Slovick, Mark

From: Bruce Foltz <brucefoltz@dslextreme.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 1:44 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: 1,700 homes on West Lilac

Dear Mr. Slovick

| just ran across an article in the newspaper that ran back on June 18th, regarding a planned
development for 1,700 homes off West Lilac in Valley Center.

My wife and | would like to put in our two cents worth.

We live in Vista, and ride our motorcycle over that beautiful bridge and along West Lilac every time
we go riding.

There are very few stretches of road in North County that that are so exquisite, so low in traffic, and
also this far west.

This stretch of road is a treasure that belongs to all San Diegans, not just a few.

We feel that the only people to gain from this proposed development are the developers.

Regards
Bruce & Lyn Foltz

655 Crescent Ct.
Vista Ca. 92084



Slovick, Mark

From: carlatheredhead@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 7:22 AM
To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Lilac Hills Development

As a Valley Center resident | adamantly oppose this development. We live here specifically because it's quiet and rural. This
development goes against everything Valley Center stands for. Please cease this effort.

Valley Center Resident,
Carla Allen



Slovick, Mark

From: josie uran <sunflower123us2002@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 8:17 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Opposed

As a Valley Center resident | adamantly oppose this development. We live here
specifically because it's quiet and rural. This development goes against everything
Valley Center stands for. Please cease this effort.

Valley Center Resident,



Slovick, Mark

From: Sarah Taylor <bdb1978@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 11:12 AM
To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch

I'm writing to you as a member of the Valley Center community to let you know that I'm absolutely, 100%
opposed to the Lilac Hills Ranch development. Our community has already made it's stance on this issue known
but I also wanted to express my own concerns. We are on a mandatory water restriction which is hard on me
personally since | operate a small farm. This development wants to build an 8 acre water containment system.
Won't that keep that 8 acres of water from going back into the groundwater that VValley Center residents with
wells depend on? We are in the midst of a historic drought and now this development wants to strain our water
supply even further? This is a terrible idea and not one person I've spoken to in Valley Center has been in
support of it. Please reconsider any approval of this development, the environmental impact is far too
detrimental.

Thank You,
Sarah Taylor
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August 14, 2014

Mr. Mark Slovick

County of San Diego

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

Subject:Draft Revised Environmental Impact Report for Lilac Hills Ranch

Dear Mr. Slovick:

The Valley Center Pauma Unified School District is responding to the Lilac Hills Draft Revised
Environmental Impact Report. The District is the agency responsible for providing Kindergarten
through 12" grade education for all school age residents within the District’s boundaries. The
District is 302 square miles in area and includes the communities of Escondido, Valley Center,
Pauma Valley and extends to Mount Palomar.

The VCPUSD has repeatedly and clearly expressed detailed concerns about the mitigation of
impacts of the proposed Lilac Hills development to this school district. Please reference and
consider as repeated comments the letters and email communications of July 20, 2010,
November 29, 2010, August 2010, December 2010, February 28, 2011, including the July 25,
2012 response to Notice of Preparation of EIR and August 8, 2013 comments on Draft EIR also
provided as comments to this draft revised EIR.

The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project is located at the western end of the District boundaries
and borders the Bonsall Unified School District. A review of the project land use plan shows
that over half of the total residential units are in the Valley Center Pauma Unified School
District. 928 dwellings from phases 3, 4 and 5 are in the District. As such the District will be
obliged to provide classroom space, transportation, child nutrition services, and before and
after school programs for children ranging in grades Kindergarten through 12" grade. We
estimate that 650 new students will come from the Lilac Hills Ranch community. 350 students
are expected to attend elementary school, 88 students are expected to attend middle school,
and 176 students will attend high school. The closest school to service the elementary school
students is Lilac School, and it is operating at capacity. There is no classroom availability. The
District will have to displace students from their neighborhood schools in other parts of the
District to make room for the children coming from Lilac Hills. This is unacceptable.

Superintendent Board of Trustees Lori A. Johnson Mary Polito

Mary Gorsuch Karen J. Burstein Donald L. Martin Michael T. Robledo



August 14, 2014

Mr. Mark Slovick
Page Two

With regard to the proposed school, the proposed site is at the far western end of the District
and its location is not acceptable. In addition to the poor location, the designation of a
proposed but not adequately mitigated school site misleads potential residents to believe that
a school is promised to them in that location. The District does not want to be in the position
years down the road to explain to residents that a school was promised by the developer within
the VCPUSD but not constructed due to inadequate funding for the school and the availability
of schools within the central section of Valley Center. If the developer insists on allocating land
for a future school in the project then it is recommended that it be located within Phases 1 or 2.

