipators, 
irrigation controls and drainage facility maintenance (i.e., to remove 
accumulated sediment).  With respect to the noted area located north 
of Neighborhood 3, the Project drainage management design includes 
an extended detention basin in this area, which would remove sediment 
(along with other potentially associated pollutants) from storm water prior 
to discharge within/from the site.  The proposed drainage management 
design is depicted on Figure 1-23 of the EIR, with a conceptual detention 
basin design provided on Figure 1-24.
Based on the implementation of the described (and/or other appropriate) 
short- and long-term erosion and sediment control BMPs in conformance 
with applicable regulatory standards, the EIR correctly concludes that 
potential Project-related erosion/sedimentation impacts would be less 
than significant.  No change to the EIR was made in response to this 
comment.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-392

AZ-28
cont.

impacts related to seismically—induced settlement and related effects.  
All recommendations provided by the Project engineer/geologist to 
address potential effects related to seismically-induced settlement would 
be implemented as part of the Project design/construction efforts.  As 
a result, any potential liquefaction or related hazards (e.g., flooding) 
in the described area north of Neighborhood 3 would be reduced by 
implementation of the Proposed Project.

AZ-29 The equestrian staging site would accommodate the additional amenities 
by expanding to 1.2 acres.  The redesign is discussed in the EIR, Subsection 
3.1.6.2 and Chapter 1.  Also refer to Figure 1-12.  The changes made to 
the EIR do not require recirculation under CEQA because they do not 
result in new significant impacts or a substantial increase in impacts.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-393

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-277

AZ-30

AZ-31

AZ-32

AZ-33

AZ-34

AZ-35

AZ-36

AZ-37

AZ-38
AZ-39
AZ-40
AZ-41

AZ-33 Comment noted.  The amount of landform modification has been avoided 
to the extent possible, but blasting would be required at certain areas.

AZ-32 The EIR and technical studies analyzed the impacts associated with the 
construction of 334 main units plus 54 Accessory Dwelling Units for a 
total of 388 units.  The previous site plan had 334 units with 54 secondary 
dwelling units which was later reduced to 326 units with 54 secondary 
dwelling units.  The documents represent a conservative analysis of 
388 units since only 380 units are currently proposed.  The redesign 
is discussed in the EIR.  The changes made to the EIR do not require 
recirculation under CEQA because they do not result in new significant 
impacts or a substantial increase in impacts.

AZ-31 The public trails would be built to County standards.  These trails would 
connect to off-site public trails (per Harmony Grove Village Specific Plan; 
see Figure 1-18).  A trail connection to the north through the agricultural 
open space was determined infeasible to the satisfaction of the County.  
The trail that touches the northeastern corner of Neighborhood 3 makes a 
loop around Neighborhood 3, and thus it would not be necessary to leave 
the Project site to use the trail.  The connection to an off-site private road 
is intended as a convenience for existing residents who live along that 
private road and wish to enter the public trail system.  The Project would 
provide trail connections to the edge of the Project, but is not required to 
create trails off site.

AZ-30 The Project would no longer include an equestrian center, and a Major 
Use Permit would not be necessary.  The Project now includes public 
parking for horse-trailers, access to the multi-use trails, and a horse 
exercise ring.  The redesign is discussed in the EIR, Subsection 3.1.6.2 
and Chapter 1.  Also refer to Figure 1-12.  

AZ-35 This is a repeat of comment AZ-4.  See Response AZ-4.

AZ-34 This is a repeat of comment AZ-3.  See Response AZ-3. 

AZ-38 See Response AD-2 regarding the need for a GPA as well as Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis.  Note that although the Project would increase the 
density, it would still be a semi-rural density consistent with the Semi-
Rural regional category, as is the current General Plan designation.

AZ-37 See Responses I-3 and I-4 regarding application of the Community 
Development Model.

AZ-36 See Response AD-2 regarding the need for a GPA.
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AZ-39 The Project promotes equestrian use through the 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.  In addition to 
the multi-use trail network with connections throughout the existing 
and proposed communities, the former equestrian center site would be 
configured to allow public horse trailer parking and use of an exercise 
ring for the public to access the multi-use trail.  See also Response AL-
31. 

AZ-40 The EIR lists the Project Objectives.  One of them is to design “a 
community that embraces and preserves the equestrian nature of the 
surrounding area and provide amenities for the equestrian community.”  
See Response U-2a regarding semi-rural character including equestrian 
elements.

AZ-41 See Responses I-7, and U-2a and Topical Response: General Plan 
Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis 
regarding rural character.
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BA-1

BA-2

BA-3

BA-4
BA-5

BA-6
BA-4 The comment is related to the Project’s water consumption which is fully 

addressed in Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99.  The Project would 
decrease the on-site water usage compared to the baseline. 

BA-3 The concern cited in the comment including cumulative traffic analysis 
is fully addressed in the EIR (Section 2.8), based on a TIA prepared to 
analyze the Project’s traffic impacts (Appendix H of the EIR). Mitigation 
measures would be implemented that would reduce the traffic impacts.  
No changes to the EIR resulted from the comment. 

BA-2 See Response AD-2 regarding the Project proposal of a GPA.  The right 
to propose a GPA as part of a project is allowed.  This discretionary 
application is under review for approval or denial as part of the Project, 
with specific notice and review requirements.

BA-1 Introductory comment noted.  See responses to your specific comments 
below.  

BA-6 See Response AD-2 regarding the need for a GPA and Response AZ-
38 regarding the proposed density.  Note that the Elfin Forest and 
Harmony Grove communities have separate discussions in the Elfin 
Forest and Harmony Grove Community Plan based on the differences 
between these similar, but distinguishable, communities.  Contrary to the 
commenter’s assertion, the Project would not directly impact Elfin Forest 
where the commenter is located.  The EIR adequately evaluates the 
potential environmental impacts that would result from a General Plan 
Amendment, consistent with CEQA and the County CEQA Guidelines.  
The opposition to the Project is opinion and no specific response is 
required.

BA-5 The comment is related to fire evacuation which is fully addressed in 
Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations.
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BB-1

BB-2

BB-3

BB-4

BB-4 The comment is related to wildfire hazards which is fully addressed in 
Subchapter 2.9 of the EIR.  Also see Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations 
regarding fire evacuation.  Fire insurance is not a CEQA issue so no 
further comment can be made on this topic.

BB-3 The Project’s location is consistent with regional plans to focus housing 
and job growth in urbanized areas where there is existing and planned 
transportation infrastructure.  See Response BA-3 for further information 
regarding a summary of the EIR’s traffic evaluation.  See Subsection 
2.8.2.9 of the EIR for the discussion of public transportation; the Project 
would add residents within the vicinity of alternative transportation, such 
as the Nordahl Road Bus and SPRINTER Center, as well as within a short 
travel distance to nearby employment centers and commercial areas.

BB-2 The comment is related to the Project’s water consumption which is 
fully addressed in Response C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99.  Also see AV-2 
regarding use of recycled water.

BB-1 Introductory comment noted.  The comment is correct that the Proposed 
Project would be in addition to the Harmony Grove Village project, 
which was approved for  up to 742 homes. 
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BC-1

BC-2
BC-3
BC-4
BC-5
BC-6

BC-7

BC-8

BC-9
BC-10

BC-11

BC-1 The comment does not raise an environmental issue with respect to the 
Project EIR.  The Harmony Grove Village project is not a part of the 
Proposed Project.  However, the amount of noise and light from Harmony 
Grove Village you mention has (to date) primarily been associated with 
construction activities.  
Currently at Harmony Grove Village, homes are for sale, and increased 
amounts of night-lighting are assumed in the near-term.  This information 
cited in the comment is consistent with the information in the Harmony 
Grove Village EIR, 
Immediately following project construction and sale, safety and other 
resulting lighting effects would result in increased glow over existing 
conditions.  While street trees and internal landscaping, when mature, 
would help buffer the homes from views to the Proposed Project from off 
site, softening sharp edges, unifying the project, and diminishing project 
lighting and glare, this would not be the case in the short-term.  While 
temporary in nature and ultimately addressed through project design 
and landscaping over the long-term, short-term adverse visual impacts 
would be significant and unmitigable pursuant to Threshold No. 4.” (AL 
I-8)(County 2006:2.4-27).  
And
Nightlighting effects would increase for the period between initiation of 
habitation and landscaping (particularly street trees) attaining heights 
exceeding the light source.  While relatively temporary in nature and 
ultimately addressed through project design and landscaping, short-term 
visual impacts would be significant and unmitigable.” (County 2006:2.4-
34).  
As stated, these adverse effects are expected to diminish as street trees 
and Project landscaping achieve maturity.

BC-2 In a CEQA document, each potential impact of a project is analyzed and 
requires a determination of being “potentially significant,” “less than 
significant,” or “no impact.”  Applicable thresholds established by the 
County and regulations are utilized to determine the level of impact.  See 
Table S-1 for a summary of the significant impacts and the mitigation 
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BC-10 Response

BC-9 Response

BC-8 Comment noted.  Your appreciation of wildlife is understood.  The 
Project site, however, is not considered a priority area for conservation 
under the draft North County MSCP.  The draft NCMSCP identifies 
proposed PAMAs, which are intended to be the future NCMSCP 
preserve areas.  These future preserve areas would provide a network 
of conserved lands to protect north county’s native plants and animals, 
including both common species and rare species.  Except for a small area 
in the southeast corner of the site associated with the former Harmony 
Grove Equestrian Facility, the Project site does not include habitat areas 
designated as proposed PAMA in the draft NCMSCP.  The lack of PAMA 
designation over the site underscores the site’s history of agriculture 
use which has disturbed much of the land, as well as the site’s lack of 
connectivity to large open space areas.  Mitigation would be provided for 
Project impacts to biological resources pursuant to County and Resource 
Agencies requirements.  In addition, habitat for wildlife would continue 
to exist on the Project site following Project development, including a 
47.5-acre block of land in the northwest portion of the site, as well as 
smaller areas of designated biological open space.  These areas could still 
be used by owls and other wildlife.

BC-7 The concern cited in the comment including cumulative traffic analysis 
is fully addressed in the EIR (Section 2.8), based on a TIA prepared to 
analyze the Project’s traffic impacts (Appendix H of the EIR).  Mitigation 
measures would be implemented that would reduce the traffic impacts.  
No changes to the EIR resulted from the comment.  The cumulative 
analysis accounted for the Proposed Project traffic and the Harmony 
Grove Village traffic and did not find a significant impact on Harmony 
Grove Road in front of your house.  The Project does not propose, and 
would not cause, for the road to be widened and for eminent domain to 
occur on your house.  The great majority of Project traffic would not 
head west on Harmony Grove Road (see Response K-165 for further 
information).

BC-11 Response

BC-4 See Subsections 2.1.2.2, 2.1.2.4, and 2.3.1.3, and Subchapter 2.5 
regarding historic land uses.  The historic use of the site as an agricultural 
operation would be partially maintained through the 35.4-acre agricultural 
easement, discussed in Response I-69a.

BC-3 See Subsection 2.9.1.4 for discussion of vector control.  

BC-2
cont.

that would be implemented to reduce those impacts.  The PDS staff 
independently reviews iterations of technical reports and the EIR prior to 
accepting the document for public review and then the public participates 
in finalizing the document prior to its consideration by the decision-
makers.  It is a goal of County staff and in everybody’s interest to achieve 
a mitigated project with less than significant impacts. 

BC-6 See Responses C-2, C-8, and C-10 regarding water usage.

BC-5 See Subsection 2.9.2.6 for discussion of wildfire hazards.  
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BC-10 See Responses C-2, C-8, and C-10 regarding water usage.

BC-9 See Response K-109 regarding lighting and night skies.

BC-11 The direct impacts of Harmony Grove Village are not part of the 
Proposed Project and are therefore not analyzed in this CEQA document.  
Cumulative impacts from the Proposed Project and other nearby projects, 
such as Harmony Grove Village, were analyzed in the EIR for aesthetics, 
air quality, agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, 
noise, paleontological resources, transportation/traffic, hazards and 
hazardous materials, geology and soils, and utilities and service systems.  
Mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce the significant 
cumulative impacts.  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.
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BD-1

BD-2

BD-2 The comment does not raise an environmental issue with respect to 
the EIR.  Please see Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and 
Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Response U-2a 
regarding clustering, and Responses AD-3 and AD-5 regarding the other 
issues raised in your letter.

BD-1 The comment is introductory, but also indicates that the Project would 
threaten to destroy the community (character).  The EIR analysis does 
not come to the same conclusion.  Your hope for the developer to follow 
the vision of the General Plan is included as part of the record and made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed 
Project as part of this response.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-402

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-283



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-403

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-284

BE-1

BE-2

BE-3

BE-4

BE-4 Your objection to the Proposed Project is noted, as stated in Response 
BE-1.

BE-3 The comment is related to the Project’s traffic on Elfin Forest and Harmony 
Grove Roads which is fully addressed in Response K-165.  There would 
be a small percentage of Project traffic using Harmony Grove Road. In 
addition, based on the trip distribution using the SANDAG Traffic Model, 
the Project would add fewer than 25 peak hour trips to Elfin Forest Road 
which is less than significant and does not require analysis according to 
the County Traffic Analysis Requirements.  As discussed in Subsection 
2.8.2.7, the Project would not create significant traffic hazards on nearby 
roadways, including Harmony Grove Road.

BE-2 The comment is related to the Project’s inconsistency with the General 
Plan and need for a GPA which is fully addressed in Topical Response: 
General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA 
analysis and Response AD-2 Responses I-3 and I-4 discuss the 
applicability of the Community Development Model to the Project.

BE-1 Thank you for sharing your concerns, especially about your neighbors 
in the fires of May 2014.  The comment 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 Topical Response: General 
Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis 
and Response U-2a regarding the rural nature of Eden Valley and the 
northern part of Harmony Grove.  



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-404

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-285

BF-1

BF-2

BF-2 See Response K-165 for an explanation of how a small percentage of 
Project traffic would use Harmony Grove Road and how traffic volumes 
on Harmony Grove Road are much lower than on other roadways.  In 
addition, based on the trip distribution using the SANDAG Traffic 
Model, the Project would add fewer than 25 peak hour trips to Elfin 
Forest Road which is less than significant and does not require traffic 
analysis according to the County Traffic Analysis Requirements.  
Regarding bicycle safety, see Response AG-4.

BF-1 Thank you for your introductory comments.  The Project is proposing 
a semi-rural General Plan Land Use Designation (see Response G-6).  
The Project site is was used as agricultural property in the past (prior to 
the Coco Fire) and does not provide recreational amenities, whereas the 
Proposed Project would add multi-use trails, public parks, and equestrian 
staging facilities to increase the area’s recreational value.  Regarding 
community character, see Topical Response: General Plan Amendment 
and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis.  The comment is 
correct that the Project has the potential for (traffic) safety hazards, 
though the comment is not specific in its meaning.  The potential for 
hazard impacts are discussed in Response BF-2 and Subsections 2.8.2.7 
and 2.8.2.8 of the EIR.  Impacts are mitigated. 



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-405

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-286

BF-2
cont.

BF-3

BF-3 The TIA was prepared by professional traffic consultants (LLG) according 
to County Report Requirements and has been reviewed by County PDS 
for thoroughness and accuracy.  The study included a cumulative traffic 
analysis that included Proposed Project traffic and Harmony Grove 
Village traffic.  As stated in Response AG-4, only a small percentage 
of Project traffic would head west on Harmony Grove Road, and the 
Project would not create a significant traffic hazard to bicyclists nor 
preclude the provision of bike lanes.  Harmony Grove Road is a Mobility 
Element road, classified as a 2.2E and 2.2C Light Collector, including 
bike lanes.  Bike lanes would be added on any segments of the road 
that are improved to public road standards in the future based on private 
development or County improvements.  No changes to the EIR resulted 
from the comment. 



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-406

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-287

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.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-407

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-288

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.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-408

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.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-409

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-289

BG-6
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.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-410

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-290

BH-1

BH-2

BH-3

BH-4

BH-4 See Responses E-12 regarding proposed improvements to Country Club 
Drive and the intersection with Auto Park Way and K-167 regarding the 
analysis and mitigation of that intersection.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

BH-3 This is a repeat of comment AD-3.  See Response AD-3 regarding 
Community Development Model and lot sizes.  Please also see Response 
K-11b regarding variation in lot size in the vicinity of the Project.

BH-2 Contributions by community members to the planning process are 
extremely important as they are knowledgeable of the community and 
experience life on a daily basis within the community.  In addition to 
the County meetings required by CEQA and the discretionary planning 
process, the Applicant has conducted meetings on and off site (including 
at Coco’s Restaurant and Del Dios Elementary School venues) with local 
residents, local businesses and adjoining City leadership and managers, 
as well as organized representative groups including multiple workshops 
and presentations to the San Dieguito Planning group throughout the 
past three years.  An information tent also was set up on site and staffed 
on weekends and after work so that the neighborhood would have an 
opportunity to obtain and provide information.  Neighborhood input 
has resulted in design changes to enhance community compatibility, 
including incorporation of large animal lots, implementation of buffering 
landscaping, etc.  California law, however, allows private property 
owners to propose uses of their property that vary from projections in 
an existing plan in a discretionary application.  The County’s review 
process requires a complete application, staff analysis for zoning and 
land use, CEQA compliance, public involvement, and a recommendation 
to a decision making body to implement such changes.  See Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis regarding the purpose and level of power of planning 
documents, as well as use of a GPA.

BH-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.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-411

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-291

BH-4
cont.

BH-5a

BH-5b BH-5b See Response AL-31 regarding equestrian-capable lands.

BH-5a See Responses AD-19, AD-20, and AD-21 regarding equestrian-friendly 
elements of the Project, suitability of proposed lot sizes to accommodate 
horses, and the management of hay and manure.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-412

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-292

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.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-413

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-293

BI-4
cont.

BI-5

BI-6

BI-7

BI-8
BI-9

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.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-414

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-294

BJ-1

BJ-2

BJ-3

BJ-4

BJ-5

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

BJ-3 See Response AD-3 regarding Community Development Model.  Please 
also see Response K-11b regarding variation in lot size in the vicinity of 
the Project.  

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

BJ-1 Introductory comment noted.  .  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.

BJ-5 See Response U-2a regarding the semi-rural nature of the Project, as well 
as Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis.  Project conditions require a notice to future 
residents in proximity of off- and on-site large animals about the nature 
of the community, which may include other large animals besides horses. 
See Response AZ-2.  



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-415

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-295

BJ-5
cont.

BJ-6

BJ-7

BJ-8

BJ-9

BJ-10

BJ-11

BJ-12

BJ-9 This is a repeat of comment AD-14.  See Response AD-14

BJ-8 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

BJ-7 This is a repeat of comment AD-10. See Responses K-199 and AD-10. 

BJ-6 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations, including 
large animal evacuations.

BJ-11 See Response I-61 regarding potential traffic impacts of the SPRINTER.  
Information was added to the EIR but the added information did not 
result important new information as defined by CEQA that would require 
recirculation of the EIR.

BJ-10 See Responses E-12 regarding proposed improvements to Country Club 
Drive and the intersection with Auto Park Way and K-167 regarding the 
analysis and mitigation of that intersection.

BJ-12 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.  Refer to the design features 
the Project has incorporated to retain the rural to semi-rural character of 
the area (Table 1-4 of the EIR).  Regarding General Plan compliance, 
see Topical Response:  General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-416

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-296

BK-1

BK-2

BK-3

BK-3 The proposed WTWRF will be designed in accordance with County 
and industry standards to meet all applicable regulations related to odor.  
Process components are enclosed and will have similar odor control 
features as the Harmony Grove WTWRF currently under construction.  
The potential impact is adequately analyzed in Subsection 2.2.2.2 of the 
EIR.  No changes to the EIR resulted from the comment. 

BK-2 See Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 for a comparison of proposed 
water usage to the historical baseline.  Droughts are cyclical in nature, 
and, given the semi-arid nature of southern California, another drought 
is likely to occur.  Therefore, the Project has been developed for both 
drought and non-drought conditions.  For example, the Project’s WTWRF 
would provide a sizable amount of recycled water to irrigate the Project 
site.  Landscaping would consist of drought-tolerant vegetation where 
appropriate.  In addition, as discussed under Response C-10, the existing 
agricultural use of the Project site used as much or more water than 
forecasted by the Proposed Project. 

BK-1 Introductory comment noted.  See specific responses below.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-417

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-297

BK-4

BK-5

BK-6 BK-6 The Project is not proposed to be a gated community.  See Response U-2a 
regarding the semi-rural nature of the Project.  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.

BK-5 Comment noted.  Your appreciation of native habitat and concern for 
its loss is understood.  Habitat mitigation would be provided for Project 
impacts to biological resources pursuant to County and Resource 
Agencies requirements and the CEQA Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP).

BK-4 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-418

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-298

BL-1

BL-2

BL-2 The lots located next your residence would not be directly adjacent, as 
there would be an approximate 60-foot buffer between the end of the 
lot and the edge of your property.  In addition, there would be a 15-
foot setback from the edge of the lots to the residential units.  Also see 
Response N-2b regarding the increased impacts that would result from 
placing higher density further west on the hillside.

BL-1 See Response I-49 regarding off-site fuel modification zones.  The 
Project has changed since the circulation of the DEIR and there would 
not be any easement or designation required for off-site properties.  



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-419

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-299

BM-1

BM-1 Since Eden Valley Lane would serve as an entrance to the Project site, the 
Valiano Project is conditioned to improve the road from Country Club 
Drive west to the Valiano entrance to meet Private Road Standards.  As 
noted in the comment, Eden Valley Lane is a Permanent Road Division 
(PRD) road, meaning that the Special Districts section of the County 
Department of Public Works collects money from each parcel belonging 
to the PRD and uses those funds to maintain the road.  Several parcels 
within the Project site currently belong to the PRD for Eden Valley Lane.  
When those parcels are subdivided, each new parcel created within 
the boundaries of the PRD is added to the PRD at the same tax rate as 
the existing parcels.  The subdivided parcels added to the PRD would 
increase the funds available for maintenance of Eden Valley Lane and 
improve the County’s ability to adequately maintain Eden Valley Lane.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-420

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-300

BN-1

BN-2

BN-2 The comment states that the Project will place cluster homes within “feet” 
of Mr. Masuen’s property at 1460 Romance Road.  The proposed lot 
immediately adjacent to Mr. Masuen’s property would be a landscaped 
HOA lot, and the closest proposed home to Mr. Masuen’s property would 
be approximately 81 feet from the southwest corner of his lot.  The natural 
creek area immediately south of Mr. Masuen’s property would not be 
graded by the Project, and the cluster homes would be located on the hill 
to the southwest of his property out of danger of flooding.  With respect 
to impact to naturally occurring streams, the Project complies with the 
County’s Resource Protection Ordinance for protection of wetlands and 
wetland buffers, and must obtain appropriate permits with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and California Department of Fish and Wildlife for 
impacts to waters under their jurisdiction.

BN-1 See Response I-49 regarding off-site fuel modification zones.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-421

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-301

BO-1

BO-1 Thank you for your comment; it resulted in clarifications in the FPP.  See 
Response I-47 regarding fire evacuation and Response K-59 regarding 
treatment of the Cocos Fire in the FPP.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-422

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-302

BP-1

BP-2

BP-3

BP-4

BP-4 The County does not have a minimum lot size associated with the 
keeping of equine or market animals.  However, it does provide for 
minimum setbacks as it relates to the home’s front, side and rear yards.  
Neighborhood 3 and 5 setbacks are compliant with the County’s setback 
requirements for equestrian, leisure and market animals.  The Project has 
proposed a number of lots large enough to allow for the keeping of horses 
and other farm animals.  The County does have the authority to allow for 
the keeping of large animals but does not have the authority to require 
said keeping. Although Neighborhoods 3 and 5 allow for equestrian lots, 
all neighborhoods allow for the keeping of animals including leisure and 
market animals.  This is consistent with the policies of the EFHGCP in 
that the Valiano plan “encourages the keeping of equestrian and market 
animals.”

BP-3 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.  The 
FPP has been updated.

BP-2 See Response K-165 regarding traffic distribution onto Harmony Grove 
Road going west and Response AD-14 regarding the extent of traffic 
analysis.  The Project would add fewer than 25 peak hour trips to Harmony 
Grove Road west of Country Club Drive, which has an estimated peak 
hour traffic volume of 840 trips (assuming a 10 percent peak hour traffic 
rate) for an approximately 3 percent increase.  This increase would 
not require further analysis within the TIA and the Project would not 
result in significant direct or cumulative traffic impacts at the mentioned 
intersections of Elfin Forest in San Elijo Hills.

BP-1 Thank you for your introductory comments.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-423

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-303

BP-4
cont.

BP-5

BP-6

BP-7

BP-8

BP-9

BP-10

BP-6 See Responses I-69a and K-174e for information regarding potential 
interface conflicts between residential and agricultural land uses. As 
discussed in Subsection 2.3.2.3 of the EIR, nearby agricultural uses 
consist predominantly of orchards, which are considered generally 
compatible with residential uses, and the referenced analysis notes:
Because orchard operations typically do not entail substantial noise, 
dust, vector or chemical generation as compared to more intensive 
agricultural operations, they are considered generally compatible with 
most urban uses, and would not result in substantial conflicts with (or 
associated impacts to) the Proposed Project.  The County Agricultural 
Guidelines (2007d) note that “…orchard crops such as avocados and 
citrus are often compatible with residential uses…a project proposed 
near but not adjacent to orchard crops, will not usually result in 
significant indirect impacts to these resources.”  The Project design also 
includes minimum lot sizes of approximately 12,000 s.f., in areas with 
nearby orchards that are set back 150 feet or more (refer to Figures 
1-4 and 2.3-1a).  The resulting buffer areas and relatively low-density 
development would provide opportunities to further reduce potential 
conflicts through measures such as structure location/orientation and 
screening (e.g., with landscaping).  It should also be noted that: (1) the 
Project design includes a 35.4-acre agricultural easement in the northern 
portion of the site (refer to Figure 1-4) that would be  maintained to 
ensure the availability and viability of this area for agricultural use…; 
and (2) transitional uses such as small orchards and gardens would be 
allowable within applicable individual residential lots on the proposed 
development (including lots in Neighborhoods 1, 2, 4 and 5 that are 
near the off site orchards), creating the potential for blending with and/
or screening from larger off-site orchards.  As a result of the described 
conditions, no significant effects related to interface conflicts to or from 
adjacent orchards would result from Project implementation.  

BP-5 The County appreciate the comment.  The conclusion of significant 
agricultural impacts, along with the feasibility determination for 
mitigation through on-site preservation, are not associated with the 
Farmland of Local Importance and Unique Farmland designations.  
Rather, these determinations are based on effects to, and the availability 
of, important agricultural resources which are defined in the County 
Agricultural Guidelines.  In addition, the proposed on-site agricultural 
easement (rather than “agricultural preserve”) is not proposed as 
mitigation, but rather is a design feature to maintain elements of rural 
character in the vicinity and provide an agricultural/visual amenity for 
residents of the Project site and surrounding areas.  See Responses I-69a 
and O-13 for additional information on the proposed on-site agricultural 
easement; and Responses K-20 through K-25 for additional information 
on proposed mitigation for Project-related agricultural impacts.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-424

BP-8 See Response I-69a regarding planning and oversight of the agricultural 
easement.

BP-7 Thank you for your comment; it resulted in clarifications in the proposal.  
See Response I-69a for information regarding the nature, maintenance 
and potential agricultural uses related to the proposed on-site agricultural 
easement. 

BP-10 All routes in and out of the community were considered for the traffic 
analysis; per County of San Diego traffic impact analysis guidelines, 
routes with at least 25 directional peak hour trips were included in the 
traffic analysis. Therefore, all applicable routes were analyzed and an 
updated traffic study for these routes are not warranted.

BP-9 Your summary comment is noted and is hereby included as part of 
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to the final 
decision on the Project.  See responses to specific comments above. 

BP-6
cont.

Section 2.3.5 of the EIR also notes that the Proposed Project includes 
a Design Feature related to the County Agricultural Enterprises and 
Consumer Information Ordinance (County Code Section 63.401 et 
seq.), which  is intended to identify and limit the circumstances under 
which agricultural activities may constitute a nuisance.  Specifically the 
Ordinance: (1) notes that agricultural uses may be converted to other 
uses or zones (whether or not the parcels are zoned for agricultural uses); 
(2) prohibits land use changes near existing agricultural uses that would 
result in existing agricultural uses to be deemed a nuisance; and (3) 
requires prospective property buyers (whether new sales or re-sales) to 
be notified that agricultural activities may occur in the vicinity, and that 
associated inconveniences, irritations or discomforts could potentially 
result.  Based on these requirements, the Project Design Feature states 
that “…all prospective buyers of property (whether new sales or re-sales) 
within the Project site shall receive written notification regarding the 
potential occurrence of agricultural activities (and associated nuisance 
factors) in adjacent areas.”



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-425

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-304

BQ-1

BQ-2

BQ-3

BQ-3 Per Table A, Harmony Grove Road west of Country Club Drive has 8,370 
ADT.  Assuming a typical 10 percent peak hour trip rate, this segment 
would have 837 trips during the peak hour.  As discussed in Response 
K-218, the Proposed Project’s peak hour traffic addition heading west on 
Harmony Grove Road past Country Club Drive would be 16 trips.  An 
approximate addition of 16 trips to 837 trips would not be expected to 
make a manageable situation passing cyclists unmanageable.  As further 
discussed in Response K-218, the 16 trips on this segment did not exceed 
County of San Diego traffic impact analysis guidelines for inclusion in 
the traffic modeling. 

BQ-2 See Response K-165 regarding trip generation onto Harmony Grove 
Road and Response BF-2 regarding bicycle safety.

BQ-1 Introductory comment noted.  Specific responses to your issues raised 
are below. 
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BQ-4

BQ-5

BQ-6

BQ-6 Your position regarding the negative effects of the Project and the 
developer’s lack of respect for the community is hereby included as part 
of the record.  Your request for the decision-makers to deny the Project 

BQ-5 The Project would take access from Country Club Drive through Mt. 
Whitney Road and Eden Valley Lane.  The Project would be required to 
improve these roads to meet County of San Diego Private Road Standards.  
Mount Whitney Road is a PRD road from roughly the eastern boundary 
of Neighborhood 1 to Country Club Drive.  The remaining portion of 
Mount Whitney Road is a private road.  Eden Valley Lane is a PRD road 
from Neighborhood 3 to Country Club Drive.  As stated in Response 
BM-1, several existing parcels within the Project site belong to the Eden 
Valley Lane PRD, and when those parcels are subdivided, the newly 
created parcels are added to the Eden Valley Lane PRD.  In the same way, 
when existing parcels that belong to the Mount Whitney Road PRD are 
subdivided, those newly created parcels are added to the Mount Whitney 
Road PRD.  The payments from the new parcels will increase the funds 
available for maintenance of Eden Valley Lane and Mount Whitney 
Road.  The Project will also be conditioned to enter into a Private Road 
Maintenance Agreement for the portion of Mount Whitney Road from 
the Project’s primary access point to the start of the PRD.  The Project 
will also be improving a portion of Hill Valley Drive as an emergency 
access route to the Project, and will be conditioned to enter into a Private 
Road Maintenance Agreement for the private portion of Hill Valley 
Drive.  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.  Improvements for Hill Valley Drive as an 
alternative access road are listed in Subsection 2.8.2.10 of the EIR.  The 
commenter also suggests that increased traffic on Harmony Grove Road/
Elfin Forest Road will lead to cut-through traffic on private roads in Elfin 
Forest; however, the commenter is not specific about which private roads 
he believes would be affected.  As stated in Responses K-163 and K-165, 
the Project is not expected to contribute significant traffic to westbound 
Harmony Grove Road/Elfin Forest Road; therefore, the Project would 
not generate significant cut-through traffic on private roads in that area. 

BQ-4 It is agreed that commuters to Encinitas and Carlsbad would likely 
choose to travel to/from the west on Harmony Grove Road/Elfin Forest 
Road; however, trips destined to businesses, commercial centers, or 
other land uses in San Marcos, Vista, Oceanside, north Carlsbad, and 
north on I-5 would use SR 78 to reach their destination.  Trips to coastal 
cities and other neighborhoods near or south of SR 56 (Solana Beach, 
Del Mar, La Jolla) are more likely to use I-15 to reach their destination.  
See Responses K-165 and K-218 for information on the accuracy of how 
the traffic models accounted for trips heading west. 
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BQ-6
cont.

also is hereby made available to the decision makers prior to the final 
decision on the Project.
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BR-1

BR-2

BR-3

BR-4
BR-5

BR-6
BR-4 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding wildfire safety.  See 

Response BR-3 regarding the traffic-related impact concerns.

BR-3 Regarding traffic noise impacts to off-site residences, see Response 
K-139.  
Subchapter 2.2 of the EIR discussed traffic impacts to air quality and 
determined that traffic-related CO concentrations and direct operational 
impacts were less than significant.  Project-related operations, including 
traffic, would result in a net increase of criteria pollutants, which would 
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution in criteria pollutants 
to regional air quality.  Project design features such as electric vehicle 
charging stations would encourage the use of vehicles that emit less 
pollution.
Subsection 2.8.2.8 of the EIR discusses traffic hazards to pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and equestrians, and the Project was determined to have a 
less than significant impact.  The Project would provide a public multi-
use trails for pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians.  In addition, a 
decomposed granite (DG) pathway would be installed in the portions of 
Country Club Drive abutting the Project site. 

BR-2 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

BR-1 Comment noted.  See Response G-6 regarding the proposed density.

BR-6 Your comment addresses residential viewers as well as viewers from 
Country Club Drive.  Your home is oriented toward Neighborhood 5, 
but views appear to be largely obscured by the amount of mature trees 
on your lot.  Consistent with your comment, and as stated in the EIR, 
the proposed WTWRF would be adjacent to the most-heavily traveled 
roadway in the immediate vicinity (Country Club Drive).  See Response 
U-2a regarding potential WTWRF design features and general consistency 
with agribusiness view elements.  If this Project is approved with the on-
site WTWRF sewage treatment scenario, its small footprint (a total of 
0.4 acre, or approximately 30,500 square feet total with approximately 

BR-5 Project impacts and mitigation to lessen or avoid potentially significant 
impacts are the responsibility of the developer and are implemented with 
County governance, as discussed throughout the EIR.
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BR-6
cont.

half of that in ground level parking area), and the proposed landscape 
screening, the view from Country Club Drive would retain its important 
visual elements and the impact would be less than significant (see the 
EIR, Subsection 2.1.2 1).  
In addition, the WTWRF location maximizes gravity flow from the 
Project resulting in energy savings (less sewer pumping) and more 
reliable operations.  The southerly location would allow for the recycled 
water supply from the WTWRF to be efficiently interconnected with 
the Harmony Grove Village recycled water system and to simplify 
operations by the County.  The close proximity of the Project WTWRF 
with the Harmony Grove Village WTWRF also provides for operational 
efficiencies for the County.
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From: mcsparron@sbcglobal.net
To: Ehsan, Beth
Subject: Re: Valiano Specific Plan PDS2013-SP-13-001 Notice of Public Review
Date: Monday, June 15, 2015 9:22:36 PM

Dear Ms. Ehsan
 
Good evening and thank you once again for the opportunity to give input to this plan which is so important to Eden
 Valley and the residents of Eden Valley. I’m aware of the tremendous amount of work you and your fellow staff
 members have put into the plan to date, as well as the public meetings you have arranged and the frustrations those
 meetings must create, and I thank you for that as well. I am Andrew McSparron, and I am the property owner and
 live at 1021 Country Club Drive, Escondido.
 