The report erroneously states that schools are mitigated to levels of insignificance because
school fees would be paid, and that a new school site is included in the Lilac Hills Ranch
community. That finding is in error. Based on recent conservative costs for new schools in San
Diego, it is estimated that the cost to fully mitigate the school facility impact Lilac Hills will have
on the District is in excess of $25 million. The anticipated developer fee revenue is
approximately $3.7 million. This leaves the District with an unmitigated need of -521.3 million.
The cost for land acquisition has not been factored into the estimated financial impact, so the
actual cost to mitigate the need is expected to be even higher. The report also claims that
Service Availability Letters have been provided; Valley Center Pauma Unified has not provided
any letters, nor can it do so without assurances of mitigation.

The applicant makes the statement that at least 400 residential units are to be age restricted
and thus not cause an impact to schools. The school district does not have the luxury of turning
away any student that lives within its borders. There is no guarantee that the age restricted
housing will remain as such in perpetuity, and so the District must be prepared to educate
students coming from Lilac Hills regardless of what phase of development they may come from.

An impact not reviewed by the report is the additional busing and bus trips on the local roads.
Additional bus routes will need to be established to transport children from Lilac Hills to the
middle and high schools as well to the elementary school. The draft EIR should take this into
consideration when determining the project’s impacts to local roads.

Because the Lilac Hills proposal is not yet a project and falls under the category of a proposal
which requires legislative action by the county board of supervisors, the District would like to
be afforded the same rights as other public service providers. Such providers include law
enforcement, firefighting services, parks and recreation, water and sewer. That is, the Lilac Hills
project should fully mitigate its facilities and financial impact to schools and not expect to pay
for only 20 percent of the costs. The District is willing to entertain alternative options for
providing school facilities funding such as developer mitigation agreements or the creation of
special tax districts. Both of these options are allowable in the government and the education
codes.



August 14, 2014

Mr. Mark Slovick
Page Two

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. | look forward to discussing viable options
that will fully address the project’s impact to the Valley Center Pauma School District.

Sincerely,

'{\W SOl —

Mary Gorsuch, Superintendent
Valley Center Pauma Unified School District

Encl: Letters and email communications mentioned herein.

ce;

Darren Gretler, Assistant Director, County of San Diego Planning & Development Services
Mark Wardlaw, Director, County of San Diego Planning & Development Services

Tom Silva, Coordinator of Facilities Planning, San Diego County Office of Education / EFSG
Joanne Branch, School Facilities Planning Coordinator, San Diego County Office of Education
Steve Hutchinson, I-15/395 Master Planned Community Project Chairperson

Oliver Smith, Chairperson, Valley Center Planning Group
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August 8, 2013

Mr. Mark Wardlaw, Director
County of San Diego

Planning & Development Services
5510 Overland Ave., Suite 110,
San Diego, CA 92123

Comments on Draft EIR — Lilac Hills Ranch Master
Planned Community

Dear Mr. Wardlaw:

Pursuant to the County of San Diego’s July 3, 2013 NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, DRAFT HABITAT LOSS PERMIT,
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND SPECIFIC PLAN, the Valley Center / Pauma
Unified School District (VCPUSD) offers this written comment to the draft Environmental
Impact Report in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act along with a
General Plan Amendment and Specific Plan for the following project: PDS2012-3800-
12-001 (GPA), PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP), PDS2012-3600-12-003

(REZ), PDS2012-3100-5571 (TM), PDS2012-3100-5572 (TM), PDS2012-3300-12-005
(MUP), PDS2012-3500-12-017 (STP), PDS2012-3500-12-018 (STP), HLP XX-XXX
LOG NO. 3910 12-02-003 (ER); SCH NO. 2012061100 LILAC HILLS RANCH
MASTER PLANNED COMMUNITY.

The Lilac Ranch Planned Community entails a legislative action by the County Board of
Supervisors and as such the proposal does not have prescriptive development

rights. The Valley Center Pauma Unified School District has every right and expectation
to request for full mitigation of impact the proposal, if approved, will have on

schools. This is the same treatment that is afforded law enforcement, public services,
parks and recreation as well as the county public works department.

The VCPUSD has repeatedly and clearly expressed detailed concerns about the
mitigation of impacts of the proposed Lilac Hills development to this school district.
Please reference and consider as repeated comments the letters and email
communications of July 20, 2010, November 29, 2010, August 2010, December 2010,
February 28, 2011, including the July 25, 2012 response to Notice of Preparation of EIR
also provided as comments to this draft EIR.