What I really feel like doing is pointing out the fact that my wife’s family built the home we live in in 1969 and my
 wife and I have lived here with our family since 1981. Our fourth generation is now living here since our daughter,
 her husband, and their three children decided it was the place for them to raise their family. We quite simply don’t
 want the rural nature of our valley to be destroyed. I just had to start off with that statement even though I realize
 the developers couldn’t care less about the valley and the county’s hands are tied by law, policy, regulation, and
 politics. That being said I have three area of the EIR that I feel are of utmost importance that I don’t believe are
 being properly addressed.
 
The first area of concern is flood waters, storm runoff, containment and dispersal. I met personally with the Valiano
 engineer who was addressing the hydrodynamics of the valley. I took him to the bottom part of my property which
 is near the north central part of the Valiano project in a low lying area. I told him about storms, runoff and flooding
 that we have incurred since 1981, and I got the impression that he just didn’t realize that tremendous amounts of
 water have gone through this valley in the 35 years that I have lived here. That period doesn’t include a 100 year or
 even a 50 year flood. I have attached photographs from 1992/93, 2003, and 2010. In the 1992/93 photo you can see
 the water flooding down our easement road and a neighbor’s truck stuck in a sinkhole which developed. In the other
 photos you can see the amount of water that had collected through the valley west of Country Club Dr. Those
 photos were taken during El Nino years, but were far from something which would actually be considered a flood
 year. Unfortunately I was unable to locate any photos from 1982, but I can tell you our easement road turned into a
 raging river which carved out a 6 foot wide, 6 foot deep, 100 yard long crevice in the middle of the road . We were
 unable to leave our house for 3 or 4 days and then had to walk out to Country Club Dr for the next 6 weeks until we
 could make repairs to the road. Fortunately we had the foresight to park our vehicles out near Country Club Dr. A
 few holding ponds scattered throughout the development are not going to properly hold the amount of water which
 can come through this area during years when we get 20+ inches of rain in a relatively short period of time.
 
The second area of concern for me is wildfires and the ability to evacuate quickly and safely with 1,000 more homes
 in the general area then are currently there. In May of 2014 we evacuated twice. The speed of the Cocos fire which
 came from the west and blew along with the predominant wind, downhill, was unheard of according to fire
 authorities which we talked to after the fact. Country Club Drive is a narrow road with vegetation and trees, homes
 and developments along it. Parts of it are too narrow even now for a fire vehicle and a truck and horse trailer or RV
 going opposite directions to safely pass each other. The width doesn’t permit a civilian vehicle to pull to the side
 and allow emergency vehicles to pass. We live on a dirt easement road and during the last fire it was difficult to
 access Country Club Dr because of the amount of traffic trying to flee the area. I can’t begin to imagine the havoc
 that the 700 approved homes south of Eden Valley and then an additional 300+ homes would create during an
 emergency evacuation of any sort. I don’t believe adequate measures or thought have gone into the subject of
 emergency evacuation.
 
The final area I will bring up is the impact of day to day traffic. Once again I will mention that Country Club Dr is a
 narrow roadway which, in some places, isn’t wide enough for two large vehicles going in opposing directions to
 safely pass. The traffic surveys which have been completed to date do not take into consideration the additional
 700+ homes which are now being built south of Eden Valley. I have been told that the traffic counts were
 conducted on days which were specifically chosen to be light traffic days, such as holidays, not reflecting the actual
 average daily flow. I understand that much of Harmony Village traffic is supposed to exit to the east, but no matter
 what the developers say, the simple fact of the matter is that most of the traffic from the entire area is going to go

BS-1

BS-2

BS-3

BS-4

BS-5

BS-6

BS-4 Country Club Drive is at least 24-feet wide along the entire length.  
This is enough width for the vehicles to pass each other.  The Project is 
providing dedicated left-turns lanes at four locations along Country Club 
Drive, including Mount Whitney Road and Eden Valley Lane.

BS-3 Access to Country Club Drive from your private dirt road access road 
is a private matter.  A majority of the roads that access onto Country 
Club Drive are paved.  The County will maintain the public road area 
within the County controlled ROW along Country Club Drive.  The dirt 
easements/roads are private and maintenance is the responsibility of the 
property owners that have access/easement rights.  Country Club Drive 
would operate an acceptable LOS in the Existing plus Project conditions.  
During an emergency, emergency personnel would be advising residents 
on evacuation routes and directing traffic along Country Club Drive.  
See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.  The 
Country Club Drive conditions are safe according to County standards.

BS-2 The Project’s storm drain system has been designed per County standards 
so that post-Project discharges would not exceed pre-Project levels.  
Detention basins have been provided within the Project to match existing 
discharges for both the 100-year peak storm event and the range of storm 
events which are significant for hydromodification, including rain events 
of the scale mentioned in the comment from 1992/93, 2003, and 2010.  
These analyses are found in the Subsection 3.1.3.2 and Appendix M of 
the EIR.  See also Response AZ-28 regarding liquefaction and Response 
Q-2 regarding water quality.

BS-1 Thank you for your introductory comments.  Although if approved, 
additional homes would be built, the EIR has evaluated the community 
character and determined that the rural to semirural character of the 
surrounding area would be maintained through Project design features 
including the 35.4-acre agricultural easement, 149.4 total acres of open 
space, visual screening, and retention or incorporation of equestrian 
elements, including bridle trails along Project roads. 
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BS-6 Approximately 72 percent of Project traffic was forecasted to travel along 
the northern section of Country Club Drive in the TIA (Appendix H of 
the EIR).  While it is agreed that the majority of Project trips would travel 
to/from the north along Country Club Drive, trips destined to Encinitas, 
I-15 south, major commercial shopping areas in Escondido, and industrial 
zones to the east would utilize other routes such as Harmony Grove 
Village Parkway, Kauana Loa Drive, and Harmony Grove Road.  The 
approved Harmony Grove Village Traffic Study forecasted 25 percent of 
traffic on Country Club Drive, 8 percent on Harmony Grove Road to the 
west and 15 percent on Valley Parkway toward I-15.

BS-5 The traffic generated by the Harmony Grove Village project was included 
as part of the baseline traffic analysis, as discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the 
traffic impact analysis.  Consistent with industry standards of practice, 
existing traffic volumes were manually collected during the mid-week on 
a Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday while schools were in session.  No 
counts were conducted on holidays.
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north along Country Club Dr. That is where the freeways are. That is where Costco, Walmart and restaurants are.
That is where employment is. And that is where the traffic is going to go. I don’t need a survey to tell me that, and
everyone who lives in the area knows that. I would say that 80% of the time I exit my road and go north on Country
Club Dr. During the last meeting at the fire station, someone mentioned a concern about being able to access their
road because of traffic. The response was that left turn pockets could possibly assist with that. Country Club Dr is
too narrow for left turn pockets and the county would probably have to exercise eminent domain to obtain enough
width to widen it to that extent. I question whether or not the county can do that as the road abuts city of Escondido
homes along part of the east side. The intersection of Country Club Dr and Auto Parkway  is going to become a
nightmare that cannot be fixed. It doesn’t matter what you do to the traffic signal at that intersection, it won’t work,
and travel will be impossible, particularly during the morning and evening commute hours.

Despite my comments in the second paragraph, I understand that progress is inevitable and Eden Valley will be
developed now or in the foreseeable future. I am not opposed to a property owner developing his property. I have to
follow the rules, regulations and plans that have been adopted by the county if I want to improve my property and it
seems to me that developers should have to follow the same rules, regulations and plans. I ask that the Community
Plan and the General Plan which was approved by and adopted by the County not be modified and that Valiano
only be allowed to build a community which falls within that plan.

Thank you for your time, Andrew McSparron

BS-6
cont.

BS-7

BS-8

BS-9
BS-9 Your request to keep the existing General Plan without modification is 

hereby included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to the final decision on the Project.

BS-8 See Response E-12 regarding proposed improvements to Country Club 
Drive and the added improvement at the intersection with Auto Park Way 
and Response K-167 regarding the analysis and mitigation of the new 
improvement intersection.

BS-7 The proposed left-turn pockets along Country Club at each of the four 
access points (including onto Eden Valley Lane and Mount Whitney 
Road) would be provided within the existing public right-of-way or 
within the property of the Proposed Project.  No eminent domain is 
necessary to accommodate these improvements.
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BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-4 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter.  The comment is 
hereby included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

BT-3 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding wildfire evacuation.

BT-2 It is unclear which roadway the commenter is referencing.  Assuming the 
discussion is of Country Club Drive, the scenarios in the TIA (Appendix 
H of the Final EIR) and EIR adequately evaluate traffic conditions under 
near-term and long-term conditions per County Report Requirements. 
The Project will improve the intersection at Auto Park Way and Country 
Club Drive traveling west of the intersection with connected sidewalks, 
an additional left turn pocket on Country Club Drive, adding a right 
turn pocket (through restriping) on Auto Park Way traveling west onto 
Country Club Drive, and widening Country Club Drive to provide 
a paved width of 36 feet consisting of two travel lanes and a 10-foot 
striped center turn lane starting 220 feet southwest of Auto Park Way 
for a length of approximately 830 feet.  The Project would also provide 
left-turn pockets onto Project access roads at Eden Valley Lane, Mount 
Whitney Road, and the two future access driveways.  If the comment 
refers to Harmony Grove Road, refer to comment K-165 for why the 
Project would add a very small percentage of trips to Harmony Grove 
Road westbound.

BT-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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BU-1

BU-2

BU-3

BU-4

BU-4 See Response E-15 regarding the treatment of Citracado Parkway in the 
Project TIA.

BU-3 Thank you for your comment; it resulted in Project changes and 
additional mitigation for the northern segment of Country Club Drive 
and its intersection with Auto Parkway.  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.

BU-2 The EIR analyzed Project impacts with consideration of future impacts.  
Where impacts would be potentially significant, mitigation has been 
proposed that would reduce such impacts.  See specific responses to your 
comments below.

BU-1 Introductory comment noted.  This comment indicates that the Project 
would threaten to destroy the community (character); please note that 
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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BU-4
cont.

BU-5
BU-6

BU-7

BU-8

BU-9

BU-10

BU-8 As stated in Response BU-2, the EIR analyzed all Project impacts.  
Mitigation is proposed both for direct and cumulative impacts; including 
payment of TIF to mitigate for cumulative traffic impacts.

BU-7 See Response AD-18 regarding sight distance at the mentioned 
intersections.

BU-6 See Response K-165 regarding trip distribution onto westbound Harmony 
Grove Road/Elfin Forest Road, and Response AD-14 regarding the extent 
of traffic analysis

BU-5 See Response I-61 regarding SPRINTER impacts.

BU-10 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter.  Your opposition 
to the Project is hereby included as part of the record and made available 
to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

BU-9 See Responses AD-2 and AD-3 regarding the Project proposal of a GPA and 
community input.  See also Topical Response: General Plan Amendment 
and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis regarding the San 
Dieguito Community Plan and Appendix A (the EFHGCP).
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BV-1

BV-2

BV-3

BV-4

BV-3 Comment noted.  The principles and policies of the General Plan are 
intended to reduce urban sprawl.  The EIR (various sections) analyzed the 
applicable principles and policies related to the Project’s impact on the 
physical environment, including impacts associated with vehicle travel 

BV-2 This comment is not under the breadth of CEQA. In addition, this 
comment lacks factual basis. These statements are unsubstantiated and  
are not addressed further because they do not raise an environmental issue 
with respect to the EIR analysis. With regards to air quality emission, 
all applicable emissions reduction measures have been incorporated 
into conditions placed on the Project.  The Project would be required 
to implement mitigation measures based on applicable standards of 
significance.  Also see the Response BW-1 below with regards to 
additional mitigation programs. 

BV-1 The County respectfully disagrees that the developer is seeking to 
have the County waive its requirements to comply with state emission 
regulations.  In fact, as described in the Air Quality Analysis Report 
(Appendix C) and in the EIR (Subchapter 2.2) design measures have been 
incorporated into the Proposed Project to reduce air quality emissions 
during construction and operational phases.  Design features are listed in 
the EIR, Table 1-4.  Construction design features reduce dust and exhaust 
emissions.  The construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants 
would be reduced to a less than significant level.  With incorporation 
of operational-related design features, “emissions of criteria pollutants 
during operation for the Project at buildout would not exceed the daily 
significance thresholds, and no CO hot spots would occur.”  The comment 
that additional mitigation should be included to achieve a project with a 
no net increase in emissions to reduce its contribution to a cumulative 
impact with regards to criteria air pollutants is not applicable.
As described above, both construction and operational air quality 
emissions would be below adopted San Diego County significance 
guidelines.  The significance guidelines are developed for the purpose of 
complying with California Ambient Air Quality Standards and National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards.  However, compliance with Regional 
Standards would require the Board of Supervisors to adopt the Project’s 
General Plan Amendment and include the Project in the regional planning 
forecasts.  
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BV-4 The comment requests explanation of the County process for ensuring 
compliance with the State’s statewide regulations.  The SDAPCD and 
SANDAG are responsible for developing and implementing the clean air 
plan in the SDAB for attainment and maintenance of the state and federal 
ambient air quality standards.  The San Diego County Regional Air 
Quality Strategy (RAQS), developed by the SDAPCD, is submitted to 
the California Air Resources Board (CARB), for input into the statewide 
implementation plan (SIP) for attainment of air quality standards. 
The RAQS includes control measures to reduce regional emissions 
of ozone precursor pollutants, including volatile organic compounds 
and nitrogen oxides.  The RAQS relies on information from CARB 
and SANDAG, including information regarding projected growth in 
the County to predict future emissions and determine the appropriate 
strategies necessary for the reduction of air pollutant emissions through 
regulatory controls.  SANDAG growth projections are based in part on 
land use plans developed by local cities as well as the County’s General 
Plan.  For that reason, it is important for SANDAG to include accurate 
projections of proposed growth in the County, particularly for projects 
that exceed the growth projected in the County’s General Plan, so that 
the SDAPCD can effectively regulate air quality on a regional level.  
For discretionary projects, the County enforces any mitigation measures 
and project design features that a project must implement to mitigate 
air quality impacts (see also Response K-15).  Thus, the inclusion of 
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 ensures that any revisions to the population 
and employment projections used in updating the RAQS and SIP would 
accurately reflect anticipated growth due to the Project. 

BV-3
cont.

and land use development at the Proposed Project site. The location of 
the Project adjacent and within other developed areas is a good example 
of reduction of urban sprawl. Although financial considerations are 
not strictly a CEQA concern, it can be said that locating the Project 
within an area already developed would eliminate costs associated with 
construction of new utilities and services in an area that is currently 
pristine in nature. 
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BW-1

BW-2

BW-1 Comment noted. Off-sets are not something that have been established 
as mitigation for criteria air pollutants.  These types of programs do exist 
in California and typically involve a fee for mitigation of each pound or 
ton of a pollutant that exceeds a threshold.  Offset programs are based on 
agreements that are made between a project applicant and the regulatory 
agency in charge of managing the program.  These agencies are typically 
air districts.  A monetary value is determined on a per pound or ton basis 
of the agency’s cost to reduce the emissions of the existing equipment 
within their jurisdiction (controls or upgrades).  An applicant would pay a 
fee equal to the emissions that exceed the threshold to offset the reductions 
elsewhere, as developed in the program.  However, these programs are 
designed to mitigate construction-related emissions because construction 
emissions are typically short-term in duration and can be mitigated in a 
finite manner for every year of construction.  For a program like this to 
work and be considered feasible mitigation, it must be a well-established 
program with sufficient “mitigation (or offset) credits” available for it to 
achieve the necessary reductions.  There is no established program like 
this in San Diego County and therefore this is not an option. 
In addition, the commenter requests mitigation to counteract the 
excessive ozone caused by the Proposed Project.  The Project has 
incorporated design measures that would reduce its overall emissions 
during construction and operational phases to a less than significant level.  
Cumulative impacts were determined to be significant and unavoidable 
because of inconsistencies with the RAQS and SIP, not because of the 
level of Project-generated emissions.  The comment related to counter 
acting excessive ozone from the Project does not apply to this situation.
As noted, the Project would be required to purchase biological mitigation 
off-site, which effectively serves the same purpose as the intent of the 
comment, as it would prevent further development that would emit 
additional criteria pollutants into the County.  However, this is not 
included as mitigation for air quality impacts.  Design features were 
incorporated into the Proposed Project based on commonly used and 
widely accepted emission reduction measures.
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BW-2 The commenter suggests that buying land somewhere else in the County 
to offset future generation of ozone precursors should be considered as 
mitigation for the Proposed Project.  A project that would emit ozone 
precursors during construction and operation within San Diego County 
is evaluated against the established County guidelines of significance.  
For a description of this process see Response BV-1.  Projects that result 
in emissions below the established thresholds are considered to have a 
less than significant impact to air quality.  This is because the emissions 
established by the thresholds of significance are based on levels necessary 
for achieving Countywide goals.  A project, under CEQA, would be 
required to mitigate all project-related impacts to the extent feasible for 
which impacts exceed an established level of significance.  The Proposed 
Project includes a number of standard measures in the condition of 
approval that maintain construction and operational emissions of ozone 
precursors below applicable thresholds of significance.  No further 
mitigation is necessary.  See Response BV-4 regarding the importance of 
the County providing a revised housing forecast to SANDAG.
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BX-1

BX-2

BX-2 The meteorological information provided on page 6 of the Air Quality 
Analysis Report is for informational purposes to provide the reader 
with a background on the setting of the Project area; temperature 
is not a variable used in the modeling of daily emissions of criteria 
pollutants.  The analysis does include seasonal changes, such as the 
emission variables between summer-blend and winter-blend gasolines.  
However, the quantity of emissions generated for pollutants analyzed by 
CalEEMod remain unaffected by the ambient air temperature.  As the 
comment states, “The chemical reaction of pollutants released in the air 
is in part determined by ambient air temperature.”  One example of this 
type of chemical reaction is described in Section 2.2.1 of the air quality 
technical report: “Ozone is considered a photochemical oxidant, which is 
a chemical that is formed when volatile organic compounds (VOC) and 
oxides of nitrogen (NOX), both by-products of fuel combustion, react in 
the presence of ultraviolet light.”  In addition to ultraviolet light received 
from the Sun, increased temperatures can act as a catalyst.  It is because 
of these variabilities that ozone is not directly analyzed, but rather the 
ozone precursors, VOCs and NOX, are. 

BX-1 The comment is an introduction to the letter; no response is necessary.
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BX-2
cont.

BX-3

BX-4

BX-5

BX-5 Although unclear, the comment seems to address air pollution reduction 
measures available for effective results.  The specified air quality design 
measures for construction and operation that have been incorporated 
into the Project have the most effective results and can be implemented 
through Project conditions.  See Response BW-1 regarding preservation 
of off-site property as mitigation for air quality impacts. 

BX-4 To clarify, the page referenced in the comment was found on page 25 
in the Air Quality Analysis Report (Appendix C of the Final EIR), 
describing the population increase of the Proposed Project relative to 
the population projections of San Diego County, and it was prepared 
by specialists approved by the County to analyze air quality impacts.  
The comment refers to a summary in the technical report regarding the 
relative capacity of the County to absorb the projected growth from the 
additional housing units because the extra growth could be accommodated 
within the 114,025-person surplus in the projected population growth.  
The comment indicates that the summary is linked to an argument by 
the developer for off-site mitigation, but this statement is not supported.  
Nowhere in the air quality analysis conducted for the Project does it state 
that an apparent surplus in population would be a reason for not including 
off-site mitigation.  See Responses I-47 and I-53 regarding elevated fire 
risk.  See Response BW-1 regarding preservation of off-site property as 
mitigation for air quality impacts.  

BX-3 The monitoring stations suggested for use by the commenter are not 
included in SDAPCD’s network of monitoring stations.  The Escondido 
– East Valley Parkway Station is the closest SDAPCD-verified source 
of ambient monitoring data for the criteria pollutants of concern for the 
Project.  Table 2.2-3 of the EIR includes updated data through 2013.  
The ambient levels reported in the EIR represent data collected at 
air monitoring stations for past years.  These data are not used when 
estimating Project-generated emissions.  Estimates are based on San 
Diego County-approved methods and modeling techniques that account 
for local conditions as found in the County of San Diego Report Format 
and Content Requirements for Air Quality.
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BX-6

BX-7 BX-7 Please refer to Topical Response: Greenhouse Gases Analysis for 
information regarding the County’s CAP. 

BX-6 The Project’s impacts associated the GHG emissions were seriously 
analyzed in the EIR (Section 3.1.1).  Please refer to Topical Response: 
Greenhouse Gases Analysis with respect to Project Design Features and 
emission minimizing features included.  See Response K-51 with respect 
to Governor Brown’s issued Executive Order B-30-15 and S-3-05.
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BY-1

BY-2

BY-3

BY-4

BY-4 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations. 

BY-3 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.

BY-2 Section 1.4.4 of the FPP has been revised to address this comment 
regarding the Cocos Fire history.  The FPP addressed scenarios such as 
the Cocos Fire, which experienced south to southwest prevailing winds 
in hot dry weather conditions in high load, dry climate shrub and other 
non-native fuels (e.g., avocado orchards).  

BY-1 Thank you for your introductory comments.  This comment indicates 
that the Project would threaten to destroy the community (character); 
please note that 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. 
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BY-5

BY-6

BY-7

BY-8

BY-9

BY-10

BY-11

BY-12
BY-13

BY-14

BY-14 See Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 regarding the Project’s reduced 
use of water compared to the baseline condition.

BY-13 This is a repeat of comment AF-26.  See Topical Response: General 
Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis, 
Responses K-16 regarding Project consistency with General Plan Policy 
COS-12.1 and Response AF-22 regarding mass grading.

BY-10 This is a repeat of comment AD-18.  See Response AD-18.

BY-9 See Response E-15 regarding treatment of Citracado Parkway in the 
traffic study.

BY-8 See Response I-61 regarding SPRINTER impacts.

BY-7 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.

BY-12 This is a repeat of comment AF-25.  See Response AF-25 regarding 
characterization of Project impacts and the Project simulations.

BY-11 See Responses AD-5, AF-22 and AF-23 regarding grading and 
manufactured slopes, as well as walls, fencing and sound walls.  
See Response U-2a regarding the consolidated nature of proposed 
development.

BY-6 This is a repeat of comment BJ-7.  See Response BJ-7.

BY-5 This is a repeat of comment BJ-7.  See Response BJ-7.
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BZ-1

BZ-2

BZ-3

BZ-4

BZ-5

BZ-6

BZ-7

BZ-8

BZ-6 This is a repeat of comment AD-14 and similar to K-165.  See Responses 
K-163 and K-165.

BZ-5 This is a repeat of comments AD-10 and BJ-7.  See Responses K-199 
and AD-10.

BZ-4 The comment is concerned with evacuation.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations.

BZ-3 The comment is concerned with fire evacuation.  See Topical Response: 
Fire/Evacuations.

BZ-8 The comment is concerned with traffic delay associated with the 
SPRINTER.  See Response I-61 regarding SPRINTER impacts.

BZ-7 The comment is concerned with stacking (wait time) at Country Club and 
Auto Park Way.  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.

BZ-2 This is a repeat of comment AD-7.  See Response AD-7 regarding the 
Cocos fire.

BZ-1 Introductory comment noted.  No further response required.
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BZ-9

BZ-10

BZ-11
BZ-12
BZ-13
BZ-14
BZ-15

BZ-16

BZ-16 The comment is concerned with the (then) current drought.  See 
Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 regarding water supply and usage.

BZ-15 The commenter is of the opinion that the Project does not conform to 
policy COS 12.1.  See Response K-16 regarding Project consistency 
with General Plan Policy COS-12.1.

BZ-12 The comment is concerned with the size of walls, extensive fencing, and 
retaining and sound walls.  See Responses AD-5 and AF-23 regarding 
walls, fencing and sound walls.

BZ-11 The comment is concerned with extensive grading and manufactured 
slopes associated with the Project.  See Responses AD-5 and AF-22 
regarding grading and manufactured slopes.

BZ-10 This is a repeat of comment AD-18.  See Response AD-18.

BZ-9 This is a repeat of comment AD-17.  See Response AD-17.

BZ-14 This is a repeat of comment AF-25.  See Response AF-25 regarding 
characterization of Project impacts and the Project simulations.

BZ-13 The comment is concerned with the clustered design and high density 
of the Project.  See Response U-2a regarding the consolidated nature of 
proposed development.
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CA-1

CA-2
CA-3

CA-4

CA-4 As discussed in Subchapter 2.8 of the EIR, significant impacts from 
Project traffic would be mitigated with improvements to the infrastructure 
of the roads.
Subsection 2.8.2.8 of the EIR discusses traffic hazards to pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and equestrians, and the Project was determined to have a less 
than significant impact.  The Project would provide a public multi-use 
trail for pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians.  In addition, soft-surface 
sidewalks would be installed in the portions of Country Club Drive 
abutting the Project site. 
See Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 regarding water supply.  See 
Response BH-2 regarding community input.

CA-3 Based on the results of the TIA (Appendix H of the Final EIR), impacts 
were calculated to be less than significant at the recently improved SR-78 
/ Nordahl Road interchange.  Therefore, mitigation measures would not 
be necessary.

CA-2 The FPP (Appendix L of the Final EIR) does state that statistically the 
increased density of structures and the number of residents in the interface 
areas could increase potential ignition sources and thereby increase the 
likelihood of large fires in the area.  See Response I-59. 

CA-1 The comment regarding the changing nature of surrounding private 
properties is noted.    Regarding fire evacuation, see Topical Response: 
Fire/Evacuations.
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CB-1

CB-2

CB-3

CB-3 The commenter is concerned for the loss of native habitat.  See Response 
BC-8 regarding conservation planning for the area, Response K-32 
regarding habitat connectivity and wildlife movement, and K-128 
regarding consistency with the EFHGCP direction on mitigation location. 

CB-2 The comment is concerned with evacuation.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations.

CB-1 The comment is introductory and requests that the Project be in keeping 
with the Community and General Plans.  See Responses I-7 and I-8 
for how the Project preserves rural character.  Please see responses to 
specific comments, below.
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CC-1

CC-2

CC-3

CC-4

CC-4 Using Google Maps, distances better described in driving distance have 
been revised in the Final EIR.  

CC-3 See Responses D-1 and D-4a regarding the Project proximity to Smart 
Growth areas and consistency with Smart Growth principles. 

CC-2 The Safety Element of the General Plan addresses the natural hazards 
and human activity that may pose a threat to public safety in the areas of 
wildfires, geologic and seismic hazards, flooding, hazardous materials, 
law enforcement and airport hazards.  The Project has been reviewed for 
safety in all of these areas.  This Specific Plan is consistent with the 15 
goals of the County’s Safety Element.  Also, an FPP was prepared for the 
Project (Appendix L of the Final EIR).  The FPP was reviewed in detail 
by the San Marcos Fire Department and subsequently approved.

CC-1 The comment is introductory in nature.  Appreciation of your community 
is understood.
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CC-4
cont.

CC-5

CC-6

CC-7

CC-8

CC-9

CC-6 The sentence was meant to include both concepts, that the proposed 
architecture would be variously compatible with the semi-rural ranch 
setting as well as the surrounding area.  The properties surrounding 
the Valiano Project vary in theme, look and feel.  The intent of the 
architectural guidelines in the Specific Plan is to offer a similar variance 
in theme, look and feel.  The Applicant has proposed a D Designator in 
its Zoning which would require architectural plans to be reviewed by the 
County of San Diego through the Site Plan process prior to approval.  
Views in the valley are enjoyed both to the east and the west, and the 
elements of these varied architectural styles are found particularly in the 
hills east of Country Club Drive (although they may also immediately 
edge the road such as the tile roof homes found in the vicinity of the 
intersections of Country Club Drive and Kauana Loa Drive or Live Oak 
Road).  Other rural architectural elements such as barn themes for the 
WTWRF and rural fencing patterns are also anticipated for the Project.  
No proposed home sites are located on main ridgelines.  Those are located 
to the west of the Project.  Some homes are located on topographic rises 
within the Project.  Although some homes may be single-story in these 
areas, this is not required to preserve valued view elements. These homes 
would be “back-dropped” by higher hills to the west (for viewers from the 
east) or by the extensive views of valley and lower hills (and ultimately 
higher ridgelines at distance to the east (for elevated viewers to the west).  
Overall, and particularly for viewers from the valley floor and east, the 
most “visible” homes would be those located on the lower slopes of the 
western ridge line.  Those homes also would be the most distant from the 
viewers, with their size and design specifics minimized by distance.  Also 
see Response K-11c.

CC-5 As described in the Project documents, the two areas of the Project site 
connect “corner to corner.”  The public trail that begins in the southeast 
corner of Neighborhood 5 and extends to nearly the northeast corner of 
Neighborhood 4 further establishes the two areas as one larger Project 
(see Figure 1-18).
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CC-8 Thank you for suggesting this clarification.  Section 1.2 of the Final EIR 
has been revised to provide additional description for each product type 
within Neighborhood 1.  

CC-7 See Response BP-4 regarding lot size and animal keeping.  In order to 
address conflicts between existing and new residents, the Applicant has 
proposed a landscape buffer area.  As noted in the Specific Plan Section 
2.0 (Land Use and Design), buffer landscape is described as a buffer 
landscape edge that would be planted along several property boundaries 
to provide an attractive visual and dimensional separation between the 
existing adjacent residential lots and the new proposed residential lots.  
Planting of trees and shrubs would be designed in a manner to provide 
a soft and appealing edge between the Project and existing homes.  In 
addition, Neighborhood 3 has been redesigned to remove the homes 
proposed along the northern edge, providing additional buffer between 
proposed homes and existing homes to the north.

CC-9 The Project would satisfy the County’s affordable housing requirement 
by offering a variety of moderate housing types such as large single-
family homes, small single-family homes, and accessory dwelling units 
which are ideal for multi-generational families.  The detached condo lots 
are required to fulfill the affordable housing requirement because the 
accessory dwelling units are optional and may not be built.
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CC-9
cont.

CC-10

CC-11

CC-12

CC-13

CC-14

CC-15

CC-13 The equestrian center would no longer have boarding as described in the 
DEIR, and would consist of a parking area and equestrian exercise pen.  
These amenities would be maintained by the Valiano HOA. 

CC-12 The equestrian staging site would accommodate the additional horse 
trailer parking and exercise ring by expanding to 1.2 acres.  Private horse 
boarding is no longer proposed, because horse boarding facilities already 
exist in the vicinity and adding one more would not serve a community 
need.  See Section 3.1.6.2 and Figure 1-12.

CC-11 The Plan depicts the termination of the trail head in Neighborhood 3 at 
the north east corner of the property, directly adjacent to the private road 
(see Figure 1-18).  The trail head location allows northern Eden Valley 
residents access to the trail system.

CC-10 The TIA (Appendix H of the Final EIR) conservatively accounted for 
54 accessory dwelling units and 334 single-family homes, which is 
more than the Proposed Project, as such, a revision to the study is not be 
warranted.

CC-14 When conducting a GPA, an applicant is required to provide a certain 
amount of dedicated park land (373.74 s.f. per dwelling unit).  In this case, 
the Applicant is required to provide 2.79 acres of park land.  According 
to Specific Plan Table 2.1 (Summary of Park Acreage Type & Credit), the 
Applicant has provided 2.88 acres of Public Park in addition to 5 acres of 
private facilities.  The Applicant has provided a total of 7.88 gross acres 
of public and private parks, with a net acreage of 3.2 acres as calculated 
by the Park Lands Dedication Ordinance (PLDO).  The PLDO allows for 
a combination of public and private parks in order to serve both the new 
residents and surrounding community.  Although privately maintained, 
several of the parks are accessed via the public trail system and useable 
by the surrounding neighbors.  
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CC-15
cont.

CC-16

CC-17

CC-18

CC-19

CC-19 The Applicant is required to prepare a blasting plan to reduce impacts of 
blasting as explained in Responses K-148 and K-149a.

CC-18 The locations of Project-proposed street lights are depicted on EIR 
Figure 1-30.  Discussion of Project lighting, “dark skies” and potential 
light spill are provided in the EIR.  See Responses U-2a and AG-1.  No 
additional lights are proposed as part of the Project outside of the Project 
and additional discussion is not required.

CC-17 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

CC-16 As described in Response Q-2, the Project would provide on-site 
detention basins to match existing storm water flows from the Project 
site.  Therefore the Project would not increase flows at the existing 
“Arizona” crossing on Eden Valley Lane.

CC-15 See Response K-5 regarding the destroyed avocado orchards.  In addition, 
Section 1.4.4 of the FPP has been revised to address the Cocos Fire.  Fire 
behavior modeling was completed for on-site and off-site native mature 
fuels during worst-case scenarios considering local weather patterns 
(e.g., for late summer strong winds northeast winds [Santa Ana] and late 
season, strong south to southwest winds).
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CC-19
cont.