Superintendent Board of Trustees Lori A. Johnson Mary Polito

Dr. Lou Obermeyer Karen J. Burstein Donald L. Martin Michael T. Robledo



The developer provided written mitigations that are in direct conflict with the draft EIR
mitigations for schools, and the draft EIR leaves all issues previously mentioned still
unresolved. The VCPUSD wishes to voice ongoing concerns with the lack of response
to previously submitted issues and wishes to oppose the approval of this draft EIR until
and unless our concerns are addressed within the document.

The concerns remaining unaddressed by this EIR are:

1. School Location approval
2. Shared approach to proposed K-8 school

3. School Fees as complete mitigation
4. Transportation impacts due to available school attendance locations

In detail, we provide the following:

1. School Location approval: The Executive Summary on page S-1 and elsewhere
in the document specifically uses the word ‘may’ when referring to providing for a
school in the new community. Considering their acknowledged impact of over
1,000 students in an area where the students would need to be bussed or drive
themselves out of the neighborhood to attend the VCPUSD, the lack of
conviction to provide an identified site is confusing and causes concern.

VCPUSD has repeatedly requested the identification of the specific 12 acre site
upon which the developer intends to allow placement of the proposed K-8 school
so that appropriate feedback can be provided. The developer has clearly
identified the space for a church, the place for a senior center, specific park sites
and walking trails (Page 1-8), but has not bothered to show the proposed school
location. This lack of a specific site will not allow either district involved to use
this EIR to support any future action to build a school in this development.

As Lead Agency, the County of San Diego should, at minimum, require the
developer to identify the school site location showing the net useable 12 acres
and provide appropriate studies of that location sufficient to assure that the site
will meet the requirements of the California Department of Education, Title 5 for
K-8 facilities, following the School Site Selection Guide at
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/fa/sf/schoolsiteguide.asp .

Without an identified location, how can school traffic be studied, need for
available utilities and roads be addressed or any reasonable review of how their
proposed school site would meet the needs of the students and allow VCPUSD

to serve those students?



2. Shared approach to proposed K-8 school: On page 3-82, the document
describes an offer to ‘reserve’ a 12 acre site, “for possible acquisition by a school
district”. On page 1-7 it describes this as, “The two local school districts wouid
have an opportunity to acquire the site based on their independent assessment
of their facility needs. It is also possible that a private school would acquire the
site. If neither a public or private entity obtains the site, it may be considered for
an alternative use.” The draft also states that the site will be held up to a point
dictated by law, but doesn’t mention how long or what legal basis would be used
to allow utilization of the set aside school site for an alternative, possibly more
lucrative, use by the developer.

The offer of an undisclosed site, for an unknown period of time to an unidentified
third party who would have to vie for the site in an undetermined manner cannot
be deemed as acceptable to VCPUSD. The students within the VCPUSD
attendance boundary will be the most impacted by the need to transport great
distances of an hour or more each way. A reasonable and responsible method
of prioritized offering of any school site should be negotiated and identified within
the EIR, along with a determined schedule of time that the both impacted districts
can be assured of the acreage’s availability and cost basis.

3. School Fees as complete mitigation Page 3-83: As developers and school
districts in the State of California are well aware, we are in an unprecedented
time of fiscal crisis. A legislated stay on Level lll schools fees is in place which
blocks school districts from collecting the maximum share of local dollars needed
to fully fund school impact costs associated with new communities. Additionally,
the State is cannot provide matching funds at this time and will not be able to do
so unless a future statewide bond measure is passed. The impact of this
development is not anticipated to be covered by statutory fees, as acknowledged
in written correspondence from the developer, yet the draft EIR ignores that
correspondence and offers of assistance and stands on the State's damaged
statutory fees as a basis of full mitigation. The privilege of building a new
community must come with the responsibility of providing appropriate and
required infrastructure and the VCPUSD's ability to build a new school of any
size within the community is not fully mitigated by statutory fees.

4. Transportation impacts due to available school attendance locations:
Neighborhood schools are vital to a well designed community. The cost during
the life of the community of not having their kids attending a school within walking
distance of their home is great on both the environment and the health of the
students. There is inconsistency in the student estimates used in the Traffice



Study of Appendix E and the assumptions on page 3-82. There was no
discussion of the drive times involved in student bussing and the long term
impacts on student education and family life. The VCPUSD has an interest in
serving our student population in an effective, efficient and healthy manner and
cannot support new development that does not address the whole student and

family impacts of the action proposed.

Sir\cerely/‘ .

_ \ A
Dr. Lou Obermeymwntendent

Valley Center-Pauma Unified School District

Encl: Letters and email communications mentioned herein.