CC-20

CC-21

CC-22

CC-23
CC-21 Single-family homes do not need to comply with the County RPO 

provisions to protect steep slopes that are required of subdivisions and 
tentative maps.  Private property owners also enjoy more leeway in their 
landscaping plans than developers, and this is likely the source of the 
highly visible cuts noted in the comment (although it should also be noted 

CC-20 Although specific lot sizes vary throughout Harmony Grove Village, 
the proposed gross density is approximately 1.6 du/acre.  Valiano would 
be approximately 1.4 du per gross acre.  The proposed density is in the 
semi-rural range, as is Eden Valley.  See Responses K-11b and AD-3 
regarding visible variation in lot sizes of less than 1 acre along Country 
Club Drive and within Eden Valley.  Specifically as described in EIR 
Subsection 2.1.2.1 relative to immediately abutting lots:
The Proposed Project would group residential lots to limit the impact 
footprint and provide large areas of open space and retention of semi-
rural on-site visual resources.  As a result, residential lot sizes generally 
would be smaller than those at surrounding residential development and 
absent design considerations, there is the potential for the development 
to contrast with the relative scale of existing surrounding development.  
However, the Project incorporates several site design features to reduce 
massing effects.  By grouping homes, large areas of visual open space 
would be provided.  …[This would include] existing on-site elements 
such as mature tree stands, steep hillsides, riparian areas, native habitat, 
[remnant] avocado orchards and a pond.  The features within the 
proposed open space network would provide visual buffers within and 
between proposed residential neighborhoods to reduce massing effects.  
Proposed Project landscaping would also provide screening of the 
residential development, thereby reducing perceived massing.  Extensive 
landscaping, utilizing species consistent with the existing character of 
the Project area, would be planted along the site perimeter, along Project 
roadways, within residential neighborhoods, within parks and recreation 
uses, and in Project affected visual open space areas…
The combination of notable and visible open space at Project perimeters 
(including agricultural easement, retained oaks and biological open space 
easement, Neighborhood Park, etc.), combined with the large amount 
of landscape buffering between Project lots and adjacent parcels would 
minimize visual effects related to inconsistency in lot size to less than 
significant levels.
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CC-22 Light-colored walls can draw the eye when surrounding areas are darker 
in color. This also occurs for cuts into vegetation as described in this 
comment as well as CC-21.  Proposed Project retaining walls would 
be located behind homes and/or landscaping that would largely or 
wholly shield them or are proposed for architectural treatment (staining/
coloration) to reduce visibility.  Regarding overall visibility of these 
walls, see Response AD-5 regarding walls and fencing.  Retaining 
walls received focused review in the EIR in Subsection 2.1.2.1 under 
the heading “Retaining Walls.” Specifically regarding perimeter walls, 
the analysis detailed information on walls that would edge the Project 
perimeter, but would not be landscaped based on the Project Conceptual 
Landscape Plan.  The reader should note that two of those walls, identified 
as “adjacent to an unpaved and unnamed street north of Surrey Lane 
(10 feet and 11 feet in height) that would be located perpendicular (i.e., 
along the line of sight) to viewers,” have been deleted from the Project 
following public review as the lots with which they would have been 
associated were deleted.
Where impacts remained potentially significant, the coloration required 
as mitigation, combined with a low number of potential viewers, and the 
distance from the viewers, as well as potential for intervening vegetation 
or landscaping resulted in these four isolated features being mitigated to 
less than significant impacts.
As discussed in Response AD-5, the cuts and walls would be largely 
shielded from off-site viewers.  Although the development overall 
would be visible from points east and north, as noted in this comment 
and illustrated on the viewshed in Figure 2.1-5, these views become 
increasingly distant or diluted, with substantial intervening view elements 
to draw the eye.  Although generally obscured by intervening topography 
and development, remaining views from SR-78 and I-15 would be 
fleeting, as they would be experienced at highway speeds, with substantial 
distraction provided by nearby traffic, as well as closer view elements 
(development abutting the highway facilities).  As demonstrated in EIR 
Figure 2.1-4e, views from the public trails in Elfin Forest Recreational 
Reserve and Del Dios Highland Preserve would place the Project in far 
middle ground, behind existing development and the growing Harmony 
Grove Village development.  Even the ridgeline/skylined residences 

CC-21
cont.

that home appears to be in the City of San Marcos and not within County 
jurisdiction).  Most of the cuts in the Project would be behind homes, 
and thereby shielded by these structures and accompanying vegetation.  
Where cuts would be located above the individual lots, maximum slopes 
would be at 2:1 gradients which can be easily planted and would be subject 
to homeowner and/or association maintenance requirements as part of 
the required revegetation/landscaping plan.  See also Response AD-5 
relative to the Project tallest slope, abutting vegetation, and additional 
mitigation which would result in the slopes either not being visible or 
blending with adjacent natural slopes post-landscaping maturity.
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CC-23 The sizing of the homes in the photosimulation is accurate.  The 3D 
modeling software used accurately depicts the size of the homes in terms 
of height and width from the selected viewpoint based on the architect’s 
drawings.  The Project includes two story homes set back into the hillside, 
which minimizes the horizontal footprint of each home when compared 
to the large estate homes at higher elevations.  As described in Response 
AF-25, those ridgeline homes are also often presented “full length” 
or broadside to the viewer in the valley below, and some have little 
shielding landscaping.  The Project homes are often at oblique angles 
as they follow streets that conform to the curves in the hillside, and do 
not always present “straight-on” views.  They often are also obscured by 
the mandated Project landscaping, which includes both shrubs and trees.  
All of these factors result in the Project homes appearing smaller than 
those located above them on the hills.  The relative impact can be seen as 
conservative when the Project homes are compared with the size of the 
existing homes backed by the large unvegetated cut slope referred to in 
comments above within this letter. 

CC-22
cont.

above the Project, that generally draw the eye, are minimized from this 
distance.  Development associated with the Proposed Project is expected 
to blend into the existing condition.  Closer trails largely would be 
developed by the Project, and as such, would include the Project as an 
existing condition at the time of implementation. 
The Project landscape plans require as a matter of course that adequate 
soil preparation occur to support the proposed plantings.  This is not 
required of existing individual homeowners, which has resulted in the 
cuts that remain and are so highly visible.
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CC-24

CC-25

CC-25 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuations and 
K-59 regarding analysis of the Cocos Fire in the FPP.  Implementation 
of the Project would not cause the Fuel Hazard Severity Zone to be 
increased as the Project would replace combustible native vegetation 
with features such as ignition-resistant landscaping, ignition-resistant 
building construction features, fire hydrants, access roads for fire safety 
personnel to combat any fire potential and FMZs (see Response I-59 for 
more information). 

CC-24 Thank you for pointing out the errors.  These references have been fixed 
in the Final EIR.
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CC-26

CC-27

CC-28

CC-29

CC-29 In order to ensure that interior fire sprinklers are effective when there is 
heavy use of fire hydrants within the proposed Project, all fire hydrants 
serving the proposed development shall be capable of supplying a 
minimum of 1,500 gallons per minute fire flow for a 2-hour duration at 
20 psi residual pressure.  This requirement ensures that waterlines for fire 
control must be capable of supplying this required demand through the 
hydrants, in addition to the largest fire sprinkler demand.  An additional 
requirement to ensure that fire control and sprinkler demand is met, when 
an on-site waterline serves more than two hydrants, the line must be 
looped, providing two hydraulically remote points of connection with the 
water district lines.  The interior loop must have isolation valving, such 
that not more than two hydrants and/or sprinkler systems are between 
isolation points.  If the on-site fire water system for a building is a private 
loop, the two points of connection are needed to the public supply and 
appropriate fire department connections.
The minute-by-minute movement of a wildland fire is never fully 
predictable, and is certainly not predictable from a weather conditions 
forecast many hours before the fire.  Nevertheless, practice and 

CC-28 See Response I-49 regarding off-site fuel modification zones.

CC-27 The FPP addressed scenarios such as the Cocos Fire, which experienced 
south to southwest prevailing winds in hot dry weather conditions in 
high load, dry climate shrub and other non-native fuels (e.g., avocado 
orchards).  Also see Response CC-26.

CC-26 The fire behavior parameters and projections for the historic and existing 
hazardous vegetative fuels on- and off-site were calculated for the 
Proposed Project.  These calculations were used for recommended fuel 
modifications and the evaluation of wildfire threat to the Project. 
The FPP calculated fire behavior parameters that were key to 
recommended fuel modifications for the development, but they are 
also based on Project site observations, experience, and fuel levels and 
typical fire behavior observed during local fire seasons.  Modification 
and/or elimination of hazardous fuels and the reduction of fuel loading 
for the Project are key to “firewise” planning for the Project site and the 
surrounding communities.  A new FPP would not be necessary.
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CC-29
cont.

CC-30

CC-31

CC-31 See Response BJ-7 regarding automatic aid agreements and service to 
the Project from the new Harmony Grove Village fire station.

CC-30 Lots with reduced defensible space would be required to implement 
enhanced fire protection features that would provide adequate protection 
as explained in Response AZ-14.

CC-29
cont.

experienced judgment in assessing the fire environment, coupled with a 
systematic method of calculating fire behavior, yields very good results in 
terms of protecting structures and lives within wildland urban interfaces. 
Whenever a fire’s flame length, one to-two minutes in duration or more, 
is equal to or more than the separation of combustible vegetation column, 
ignition of a vegetation column may occur.  However, the required 
vegetation reduction and management within the defensible zone around 
each proposed Project structure does not support ignition of structures in 
the development with radiation, conduction, or convection heat sources.  
In addition, it does not support melting tempered glass nor the ignition 
inside a house through a window or other weak points in a structure.  
Fire agencies consider vegetation management as a principal approach to 
wildland fire hazard reduction for protecting structures and lives.  
The FPP states that fences and other structures fewer than 5 feet from 
a building shall be non-combustible construction, heavy timber or fire 
retardant pressure treated wood to prevent an ignition of the structure.
See Response CA-2 regarding Project fire protection measures that would 
significantly improve the safety of Project residents and surrounding 
neighborhood. This would be true whether structures more sparse or 
within a wildland urban interface area.
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CC-31
cont.

CC-32

CC-33

CC-34

CC-35

CC-35 The FPP concludes that enhanced ignition-resistant measures on the 
structure, the area between the structure and the property boundary, and 
the limited use and construction of fire deflector walls for areas with less 
than 150-foot FMZ’s at key locations, would mitigate the fire hazard at 
those locations within the Project.  The SMFD reviewed and approved 
the FPP, after specifically reviewing each of the listed lots.  Some of the 
lots include fewer than 150 feet of defensible space.  The entire proposed 
development is in a very high to moderate Fuel Hazard Severity Zone 
or within a wildland urban interface area.  There are structures which 
are along the periphery of Coronado Hills and other open space areas.  
The FPP documents that the FMZ along these perimeter areas meet the 
standard fuel modification distances or shall have required enhanced 
mitigation measures (e.g., fire deflector walls, duel pane tempered glass 
for all windows facing perimeter fuels, exterior water sprinklers for 
structures facing fuels, etc.). 

CC-34 The Escondido Fire Department has been involved in reviewing and 
commenting on the Project and understands that the Project would remain 
within the SMFPD.  The Escondido Fire Department never requested that 
the Project be added to their fire district.  The Project would pay its fair 
share to the Harmony Grove Fire Station to the satisfaction of the serving 
fire department [fill in CSA 107 or RSF once it’s finally resolved].

CC-33 The Proposed Project is in a Local Responsibility Area with the SMFD 
as the fire authority with jurisdiction and responsibility for emergency 
services for the bulk of the Project.  The SMFD has mutual aid and 
automatic aid agreements with local and surrounding fire departments to 
assist with providing emergency services for the area.  Also see Response 
BJ-7.

CC-32 Section 4.1 of the FPP studied the number of apparatus and staff available 
to serve the Project, and determined that there would be enough resources 
to support mutual aid calls to the Project.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-337

CC-35
cont.

CC-36

CC-37

CC-38

CC-38 The FPP addressed different worst-case scenarios, including south to 
southwest moderate to strong winds and the potential fire danger.  Also 
see Response AZ-14.  

CC-37 Section 4.5.3 of the FPP addressed this comment regarding maintenance 
requirements.  Section 4.5.3.7 states that the HOA would be responsible 
for the maintenance requirements.

CC-36 The temporary Harmony Grove Fire Station is now in place and staffed 
with full-time paid firefighters; therefore, fire service would be available 
to the Project site prior to the start of grading.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-338

CC-38
cont.

CC-39

CC-40

CC-41

CC-42

CC-43

CC-42 Section 4.1 of the FPP acknowledges that RCIP may not be implemented 
before construction and occupancy.  In recent communication with the 
EFD, RCIP implementation is currently delayed and not yet implemented.  
The FPP conclusions are not based on the implementation of RCIP.

CC-41 The FPP documents that the response with SMFD resources, mutual 
aid, and auto response resources from surrounding communities and 
jurisdictions can provide emergency services required for the Proposed 
Project.  In quick order, other resources can be ordered including air, 
crews, engines resources, etc. from CAL FIRE, the County, and federal 
agencies.  The temporary Harmony Grove Fire Station is now in place 
and staffed with full-time paid firefighters, and the Elfin Forest Fire 
Station remains in place.

CC-40 See Response I-55 regarding the SPRINTER crossings and calculation 
of travel time.

CC-39 See Response CC-38 regarding fire scenarios studied in the FPP.  Also, 
the FPP states that one of the greatest risks with worst-case fire scenarios 
is the flying ember that can originate as far as 2 miles.  As a result, design 
features were incorporated into the Project, including fuel modification 
zones, use of enhanced ignition resistant building materials, and other 
enhanced fire and building code requirements.  See discussion of this 
subject in Sections 4.5 and 4.5.3.2 of the FPP.

CC-43 The FPP includes restrictions on specific building materials and methods 
suitable for building in high fire hazard severity zones as identified by 
CAL FIRE (even though the Project is located in a Moderate fire hazard 
zone within the San Marcos Fire Protection Zone Map).  In addition, 
the FPP identifies a series of other measures such as minimum water 
supplies, automatic fire extinguishing systems (interior sprinklers for 
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RTC-468

CC-43
cont.

all homes and enhances extinguishing systems/sprinklers for identified 
structures along the Project perimeter) and roadway widths.  Overall, 
the development includes a redundant layering of fire protection features 
that have been proven to increase ignition resistance of structures and 
landscapes and result in communities that are less vulnerable to wildfire.
The approved exception request for a short section of Hill Valley Drive 
would  not affect fire safety, as explained in Response E-6.  All lots 
with reduced FMZs would have enhanced fire protection measures.  
Also, the FPP has been revised to eliminate easements for off-site fuel 
modifications.  More study is not required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-339

CC-44

CC-45

CC-45 Response

CC-44 Response
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-340

CC-45
cont.

CC-46

CC-47

CC-47 The quoted EIR section lists average travel times based upon available 
records and does not state that the listed times would be the exact travel 
times in the future.  It is possible that the Sheriff response would not be 
faster than the fire response.  Service demand would be likely to increase 
with implementation of the Proposed Project, but it is anticipated that 
expanded police protection services would be funded, as necessary, from 
increased property taxes and other revenues to the County resulting from 
the Proposed Project.  The response times from the Priority 1 call are 
not irrelevant; the circumstances under which that call took place were 
disclosed and it would be possible for an officer to be on scene or near 
scene for a future call.

CC-46 Using Google Maps, distances better described in driving distance have 
been revised in the Final EIR.  



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-471

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-341

CC-47
cont.

CC-48

CC-49

CC-50

CC-51

CC-51 The comment provides  two different sources that show fairly similar 
data to the EIR; the comment claims the rainfall total is 10.6 inches 
for Escondido, while the EIR and the two provided sources show 16.2, 
14.98, and 15.2 inches of rainfall annually.  Similarly, the EIR’s average 
high temperature in winter (55 degrees) and summer (74 degrees) closely 
matches that of Escondido.org’s (56 degrees in December and 76 degrees 
in August).  In addition, the meteorological information provided in 
Subchapter 2.2 is for informational purposes to provide the reader with 
a background on the setting of the Project area.  Temperature is not a 
variable used in the modeling of daily emissions of criteria pollutants, 
and any variation from the weather information presented in the EIR to 
site-specific data would not affect significance conclusions.    

CC-50 The Project has been designed to follow natural contours, to minimize 
grading, and to balance soils on site.  The amount of grading represents 
the minimal amount to achieve the desired amount of units and open 
space.  A reduced grading alternative was considered for the Project (see 
Subchapter 4.4 of the EIR) by eliminating the cul-de-sacs within each 
neighborhood.  However, due to the reduced grading and smaller lot 
sizes, all of the Project objectives would not be achieved as no horses 
would be kept within the development and the variety of lot sizes of the 
Proposed Project would not be achieved.  Therefore, to achieve all of the 
Project objectives, the amount of grading proposed would be necessary.  

CC-49 As stated in Table 1.4, the Project includes Project Design Features to 
control for dust and airborne particles during construction.  Property 
owners have the right to file a complaint if they are being affected by 
dust and airborne particles. 

CC-48 See Response K-149a regarding the requirement for a blasting plan, 
which would ensure that blasting does not disrupt surrounding properties.
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CC-51
cont.
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CC-51
cont.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-344

CC-52

CC-53

CC-54

CC-54 The County disagrees that the EIR contains inaccurate or misleading 
data.  The EIR represents a comprehensive review of Project impacts 
and mitigation where such impacts would be potentially significant.  See 
Response BH-2 regarding community input.

CC-53 Visual issues have been objectively considered.  The County Guidelines for 
Determining Significance and Report Format and Content requirements 
provide analytical tools to evaluate visual changes associated with 
a proposed project.  Potential visual impacts on the surrounding area 
form the focus of the detailed Project VIA (Appendix B of the Final 
EIR), and Section 2.1 of the EIR, which were completed consistent with 
County requirements.  These potential effects are explored in detail, 
with quantifications provided for grading, proposed homes, and acreages 
affected.  Modified slopes, fire/retaining walls, community/privacy walls 
and sound barriers are described by location, length and height.  Each of 
these issues is evaluated for potential visual effect, and Project design 
elements are applied or mitigation measures are proposed to attenuate 
potentially adverse effects.

CC-52 See Responses G-6 regarding the proposed density, and AD-5 and U-2a 
regarding the rural and semi-rural elements of the Project design.  See 
above responses (CC-24 through CC-43) regarding fire safety.
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CD-1

CD-2

CD-3

CD-2 It is true that the Project would result in a significant short-term visual 
change.  However, the Project is a semi-rural residential development 
similar to that of the Eden Valley neighborhood.  See Response AF-22 
regarding landform modification and AF-23 regarding retaining walls.  
All homes are supported by graded pads if they meet building standards 
within the last half of the 20th century.  Two-story structures, although 
less common than one-story structures in Eden Valley, are not unusual 
in current views from Milpas Drive.  Lots off Milpas Drive contain 
two-story structures that appear to be barn or storage facilities.  Homes 
on the slopes west of Milpas contain two-story homes and homes with 
two-story architectural protrusions.  Homes east of Country Club Drive 
are generally two-story in nature.  See Response AD-3 regarding the 
clustered nature of the development.  
A review of Google Earth indicates that the commenter’s views to the 
north and east would not change as the Project is located to the southwest 
and west of the commenter’s address.  Views straight to the south also 
would be unaffected by the Project, as those parcels are not included 
in the Proposed Project.  The portion of the Project southwest of the 
commenter’s property and south of the access road would be in protected 
oak easement and biological open space (see EIR Figures 1-11, Open 
Space and Recreation, and 2.4-10a, Biological Open Space), with homes 
on the south side of that parcel abutting existing homes in Eden Valley.  
Views to the west would continue to be of three parcels with residential/
rural uses on them, with potential views to Neighborhood 4 homes to the 
west of those parcels.  Based on the return address provided, the existing 
views would largely be maintained.  Developed Project elements would 

CD-1 Introductory comment noted.  Specific responses to the comments on 
aesthetics and transportation/traffic are provided below.
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CD-3 No changes to the existing access configuration allowing for full turn 
movements to/from Milpas Road onto Country Club Drive are proposed.  
It should also be noted that the Project analysis of vehicles entering/
exiting the Project access roads of Eden Valley Lane and Mount Whitney 
Road, which are expected to carry 50 percent of all Project trips, were 
forecasted to operate at acceptable LOS C or better conditions.  The 
Country Club Drive/Milpas Drive intersection would operate at an 
acceptable LOS with Project and cumulative traffic.
Also, see Response K-167 regarding analysis of the Country Club Drive/
Auto Park Way intersection.

CD-2 be located behind intervening existing/retained views to the southwest 
and west, with interspersed and surmounting agricultural easement area 
to be visually notable.  Above the Project continue the higher slopes and 
existing homes located there.  Taking all these elements into consideration, 
the Project would be expected to change views from Milpas, but would 
not remove the closest elements in the commenter’s rural/natural view, 
and would not substantially change the overall views available.
Homes in the Project would have limited associated lighting, which 
could change night views to the hills.  The Project would comply with 
the LPC, however, and light spill would be strictly controlled.  See 
Responses U-2a and AG-1 regarding dark skies control overall as well as 
specifically related to street lights. 
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CD-4
CD-4 See Response U-2a regarding the Project’s semi-rural character and see 

Response CD-3 regarding traffic concerns.
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CE-1

CE-2

CE-3

CE-4

CE-5

CE-6

CE-7

CE-8

CE-9

CE-7 See Response K-149b with respect to potential impacts to livestock and 
a Project alternative that minimizes grading and blasting.

CE-6 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 TIA.  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 TIA.  

CE-5 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation and 
Responses CC-24 through CC-43 regarding fire safety.

CE-4 Regarding density increase, please note that the proposed density is semi-
rural.  Regarding a previous attempt to increase density, see Response 
AD-4.  The zoning of the Project site is not “Rural Estates”; instead, the 
existing zoning is a mix of Limited Agricultural – A70 and Single Family 
Residential - RS (see Figure 3.1.4-3).

CE-3 See Responses I-7, I-8 and U-2a regarding the semi-rural nature of the 
Project, as well as many of the issues relating to overall character.  Please 
also see Response AD-5 for character issues related to grading, fencing, 
etc.  A rezone is proposed that would change the zoning of the Project 
from Limited Agricultural (A-70) and Single Family Residential (RS) to 
Specific Plan Area (S-88).

CE-2 See Response I-3 regarding urban/rural balance.  Specifically applicable 
to the issue of urban versus rural residents, the Project is identified as 
semi-rural in nature (see Response U-2a).  

CE-1 Comment noted.  See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and 
Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis regarding the Project 
proposal of a GPA.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-479

CE-9 See Responses C-2, C-8, C-10, K-99, and AV-2 regarding water usage 
and conservation.

CE-8 Air quality and noise impacts from the Proposed Project (including 
cumulative impacts) are discussed in Subchapters 2.2 and 2.6.  Where 
impacts would be potentially significant, mitigation has been proposed 
to reduce impacts.  
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CE-10

CE-10 Biological and noise impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed in 
Subchapters 2.4 and 2.6.  Where impacts would be potentially significant, 
mitigation has been proposed to reduce such impacts.  The commenter 
is not specific about which walking trails would be separated.  However, 
the Project would introduce multiple trails and other amenities open to 
the public, such as the public multi-use trail and neighborhood park.  The 
Proposed Project would enrich the community through these amenities, 
as well as by providing semi-rural housing near major employment and 
educational centers. 
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CF-1

CF-2

CF-3 CF-3 See Response AD-14 regarding analysis of traffic on Elfin Forest Road.

CF-2 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

CF-1 Introductory comment noted.  See Topical Response: General Plan 
Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis and 
responses to specific comments, below.
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CG-1

CG-2

CG-3

CG-4

CG-5

CG-6

CG-4 See Response CD-3 regarding traffic impacts to Milpas Drive.  In 
addition, the Project would provide mitigation along Country Club Drive 
from Auto Park Way to Kauana Loa Drive by implementing intersection 
improvements at the Country Club Drive/Auto Park Way intersection 
and providing left-turn pockets onto Project access roads at Eden Valley 
Road, Mount Whitney Road, and the two future access driveways.

CG-3 Comment noted.  Cumulative analyses in the EIR took into account the 
cumulative impacts between the Proposed Project and nearby projects, 
such as the Harmony Grove Village project.

CG-2 See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis regarding the proposal for a GPA.

CG-1 Introductory comment noted.  Responses to specific concerns are 
provided below.

CG-6 As shown in the TIA (Appendix H of the EIR) and EIR, LOS C or 
better operations were calculated at Project access intersections, and the 
queuing analysis provided for the 50 feet northbound left-turn pockets 
onto Project access roads resulted in no excessive queues given a low 

CG-5 Per County Traffic Report Requirements, “the study area intersections 
should include the intersections of Circulation Element roads and 
intersections where project-related traffic adds traffic to the right and/
or left-turn movement and exceeds the peak hour threshold.” Since no 
Project traffic would be added to the right and left-turning movements at 
Milpas Drive, Surrey Lane, Live Oak Drive and the unnamed dirt  roads 
mentioned by the commenter, analysis of these locations is not warranted.
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CG-6
cont.

CG-7

CG-8

CG-9

CG-10

CG-11

CG-12

CG-10 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.  In 
addition, all routes identified for evacuation and alternate traffic control 
are subject to actual live conditions during a wildfire measures at the 
time of the emergency.

CG-9 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

CG-8 The provision of a center two-way left-turn lane on Country Club Drive 
is not warranted based on the forecasted traffic volumes turning onto 
these roadways.  See Response CG-7.  Adding a center median would 
contradict the stated goal of maintaining access to Country Club Drive 
from the side streets.

CG-7 See Responses CD-3 and CG-5 for why the named roads would not be 
impacted.  There would be no change in access to/from Country Club 
Drive (i.e. all movements would still be allowed) for the residents living 
along Milpas Drive, Surrey Lane, and Live Oak Drive.

CG-12 See Responses K-99 and AV-2 regarding water usage and use of recycled 
water.

CG-11 See Responses C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 regarding the Project’s reduced 
water usage compared to the baseline.

CG-6
cont.

amount of forecasted northbound left turns (maximum 16 PM peak hour 
inbound trips).  A left-turn pocket is not warranted on Country Club 
Drive at these very low traffic volume roadways.
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CG-12
cont.

CG-13

CG-14 CG-14 Specific concerns regarding safety issues with the Project have been 
addressed above (CG-4 through CG-10).

CG-13 See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
Adjustment CEQA Analysis regarding the need for a GPA.
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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

CH-7

CH-8

CH-9

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.
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CI-1

CI-1 The Project would not add traffic to Calico Lane nor contribute to its 
maintenance.  The Project would be required to improve Mount Whitney 
Road to meet County of San Diego Private Road Standards prior to Final 
Map recordation.  Mount Whitney Road would not be converted to a 
public road because the projected traffic, including existing and Project 
traffic, falls below the 2500 trip threshold to require a public road.  The 
future Valiano homeowners within the existing PRD boundary would 
join the PRD, as explained in Response BQ-5.  The Mount Whitney Road 
PRD was formed in the 1970s and the taxes that have been contributed 
over the years have been spent to maintain the road throughout that time 
period for the benefit of current residents.  As stated above, the Project 
would be required to improve the road above its current condition, 
thus the Project is not seizing any previous investment, nor would any 
maintenance funds be reimbursed to current PRD members.  All funds in 
the PRD account would be used to maintain the road in the future.  
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CI-1
cont.

CI-2

CI-2 Comment noted.  Roadway improvements would be performed during 
the early phases of the Project.  Due to the nature of construction, a time 
frame could not be guaranteed.  The developer is required to enter into 
a secured road improvement agreement, giving the County the ability to 
step in and complete the road improvements if necessary.
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CJ-1

CJ-2

CJ-3
CJ-4
CJ-5

CJ-6
CJ-4 The Proposed Project’s traffic impacts were analyzed in Subchapter 

2.8 and environmental impacts were analyzed throughout the EIR.  
Potentially significant impacts would be lessened or avoided through 
mitigation measures.

CJ-3 The Proposed Project’s addition of homes and sewage treatment facilities 
were analyzed throughout the EIR.  Potentially significant impacts would 
be lessened or avoided through mitigation measures.

CJ-2 Harmony Grove Village would add up to 742 residences.  Egress roads 
are not limited to Country Club Drive and Harmony Grove Road.  Kauana 
Loa Drive provides an eastbound egress to I-15.  The new Harmony 
Grove Village Parkway has opened that provides an eastbound egress, 
connecting drivers to Citracado Parkway and I-15. 

CJ-1 Per County of San Diego traffic guidelines, traffic is rated on a scale of 
LOS A to LOS F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions 
and LOS F the worst.  Six existing segments of Country Club Drive were 
analyzed in the Project’s TIA (Appendix H of the Final EIR).  Four of 
these segments operate at LOS A, one at LOS B, and one at LOS C, all 
of which are considered adequate.  

CJ-5 Based on Google Earth, the commenter’s home on Canyon Oak appears 
to be at an elevation of over approximately 700 feet amsl.  The view 
to Mt. Whitney is west-southwest, and looks over other Eden Valley 
uses, the future Neighborhood 5 of the Proposed Project (approximately 
0.2 mile away) and Harmony Grove Village in the direction of Mt. 
Whitney.  The elevations of the proposed Valiano Project residential pads 
in Neighborhood 5 range from 638 to 897 feet amsl, whereas the Mt. 
Whitney elevation is recorded by Peakbaggers as being 1,736 feet amsl.  
Project-related residences would therefore be substantially below the Mt. 
Whitney peak, as well as backed by other intervening homes associated 
with Harmony Grove Village.  Open views to the substantially higher 
Mt. Whitney upper slopes and peak associated would not be disrupted 
by Project elements.
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CJ-6 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter, but does not 
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, no 
further response is required.

CJ-5
cont.

In terms of impacts to habitat, proposed mitigation is commensurate with 
the proposed impacts and would occur in accordance with County and 
Resource Agency requirements.  The Project is consistent with County 
Guidelines regarding impacts to biological resources.
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CK-1

CK-2

CK-3 CK-3 This is a repeat of comment AD-3.  See Response AD-3.

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

CK-1 Your opposition to the Project is hereby included as part of the record 
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
Proposed Project.
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CK-3
cont.

CK-4

CK-5

CK-6
CK-6 This is a repeat of comment AD-6.  See Responses G-3 and G-7 for 

discussion of the EFHGCP’s direction regarding septic and Response 
AD-6 regarding design and screening of the WTWRF.

CK-5 This is a repeat of comment AD-5.  See Responses U-2a and AD-5 
regarding area character, clustered housing, walls, grading and 
manufactured slopes, street lights, fencing, lack of gates, visual effects 
of cul-de-sacs, and use of the word rural.

CK-4 This is a repeat of comment AD-4.  See Response AD-4. 
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CL-1
CL-1 Thank you for the correction.  See Response X-1a for where the update 

was made.
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RTC-362

CM-1

CM-2

CM-3

CM-2 The Project would improve Project access roads (Eden Valley Road, 
Mount Whitney Road, and the future entrance roads to the south) to 
County of San Diego Private Road Standards to the extent possible.  If 
there are physical and structural limitations, it is possible that not all of 
Mount Whitney Road could be constructed to County standards.  If this 
is the case, a design exception would be requested from the County.  The 
County must ensure that the road is safe to grant the design exception.  The 
Project also proposes a system of public and private trails and pathways 
for pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrian users within the Project site as 
described in Subsection 1.2.1.2 in Chapter 1.0 of the EIR.  Mitigation 
is recommended for each of the Project’s impacts to County roadways.

CM-1 The “SR” portion of the SR-0.5 land use designation in the County is an 
abbreviation for “Semi-rural.” The existing land use designation on the 
site and in the neighborhood is also semi-rural (SR-1 and SR-2).  The 
rural themes relate to incorporation of horse properties in Neighborhoods 
3 and 5, retention of equestrian elements in the southeastern portion of 
the Project in Neighborhood 5, incorporation of bridle trails along Project 
roads, including three-rail equestrian fencing, retention of agricultural 
elements/easement on Project parcels, etc.  See Response AR-2 regarding 
sewer and septic questions.  Sidewalks would be limited (see Figure 1-16 
for locations).  Trails would have decomposed granite.  Asphalt berms 
are proposed instead of concrete curbs, precisely for their rural feel.  No 
traffic lights are proposed as part of this Project.  The locations of Project-
proposed street lights are depicted on EIR Figure 1-30.  With regard to 
street lights, see Response AG-1.  Regarding trails, the Project would 
provide trails along primary Project roadways, including a provision for 
(currently non-existent) a public trailway along Mt. Whitney Road and 
along the portion of Country Club Drive that abuts Neighborhood 5.  In this 
latter area, a trail would be provided along the north-easternmost portion 
of the parcel boundary, entering the Project to access the Neighborhood 
park and equestrian staging area before exiting at the Project’s southern 
boundary adjacent to trail segments to be provided by Harmony Grove 
Village.  Although Eden Valley contains a variety of rural and semi-rural 
uses, the majority of the “natural” area is on the Project site, where oaks 
and drainage areas still exist.  The rest of the valley has largely been 
converted to private use.  See Responses U-2a, AD-5, and K-11b as well 
as Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary 
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CM-3
cont.

CM-4

CM-5
CM-5 See Response K-149b with respect to potential impacts to livestock..  Any 

evacuation of horses would be strictly voluntary; and the horse owner’s 
decision whether to participate.  Residents will be given at least 48-hour 
notice prior to blasting to make alternative preparations.

CM-4 The noise mitigation measures include a 12-foot barrier (M-N-7) to control 
noise from ripping, drilling, or excavation activities and equipment.  The 
visual obstruction of the equipment is a major reason for the effectiveness 
of the noise barrier, as it blocks the direct path of sound between the 
noise source and the noise receiver.  Based upon the noise analysis in 
the EIR, noise would be reduced to below a level of significance for 
sensitive receptors per County standards at the specified distances with 
a nose barrier for ripping, drilling, or excavation.  The effectiveness of 
the noise barriers to reduce noise levels to below significance thresholds 
is confirmed by decades of empirical data and industry-standard noise 
models.
Blasting impacts would be mitigated with the implementation of a blasting 
control plan developed and approved according to established County 
Sheriff standards (M-N-9) that would ensure that blasting activities 
comply with all applicable federal, state, and County regulations.  The 
Project would also implement Project Design Features to minimize 
blasting effects to livestock.  
See Response K-149b with respect to potential impacts to livestock and 
a Project alternative that minimizes grading and blasting.

CM-3 See Responses D-1 and D-4a regarding Project proximity to smart 
growth areas.  See Response AD-2 regarding the need for a GPA, Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis regarding EFHGCP policy LU-1.5.1, Response K-129 
regarding animal keeping, and Responses G-3 and G-7 for discussion of 
the EFHGCP’s direction regarding septic versus sewer.
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CM-5
cont.

CM-6

CM-7

CM-8

CM-9

CM-8 Section 1.4.4 of the FPP has been revised to address this comment.  The 
Cocos Fire was a disastrous fire.  The FPP assumptions used to calculate 
fire behavior parameters for a worst-case scenario used more severe 
weather than that of the Cocos Fire.  The FPP states that the worst-case 
climate parameters and assumptions used for the fire behavior modeling 
process were as follows:
•1-Hour Fine Fuel Moisture of 2 percent
•10-Hour Fuel Moisture of 3 percent
•100-Hour Fuel Moisture of 5 percent
•Live Herbaceous Fuel Moisture of 30 percent
•Live Fuel Moisture of 50 percent
•60 mph Santa Ana winds and 30 mph prevailing southwest winds
The Coco Fire conditions were not more severe than the assumptions listed 
above used to calculate potential fire behavior parameters during a worst 
case scenario wildfire incident.  Therefore, more extreme assumptions in 
the FPP were used to provide the fuel modifications and other enhanced 
mitigations for the greatest protection to structures within the Project.  

CM-7 See Response I-49 regarding off-site fuel modification zones.

CM-6 See Response K-149b with respect to potential impacts to livestock.  All 
blasting planning and impacts and/or damages that may occur are the  
responsibility of the applicant and the  blasting planning company.  The 
Applicant is offering to relocate livestock during blasting as a service to 
the community and not as a mitigation measure. If the owner chooses to 
participate in this voluntary option, the owner would be responsible for 
the safety of his/her livestock.
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CM-9
cont.

CM-10

CM-11

CM-12

CM-12 Your property was modeled as Receiver R 39 in Table 2.6-3.  The 
Proposed Project would not generate sound levels at your property in 
excess of County standards, therefore a noise wall would not be required.  
Additionally, the noise model did not include intervening existing 
residential homes and structures.  These existing features would further 
reduce traffic noise levels to 60 dBA CNEL and below at these existing 
residential lots.

CM-11 The EIR analysis determined that the Project related traffic contributions 
on nearby roadways would not result in off-site direct noise impacts 
(see Subsection 2.6.2.1).  See Response K-139 with respect to potential 
impacts to off-site residences.

CM-10 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

CM-9 The FPP addressed fires such as the Cocos fire with different worst-case 
scenarios, including south to southwest moderate to strong winds and the 
potential fire danger.  The FPP includes restrictions on specific building 
materials and methods suitable for building in high fire hazard severity 
zones as identified by CAL FIRE (even though the Project is located 
in a Moderate fire hazard zone within the San Marcos Fire Protection 
Zone Map) and identifies a series of other items such as enhanced water 
supplies, automatic fire extinguishing systems (interior sprinklers for 
all homes and enhanced extinguishing systems/sprinklers for identified 
structures and fire deflection walls along the Project perimeter), non-
flammable fire deflection walls, and roadway widths.  Overall, the 
development includes a redundant layering of fire protection features 
that have been proven to increase ignition resistance of structures and 
landscapes and result in communities that are less vulnerable to wildfire.  
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CN-1

CN-2

CN-2 This is a repeat of comment CM-2.  See Response CM-2. 

CN-1 This is a repeat of comment CM-1.  See Response CM-1.
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CN-2
cont.

CN-3

CN-4

CN-4 This is a repeat of comment CM-4.  See Response CM-4 and Response 
K-149b with respect to potential impacts to livestock and a Project 
alternative that minimizes grading and blasting.

CN-3 This is a repeat of comment CM-3.  See Responses D-1 and D-4a 
regarding Project proximity to smart growth areas.  See Response Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis regarding the need for a GPA and EFHGCP policy LU-
1.5.1, Response K-129 regarding animal keeping, and Responses G-3 
and G-7 for discussion of the EFHGCP’s direction regarding septic 
versus sewer.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-502

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-369

CN-4
cont.

CN-5

CN-6

CN-7

CN-7 This is a repeat of comment CM-7.  See Response I-49 regarding off-site 
fuel modification zones.

CN-6 This is a repeat of comment CM-6.  See Response K-149b with respect 
to potential impacts to livestock and Response CM-6 relative to liability.

CN-5 This is a repeat of comment CM-5.  See Response CM-5 and Response 
K-149b with respect to potential impacts to livestock.
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CN-8

CN-9

CN-10

CN-11

CN-12 CN-12 This is a repeat of comment CM-12.  See Response CM-12. 

CN-11 This is a repeat of comment CM-11.  See Response CM-11.

CN-9 This is a repeat of comment CM-9.  See Response CM-9.

CN-8 This is a repeat of comment CM-8.  See Response CM-8.

CN-10 This is a repeat of comment CM-10.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.
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CO-1

CO-2

CO-3

CO-4 CO-4 See Response K-160b regarding the Mission Road/Auto Park Way 
intersection, Response I-61 regarding SPRINTER impacts and the 
County Club Drive/Auto Park Way intersection, Response A-7 regarding 
the SR-78/Nordahl Road intersection, and Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations regarding fire evacuations.  The Barham Drive/Mission 
Road intersection was analyzed in the Project TIA and impacts were less 
than significant.

CO-3 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

CO-2 Comment noted.  The need for a GPA is addressed in Topical Response: 
General Plan Amendment and Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA 
Analysis.  See Responses K-11b, AD-3 and BH-3 regarding Eden Valley 
lots near the Project that are less than 1 acre in size.  See Response U-2a 
regarding the clustered nature of the development and planned benefits 
of that consolidation.  Also see Responses AF-23 and CC-22 regarding 
Project retaining walls, and Response AF-22 regarding manufactured 
slopes.  In general, use of retaining walls results in reduction in grading 
footprint, and can result in preservation of additional habitat above 
perimeter walls as grading for (otherwise required appropriate slope 
gradient) can be eliminated.  Response AG-1 provides information 
relative to street lights.  Fencing and cul-de-sacs are addressed in 
Responses U-2a and AD-5, which also contain information relative to 
some of the other specified concerns noted here in more general terms.  
Additional information regarding consistency with community character 
is addressed in Responses G-7 and I-65.

CO-1 Comment noted.  See Topical Response: General Plan Amendment and 
Subarea Boundary Adjustment CEQA Analysis and Response AD-5 
regarding the Project community character consistency.
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CO-4
cont.

CO-5

CO-6

CO-7

CO-8

CO-9

CO-10a

CO-10b

CO-10c

CO-10d

CO-10e

CO-10f
CO-10g CO-7 General incidental neighborhood noise (sometimes termed “nuisance” 

noise) generated from general residential activities may be audible at 
the commenter’s residence but would be widely distributed throughout 
the area; no single event would be great enough to generate a significant 
noise increase to the off-site neighborhood residences.  The County Noise 
Ordinance [36.404] establishes prohibitions for disturbing, offensive, 

CO-6 The Kauana Loa Drive / Harmony Grove Road intersection and street 
segment Kauana Loa Drive east of Country Club Drive were analyzed 
and impacts were calculated to be less than significant.  In addition, the 
Project includes a Project Design Feature to improve Kauana Loa Drive 
from approximately 1,500 feet east of Country Club Drive to Harmony 
Grove Road.  Improvements include traffic calming measures such as 
speed and curve signage, striping, “Bott’s Dots” along the centerline, 
and radar speed signs in both directions approaching the angled curve 
along this segment.  Figure 1-15c of the Final EIR provides a conceptual 
drawing of the proposed traffic calming features.
See Response CO-5 for information on pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
equestrian users.

CO-5 The Project would provide mitigation along Country Club Drive from 
Auto Park Way to Kauana Loa Drive by implementing intersection 
improvements at the Country Club Drive/Auto Park Way intersection, 
and providing left-turn pockets onto Project access roads at Eden Valley 
Road, Mount Whitney Road, and the two future access driveways to 
improve operations along Country Club Drive.  For pedestrians, at the 
north end of Country Club Drive south of Auto Parkway the Project 
would install a 5-foot wide sidewalk for approximately 830 feet on the 
west side of the street.  This would connect two currently disconnected 
sections of sidewalk; one extending approximately 220 feet southerly 
of Auto Parkway, and one extending approximately 1380 feet north of 
the intersection of Country Club Drive and Hill Valley Drive.  A 6-inch 
curb and gutter would be located between the sidewalk and street 
pavement.  As necessary, and focused on the area in the southern third of 
the improvement, some downslope grading would occur from the back 
of the sidewalk to existing ground.  Three above-ground power poles in 
this area would be relocated west of the sidewalk or protected in place.  
On the east side of Country Club Drive, paralleling the new sidewalk 
segment on the other side of the road and wherever existing driveways 
would not interrupt the improvements, a 6-inch (street-side) asphalt berm 
would be backed by a 5-foot wide decomposed granite pathway.  
In addition, the Project also proposes a system of public and private trails 
and pathways for pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrian users within the 
Project site as described in Subsection 1.2.1.2 in Chapter 1.0 of the EIR.
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CO-10a The commenter is not specific about how the Proposed Project is in 
contradiction with this guiding principle.  The Proposed Project would 
reinforce the vitality and local economy by providing housing units in 
proximity to major commercial and employment centers.  The Project 
would reinforce the individual character of the existing communities 
through the semi-rural design of the Project, including conservation 
of open space, an agricultural easement, and equestrian and other 
recreational amenities.

CO-9 See Response K-26b with respect to reducing air quality impacts through 
adopting a Project alternative with fewer residential units.

CO-10b The commenter is not specific about how the Proposed Project is in 
contradiction with this guiding principle.  The Proposed Project would 
set aside biological open space to preserve habitat and natural resources.  
Where the Project would impact sensitive vegetation or habitat, mitigation 
measures have been proposed that would reduce such impacts to a less 
than significant level. 

CO-10c The commenter is not specific about how the Proposed Project is in 
contradiction with this guiding principle.  The development has been 
designed to account for physical constrains and the natural hazards of 
the land.

CO-10d The commenter is not specific about how the Proposed Project is in 
contradiction with this guiding principle.  See Response D-1 regarding 
how the Project fits in and supports a multi-modal transportation network.

CO-10e The commenter is not specific about how the Proposed Project is 
in contradiction with this guiding principle.  Please refer to Topical 
Response: Greenhouse Gasses Analysis with respect to Project Design 
Features and emission minimizing features included and the project’s 
commitment to net zero GHG emissions.

CO-10f The commenter is not specific about how the Proposed Project is in 
contradiction with this guiding principle.  See Response I-69a regarding 
preservation of agricultural resources.

CO-10g The commenter is not specific about how the Proposed Project is in 
contradiction with this guiding principle.  See Response BH-2 regarding 
community input into the Project design

CO-8 The comment reiterates the summary included in the EIR.  No response 
is required.

CO-7
cont.

or excessive noise and sets sound level limits for residential properties 
(a one-hour average of 50 dBA during the daytime and 45 dBA during 
nighttime hours).  It is unlawful for any person to cause or allow the 
creation of noise that exceeds the applicable limits of the noise ordinance 
beyond the boundaries on which the sound is produced.
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CO-11a

CO-11b

CO-11c
CO-11d

CO-11d See Responses F-2 and AD-5 regarding the nature of proposed Project 
grading.

CO-11c See Response CO-7 regarding noise from Project residents. The EIR 
analyzed noise impacts associated with general residential noise and off-
site traffic noise and impacts are less than significant at your property; 
therefore no mitigation is required.

CO-11b See Response I-63 regarding the infeasibility of connecting to La Moree 
Road.

CO-11a Subchapter 4.3 of the EIR analyzes the General Plan Density Alternative.  
It was determined that the alternative would not meet a majority of the 
primary Project objectives as stated in Subchapter 1.1.  
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CP-1

CP-2
CP-3
CP-4

CP-5

CP-6

CP-7

CP-5 See Responses U-2a regarding night lighting in general and AG-1 
regarding street lights in particular.   

CP-4 See Response BC-8 for why the Project site would not be critical for 
plants and wildlife habitat.

CP-3 As discussed in Subchapter 2.8 of the EIR, significant impacts from 
Project traffic would be mitigated with improvements to the infrastructure 
of the roads.

CP-2 See Responses C-2, C-8, and C-10 regarding water use and consistency 
with Rincon MWD’s plans.

CP-7 Much of the existing site could be considered an older, established area 
of human use, as the site has been farmed as early as the 1870s.  The 
existing site parcels include two homes, sheds/barns, water tanks, etc. 
to support an equestrian facility and grove areas, among other isolated 
elements.  The most sensitive biological areas would be preserved in 
open space, as depicted on Figures 2.4-10a and b, which would be 
located throughout the Project.  The grading, although substantial, is the 
minimum practical to support the Project.  In addition, a proposed 35.4-
acre agricultural easement would preserve the availability and viability 
of this area for agricultural use, as discussed under Response I-69a.

CP-6 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation of 
people and horses.

CP-1 Introductory comment noted.  See responses to detailed comments below.
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CQ-1
CQ-2

CQ-3

CQ-4

CQ-5
CQ-6
CQ-7

CQ-4 As proposed, the multi-use trail would accommodate pedestrian, cyclists, 
and equestrian users.  See Response G-6 regarding density and Topical 
Response: General Plan Amendment and Boundary Line Adjustment 
CEQA Analysis regarding lot sizes.

CQ-3 The type of treatment plant proposed for the Project would not generate 
substantial offensive odors to nearby residences or other sensitive 
receptors.  See Response K-28 for additional information.

CQ-2 Comment noted .  See Response BC-8.

CQ-1 See Response CO-7 regarding community noise.

CQ-6 See Response BS-2 for why the Project would not increase flooding.

CQ-5 See Responses AD-2 regarding the proposal for a GPA.

CQ-7 The Project’s traffic impacts are discussed in the EIR, Subchapter 2.8.  
Where traffic standards are exceeded, mitigation is proposed to reduce 
or avoid impacts.
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CQ-8 CQ-8 Noise limits and the Project’s noise compared to those limits are discussed 
in the EIR, Subchapter 2.6.  Where limits are exceeded, mitigation is 
proposed to reduce or avoid impacts.
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CR-1

CR-2
CR-3

CR-4

CR-5

CR-4 Your appreciation of wildlife, native habitat and concern for its loss is 
understood.  See Response BC-8.

CR-3 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation and 
Response BA-3 regarding traffic. 

CR-2 Regarding water service for new homes, see Response K-99.  Regarding 
fire water supply, see Section 4.3 of the FPP.  Note that the RMWD 
has required the water tank on the Project site be constructed with the 
Project.  This infrastructure would increase local water supply that can 
be used for fighting fires.

CR-1 Thank you for your comment; yours and other related comments resulted 
in clarifications in the EIR and FPP related to the Coco’s Fire.  See 
Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire safety and evacuation.

CR-5 See Responses CR-1 through CR-4 regarding your concerns about 
water supply, traffic and wildlife habitat.  The potential for fire in the 
Project site and surrounding areas has been adequately analyzed in 
the EIR and FPP, and appropriate planning to design ignition-resistant 
Project structures has been implemented.  See Topical Response: Fire/
Evacuations regarding fire evacuations.
Individuals who make decisions on housing expansion, including 
this Project, take into account residents’ concerns about the physical 
environment through the CEQA EIR process and the residents’ concern 
about the planning environment through the public planning process, 
especially though coordination with the Planning and Sponsor Groups.  
For example, an EIR public scoping meeting was held at the Elfin Forest-
Harmony Grove Fire Department to obtain viewpoints directly from 
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CR-5
cont.

locals before preparation of the EIR, in addition to this public comment 
period.  A similar process occurred with the relatively recent planning 
and development of your neighborhood, San Elijo Hills, which likely 
raised similar issues regarding traffic, water supply, evacuations, and 
wildlife habitat from existing residents of the area.  Your final question 
pointing out your opposition to the Project is hereby included as part 
of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the Proposed Project.
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CS-1

CS-2
CS-2 The first part of the comment is related to the proposed change in zoning 

which is fully addressed in Response AD-2 and Section 3.1.4 of the 
EIR.  The EIR also evaluated potential impacts to traffic and determined 
that the Project would not significantly increase traffic on Elfin Forest 
Road, as discussed in Responses K-165 and AD-14.  The traffic noise 
levels, as defined by the Noise Element, would be less than significant, 
as evidenced by Table 2.6-2 in the EIR which indicates traffic noise at the 
location of Country Club Drive between Street 5A and Harmony Grove 
Road was less than significant.  Therefore, the noise analysis did not 
need to specifically address Elfin Forest Road which is further away from 
the Project.  As discussed in Subsections 2.8.2.7 and 2.8.2.8, the Project 
would not create significant traffic hazards to motorists, bicyclists, 
pedestrians or equestrian users on nearby roadways.    

CS-1 Introductory comment noted.  See specific responses to your concerns in 
Response CS-2.
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CT-1a

CT-1b

CT-1b As explained in Response K-165, a SANDAG Select Zone Assignment 
(SZA) was used to distribute Project trips throughout the vicinity.  The 
computerized origin/destination traffic model utilizes several factors in 
determining the travel patterns of traffic throughout any area.  The synergy 
between land use types is accounted for; roadway capacity, speeds, 
regional versus local roadways, and transit opportunities are included 
in the computerized model among other key factors.  This method for 
distributing trips is less subjective and therefore required by a number 
of local lead agencies as the primary method for forecasting future travel 
patterns.  The traffic impact on Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove Road was 
not underestimated by using this method (refer to Responses K-163 
and K-165).  In addition, the Project includes several improvements to 
Country Club Drive to remove flow restrictions (i.e. northbound left-
turn pockets) and improvements to the Auto Park Way / Country Club 
Drive intersection.  The EIR demonstrates that this mitigation reduces 

CT-1a This comment indicates that the Project TIA underestimated and 
erroneously omitted Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove Road based on the 25 
directional peak hour trips standard.  The traffic impact on Elfin Forest/
Harmony Grove Road was not underestimated, but conservatively 
overestimated, as explained in Responses K-163 and K-165.
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CT-1b
cont.

CT-1c

CT-2a

CT-2a Based on the trip distribution using the SANDAG Traffic Model, the 
Project would add fewer than 25 peak hour trips to Elfin Forest Road 
and the Elfin Forest Road / San Elijo Road intersection.  Therefore, 
neither analysis of these locations nor fair share mitigation payment by 
the Project is warranted.  It should be noted that the Elfin Forest Road / 
San Elijo Road intersection is within the City of San Marcos jurisdiction.  
The City did not comment on the analysis of this intersection and did not 
request a fair share payment.

CT-1c See Response CT-1b for why the trip distribution is correct.  The number 
of trips generated by the Project was calculated accurately per County of 
San Diego Traffic Report Requirements.  Furthermore, per County of San 
Diego Traffic Report Requirements, locations receiving 25 directional 
peak hour trips are to be included in the traffic analysis.  Since the Project 
adds fewer than 25 trips to Harmony Grove Road/Elfin Forest Road west 
of Country Club Drive, any analysis further to the west is not warranted.

CT-1b
cont.

the potential impacts of Project traffic on Country Club Drive to less than 
significant.
 It is agreed that commuters to Encinitas and Carlsbad would 
likely choose to travel to/from the west on Harmony Grove Road/Elfin 
Forest Road, however, trips destined to businesses, commercial centers, 
or other land uses in San Marcos, Vista, Oceanside, north Carlsbad, and 
north on I-5 would use SR 78 to reach their destination.  Trips to coastal 
cities and other neighborhoods near or south of SR 56 are more likely to 
use I-15 to reach their destination.  Project trip distribution is discussed 
in Section 7.2, Project Distribution and Assignment, of the TIA. 
Traffic destined for Palomar Airport Road is part of the six percent 
forecasted to use Harmony Grove Road/Elfin Forest Road to the west.
It should also be noted as further evidence that the six percent is accurate, 
per Table A in Response K-165, which shows existing volumes on the 
major roadways leaving the Project area.  As can be seen in Table A, 
the volumes on Harmony Grove Road are much lower than on the other 
roadways and indicate that the vast majority of area traffic does not use 
Harmony Grove Road west of Country Club Drive.
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CT-2a

CT-2b

CT-3a

CT-3a The EIR standards indicate that the Project does not contribute a 
significant amount of traffic on Elfin Forest/Harmony Grove Road, as 
further discussed in Responses K-163, K-165, and CT-1a through CT-
2b.  A complete cumulative analysis was included in the TIA (Appendix 
H of the Final EIR) including Harmony Grove Village, the Proposed 
Project, and 40 other projects.  Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, 
the EIR adequately evaluates the potential environmental impacts that 
would result from traffic, consistent with CEQA and the County CEQA 
Guidelines, as seen in Subchapter 2.8 of the EIR.  No new impacts, 
mitigation, or recirculation is warranted. 

CT-2b The Project does not contribute a significant amount of traffic on the 
roadway and there is no nexus to require the Project to improve the safety 
of Elfin Forest Road.
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CT-3a
cont.

CT-3b
CT-3c

CT-3d

CT-3e

CT-3f

CT-3g

CT-3h

CT-4

CT-3e Roadway safety impacts were calculated to be less than significant as 
a result of the Project.  Therefore, there is not a nexus for the Project 
to provide speed monitoring signs on County roadways.  If you 
would like to request additional speed limit signs based, you may 
contact the Department of Public Works at any time by calling (877) 
684-8000 toll free or by completing the online Road Service Request 
Form at http://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/dpw/roads/
onlineroadservicerequestform.html.  Public Works would evaluate the 
situation and determine whether additional signage is warranted.

CT-3d Mitigation measures to improve traffic flow are proposed along Country 
Club Drive.  Given the low turning movement volumes from private 
drives and dead-end roadways along the road (including the Project 
access roads), stop-sign warrants would not be met to control north/south 
through moving traffic along Country Club Drive.  The County does not 
utilize stop signs as traffic calming measures since, if unwarranted, they 
are often ignored and/or can result in rear end collisions.  The Project has 
included traffic control measures on Country Club Drive (stop signs) at 
the minor street access roads (Eden Valley, Mt. Whitney, Future Access 
5A North and South) and to provide left-turn pockets providing a refuge 
for turning movements from the steady flow of northbound oriented 
traffic.  No off-site improvements are included on Elfin Forest Road.  
There is no significant impact on Elfin Forest Road, and therefore there 
is no nexus to propose improvements such as additional stop signs.

CT-3c Providing law enforcement patrols is not the responsibility of the 
Proposed Project.  In addition, the Project would pay applicable 
development impact fees for public services.  County staff coordinated 
with the San Diego County Sheriff in Project review to ensure police 
protection services are available to serve the Project.

CT-3b See Response I-63 for why an additional access route to La Moree Road 
is not feasible.

CT-3g The Project would not result in significant noise impacts to off-site 
residences, and therefore mitigation is not required.  See Response K 
139 regarding the assessment of direct off-site exterior noise impacts.

CT-3f See Response CO-5 and Subsection 1.2.1.2 in Chapter 1.0 of the EIR for 
proposed access and circulation.  Pedestrian and equestrian crossings at 
unsignalized intersections are legal at all intersections, whether marked or 
unmarked.  Road users (drivers, pedestrians and equestrian riders) should 
exercise caution when approaching or crossing unmarked intersections.  
On-site roads would have lower posted speeds than Country Club Drive 
and present fewer hazards for pedestrian and equestrian crossings. 



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-521

CT-4 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.  When 
the Report Format and Content Requirements are read in their entirety, 
it is clear that the FPP is the primary document that analyzes access 
requirements for fire safety.  The Project was evaluated and determined 
to meet access requirements of the Fire Code in an FPP, prepared by a 
PDS- approved fire consultant, was reviewed and approved by the San 
Marcos Fire Department and San Diego County Fire Authority; thus no 
further analysis is required within the TIA.

CT-3h As shown in the traffic analysis and EIR, Project impacts were calculated 
to be less than significant on SR-78 with the addition of Project traffic.  
Therefore, Project mitigation on SR-78 is not warranted.  A Caltrans 
project to install HOV lanes on SR-78 is planned for the future which 
will improve SR-78 traffic flow.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-386

CT-5

CT-6

CT-6 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation and 
evacuation with horses.

CT-5 Mitigation measure M-HZ-4 requires the preparation of a manure 
management and fly/vector control plan according to established DEH 
standards prior to Final Map approval.  In addition, the Valiano HOA 
would have agreements in place with private homeowners with horses or 
other market animals to control for vector-related impacts.  
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-387

CT-6
cont.

CT-7

CT-7 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding evacuations.  The 
General Plan policies listed under Emergency Response and Evacuation 
Plans in section 3.1.4 (M-1.2, M-3.3, M-4.3, and S-1.3) are the policies 
listed as applicable to Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans in 
Chapter 7 of the General Plan Update EIR.  Chapter 7 of the GPU EIR 
was used to identify those General Plan policies that were adopted for the 
protection of environmental resources or values.  The Project is consistent 
with policies M-1.2 and M-3.3 because it includes multiple ingress/
egress road connections to disperse traffic and improve efficiency: Mount 
Whitney Road, Eden Valley Lane, two direct connections to Country Club 
Drive, and emergency access to Hill Valley Drive and Mount Whitney 
Road to ensure emergency services during fire and other emergencies.  
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.  Country Club Drive is a public road that 
connects to other public roads both to the north and south.  Rather than 
giving guidance to individual projects, Policy S-1.3 gives direction to the 
County to support efforts and programs that reduce risk; the Project would 
not preclude implementation of this policy by the County.  The Project 
would conserve the rural character of Country Club Drive, consistent 
with Policy M-4.3, by incorporating only minimal improvements at 
the Project’s access points.  All other Project access roads are private 
roads, which would also retain their rural character.  The Project would 
reduce road widths and rolled curbs to maintain rural character.  Finally, 
the Project is consistent with Policy M-4.4 because access roads would 
comply with public or private road standards as applicable and meet all 
conditions required by the San Marcos Fire Department to allow necessary 
access for fire apparatus and emergency vehicles while accommodating 
outgoing vehicles from evacuating residents.  Because the proposed road 
connections provide for evacuation consistent with applicable policies 
and codes to the satisfaction of fire authorities, a road connection to La 
Moree Road is not required; in addition, see Response I-63 for why a 
connection to La Moree Road is deemed infeasible.
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CT-7
cont.

CT-8

CT-9

CT-10

CT-10 Mitigation measure M-HZ-4 requires the preparation of a manure 
management and fly/vector control plan according to established DEH 
standards prior to Final Map approval.  In addition, the Valiano HOA 
would enforce proper maintenance and disposal of manure and hay as 
described in Response AD-21.  The HOA would have the discretion to 
implement some of the recommendations proposed in the comment; 
however, these measures would not be addressing an unmitigated 
significant environmental impact.  Thank you for your recommendations.  

CT-9a Residents who choose to keep horses would be required to store feed and 
hay properly, as stated in Response AD-21. 

CT-8 See Response AD-21 regarding storage of hay.

CT-9b The detailed design of hay storage and animal enclosures would be left 
to those residents who choose to keep horses, as long as all accessory 
buildings and enclosures meet the relevant setbacks and regulations of 
the Specific Plan, Building Code and Zoning Ordinance.  There is no 
impact identified under CEQA that requires detailed design up-front as a 
mitigation measure.

CT-9c The Project does not have a significant impact requiring operation of 
a co-op by the HOA as mitigation, although the Specific Plan does not 
preclude establishment of a co-op based on sufficient interest from future 
residents.

CT-9d Mitigation measure M-HZ-4 requires the preparation of a manure 
management and fly/vector control plan according to established DEH 
standards prior to Final Map approval.

CT-9a

CT-9b

CT-9c

CT-9d
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
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CT-10 
cont.

CT-11

CT-12
CT-12 The Valiano HOA would have agreements in place with private 

homeowners with horses for proper handling of their animals.  Failure to 
abide by those agreements would result in revocation of the homeowner’s 
ability to have large animals on site.  In addition, there would be exercise 
opportunities for horses on the proposed multi-use trails and the warm-
up ring in the public equestrian area. 

CT-11 As stated in your comment, homeowners would be able to park trailers 
and trucks on the street, in their driveway, or somewhere else nearby; 
however, the equestrian lots provide adequate space for horse trailer 
parking as shown on Figure 1-9.  As many residents of the area currently 
do, homeowners would also be able to bring in an outside trailer or truck 
for an evacuation.  See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations for additional 
information on animal evacuations.  The mitigations and alternatives 
offered in the comment do not apply.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-390

CT-12
cont.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-391

CU-1

CU-2

CU-2 The information cited in the comment is consistent with the Zoning 
Ordinance.  The Valiano HOA would have agreements in place with 
private homeowners with large and specialty animals for proper handling 
with regards to vectors, safety, noise, odors and pollution.  Failure to 
abide by those agreements would result in revocation of the homeowner’s 
ability to keep their animals on site.  Any issues arising from the keeping 
of large or specialty animals could be reported by neighbors to the HOA, 
County Animal Services, and/or Code Compliance for resolution. 

CU-1 Introductory comment noted.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-392

CU-2
cont.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-393

CV-1

CV-1 Comment noted. Please see Topical comment pertaining to Land Use. 
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RTC-530

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-394

CW-1

CW-1 Please see the response to Fabiola’s letter in Response CV-1.  An answer 
is also provided in Response U-2a about rural parts of the Project and 
how it is defined in the dictionary.  There are many points of agreement 
between you and that response.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-531

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-395

CW-1
cont.

CW-2

CW-3

CW-3 See the last paragraph of Response CV-1 regarding your community of 
Elfin Forest.

CW-2 See Responses U-2a and AD-5 for discussion of all these issues.
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RTC-532

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-396

CW-4

CW-4 Thank you again for your participation.  It is true there would be additional 
homes, but the Valiano Project would be located in Eden Valley, which 
is more than 3 miles away from Elfin Forest as a bird flies, and much 
farther by road.  
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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.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
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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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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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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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COMMENTS RESPONSES

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.



COMMENTS RESPONSES
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-402

CY-1

CY-2

CY-3

CY-4
CY-4 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

CY-3 See Response AD-14 for why 6% is an appropriate trip distribution onto 
Elfin Forest Road

CY-2 See Topical Response: General Plan and Community Plan Amendment 
CEQA Analysis regarding the General Plan and proposed GPA, Responses 
I-3 and I-4 regarding the Project consistency with the Community 
Development Model, Response AD-4 regarding the NC-17 hearing, 
Response U-2a regarding the semi-rural nature of the community and 
consolidation of units, and Responses K-11b and AD-3 regarding the 
sizes of lots in Eden Valley.  

CY-1 Comments noted.  Your appreciation of Elfin Forest and nature is 
understood.  See responses to your specific concerns below.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-404
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-405
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-406

CZ-1

CZ-2
CZ-3
CZ-4
CZ-5
CZ-6
CZ-7
CZ-8

CZ-9

CZ-8 Your comment is noted about the love for open space and untouched 
land.  To preserve this aspect of the area, the Proposed Project would 
retain 31.2 acres of biological open space and 32.9 acres of agricultural 
open space easement, as well as landscaped open areas and parks.  In 
addition, the Project’s public multi-use trail would allow residents and 
visitors to be outside and see nature.  Your comment about access to the 
preserve on Elfin Forest Road does not raise an environmental issue with 
respect to the EIR analysis, so no CEQA response can be given.  

CZ-7 See Response BC-8 regarding the Project site’s relationship to regional 
conservation planning.

CZ-4 The existing traffic on Eden Valley Lane is approximately 400 ADT.  
With Project traffic, Eden Valley Lane would be expected to carry 1,862 
ADT, which would be under the County private road standard capacity 
of 2,500 ADT.  This increased in traffic would not preclude the use of 
your property for equestrian uses.  In addition, Project amenities would 
enhance equestrian use in the area through a public multi-use trail and 
other equestrian amenities.

CZ-3 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

CZ-2 See Responses U-2a and AD-5 for the inclusion of rural and semi-rural 
elements in the Project and Response AD-2 regarding the proposal for a 
GPA.

CZ-1 Comment noted.  One of the Project objectives is to “design a community 
that embraces and preserves the equestrian nature of the surrounding area 
and provides amenities for the equestrian community.”  See Response 
AD-19. 

CZ-6 See Response CZ-4 regarding equestrian use on your property and Eden 
Valley Lane.

CZ-5 Noise impacts to off-site receptors were analyzed in accordance with 
County noise standards in Subchapter 2.6.  Impacts to your property, 
modeled as Receiver R 59 in Table 2.6-3, would not exceed County 
standards.
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CZ-9 See Topical Response: General Plan/Community Plan/Community 
Character regarding the need for a GPA.  Your opposition to the Project is 
hereby included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-407

DA-1

DA-1 The comment is related to fire evacuation which is addressed in Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations and Subchapter 2.9.  Your concern regarding 
the effects of the Project on evacuations is hereby included as part of 
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to the final 
decision on the Project.
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RTC-545

COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-408

DB-1

DB-2

DB-3 DB-3 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter, but does not 
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, no 
further response is required.

DB-2 The comment is related to water usage which is addressed in Response 
C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 and Subchapter 3.1.8.  The Project would 
implement water saving efforts as part of the community.

DB-1 The comment is related to fire evacuation which is addressed in Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations and Subchapter 2.9.  Your concern regarding 
the effects of the Project on evacuations is hereby included as part of 
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to the final 
decision on the Project.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-409

DC-1

DC-2

DC-2 The comment is related to water usage which is addressed in Response 
C-2, C-8, C-10 and K-99 and Subchapter 3.1.8.  The Project would 
implement water saving efforts as part of the community.

DC-1 The comment is related to fire evacuation which is addressed in Topical 
Response: Fire/Evacuations and Subchapter 2.9.  Your concern regarding 
the effects of the Project on evacuations is hereby included as part of 
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to the final 
decision on the Project.
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DC-2
cont.

DC-3 DC-3 The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter, but does not 
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; therefore, no 
further response is required.
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From: Brenda Wright
To: Sibbet, David; Ehsan, Beth; Loy, Maggie A; Blackson, Kristin; Wardlaw, Mark; Fitzpatrick, Lisa; Roberts, Dave;

Cox, Greg; Jacob, Dianne; Ron-Roberts; Horn, Bill; ruce.bettyliska@gmail.com; douglas.dill@att.net;
efhgtc@gmail.com

Subject: I hope I"m not too late
Date: Tuesday, June 16, 2015 7:48:57 AM

Dear Ms. Ehsan:

First, I want to thank you and your colleagues at Planning and Development Services
 for all the time and work you’ve put into reviewing the Valiano project. It really means
 a great deal to our community and appreciate that you are giving it the due diligence
 it deserves.  My name is Brenda Wright, and I've lived on Country Club Drive in Eden
 Valley for 5 years.

As you know, the project, as proposed, threatens to destroy the wonderful community
 we are part of and that has existed, undisturbed for over 125 years.  It is a unique
 and special place in San Diego County, the last of its kind west of the 15, I’m afraid.
 I am taking the opportunity to provide my comments on the Draft EIR for this project
 in the hopes that the developer will seek to follow the vision of the General Plan and
 that of the Community.

My main concerns are many. The impact of the HGV are already a major concern,
 particularly because of the traffic it will cause on Country Club Drive. Many of us
 walk on this road all day, with horses, dogs, and children. Due to it being a straight
 shot, the speed of the vehicles traveling it are already dangerous. I've noticed a big
 increase in the number of vehicles even just from the construction that has been
 going on for the past year. 

When we were evacuated because of the fires last year, just the existing population
 caused a backup and long waiting lines to get out of the neighborhood. Trucks with
 horse trailers need to be considered as they are cumbersome and take more time
 and effort to navigate. The 400+ homes of HGV will already severely impact this
 situation as there is not sufficient access in and out of that neighborhood. I can't
 even understand how that community was approved with Country Club Drive being
 the main access, and it being a two lane road through a rural area. There are not
 even street lights sufficient to light this street. I am very, very concerned.

I moved to this area to be in a rural neighborhood, and highly value the fact that we
 have large lots, horse properties, and the country feel. That is already being
 impacted by HGV. I don't know what this will do to our home values, but the main
 issue is how it will affect our every day living. 

I hope that you will take our concerns and very valid opposition to the Valiano project
 seriously, not to mention legally. We have already conceded to a major housing
 development, and the proposed one would negatively impact us even more. Please
 put yourselves in our shoes. If you bought your family home or retirement home in a
 neighborhood such as ours, and then had 1000 homes built around you, I'm sure you
 would be as upset as we all are.

DD-1

DD-2

DD-3

DD-4

DD-4 Please note that property values are not a CEQA issue, but your 
concern for your neighborhood is noted and is hereby included as part 
of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to the 
final decision on the Project.  See Response U-2a regarding the semi-
rural nature of the Project, AD-19 regarding horse keeping, and AD-5 
regarding rural elements of the Project. Related to views from your 
property, you are approximately 0.25 mile removed from the closest part 
of the Project due west of your home (based on review of Google Earth).  
This would be looking down the street south of posted Milpas Drive 
(with existing developed lots on both sides) toward the northeast corner 
of Neighborhood 3 (open space with oak trees in this area).  Therefore, 
views from your home would not change substantially. 

DD-3 See Topical Response: Fire/Evacuations regarding fire evacuation.

DD-2 The TIA (Appendix H of the Final EIR) and EIR (Subchapter 2.8) 
evaluate traffic conditions under near-term and long-term conditions 
per County Report Requirements for Country Club Drive.  The Project 
would provide mitigation along Country Club Drive from Auto Park 
Way to Kauana Loa Drive by implementing intersection improvements 
at the Country Club Drive/Auto Park Way intersection, connecting the 
existing sidewalk along the northern side of this roadway section with 
a 5-foot sidewalk and providing a 4-foot decomposed granite pathway 
along the south side of this segment with a 6 inch asphalt berm, and 
providing left-turn pockets onto Project access roads at Eden Valley Lane, 
Mount Whitney Road, and the two future access driveways.  Regarding 
construction traffic, see Response K-156. 

DD-1 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.
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