C: Darren Gretler, Assistant Director, County of San Diego Planning & Development
Services

Mark Slovick, County of San Diego Planning & Development Services

J. Branch — San Diego County Office of Education

Oliver Smith — Chairperson, Valley Center Planning Group
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July 20, 2010

County of San Diego
Cheryl Jones

5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

Dear Ms. Jones:

Enclosed please find a letter for the San Diego Planning Commission regarding the
proposed Accretive project in Valley Center. Please forward this letter to the
members of the planning commission and please include the letter as part of the
Public Hearing scheduled for August 6, 2010 regarding the Accretive project.

Thank you for your assistance,

\

Dr. Lou Obermeyer
Superintendent
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July 20. 2010

County of San Diego

San Diego Planning Commission
Attention: Cheryl Jones
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

Dear Members of the San Diego Planning Commission:

I am writing this letter to you with the intent to provide accurate information
about the proposed Accretive project in the Valley Center area. As superintendent
of the Valley Center-Pauma Unified School District T am neither supporting nor
opposing the Accretive project; however, I want to insure that you are provided
with accurate information about the proposed new school(s) included in the

Accretive project.

On November 9, 2009, I met with Accretive representatives, Randy Goodson and
Jon Rilling so they could present information about their proposed project which is
located within the Valley Center-Pauma USD attendance boundaries. The
presentation included information about proposed school sites, either 1 or 2
schools, with configurations to be determined (i.e. K-8, middle or elementary).
After listening to the information, I asked them how they intended to pay for the
schools, explaining that the school district does not have sufficient funds to build
additional schools. I explained that the State School Facilities program funds
about 40% for new school facilities (if district's meet State criteria), developer
fees fund an additional 20 - 30%, so a potential 30 - 40% fund gap would exist. To
fully fund new school facilities in the proposed Accretive development, I suggested
that Mr. Goodson consider a Mello Roos or CFD to fill the funding gap. Mr.
Goodson's suggestion was to have the school district pass a general obligation bond

LR & - hilg G

“upenntendent Buard of Trustees

Do ohiermeyer Jouglss C Decharm, MO iondld | Martin venry P oaan Myk, CYM

28751 Cole Grade Road, Valley Center, CA 92082-6599 » 760.749.0464 [: 760.749.1208 » www.vepusd. net



to fill the funding gap. I explained that the district has no interest or intent to
ask community members to pass a bond to build a school due to the economy. I
further explained that, due to declining enrollment in our school district for the
past 7 years and the State's current fiscal condition which has cut education funds
significantly, the school district closed an elementary school in 2008,

I further explained that, since the school district would not be able to build new
school facilities, students in the proposed development would attend school in
existing schools and would be transported via school bus (an approximate hour
ride). In fairness to prospective homebuyers, parents would need to be made
aware that students would attend existing schools in Valley Center-Pauma USD.

Mr. Goodson mentioned that, should the Valley Center-Pauma USD not build a new
school, he would seek a change of attendance boundaries so students would attend

school in a neighboring school district.

To summarize my concerns, I offer the following information:
e Valley Center-Pauma USD closed an elementary school in 2008. Prior to

building another school the elementary school would be re-opened.
e To met criteria for State funding, current facilities would need to be at

capacity.

* Students would attend existing schools with an approximate hour-long ride
to school.

e Accretive has a responsibility to be transparent with prospective
homebuyers informing them that students would attend existing schools.

» The Valley Center-Pauma USD has no intentions to ask community members
to pass a general obligation bond to fund a new school since current school
buildings are vacant.

» Changing school district attendance boundaries is a lengthy and expensive
process, needing approval by affected school district boards' of education,

the county office board of education, and CDE approval.



I fully understand that SB 50 limits a school district's ability to impose additional
developer fees to fully fund new school facilities and an EIR does not include
mitigation for school facilities. Therefore, it is important for you to have the
above information as you make your determination about the future of a proposed
development that includes the promise of new school facilities.

Again, this letter is not submitted to you in support for or opposition aganist the

proposed development; it is submitted to allow you to be informed about a
proposed development in our school district's attendance area.

pincerely,
i
U

v e ———
. YW
" Dr. Lou Obermeyeru\}

Superintendent

Cc: Sandy Smith, Vice-Chair of the VCCPG Mability Subcommittee



Dee Dee Ortejgﬁ

From: Dee Dee Ortega

Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 2:08 PM
To: ‘Cheryl.Jones@sdcounty.ca.gov’
Subject: Letter of Planning Commission

Attachments: 2010_07_20_14_06_54
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November 29, 2010

County of San Diego
Cheryl Jones

5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

Dear Ms. Jones:

Enclosed please find a letter for the San Diego Planning Commission
regarding the proposed Accretive project in Valley Center. Please forward
this letter to the members of the planning commission and please include the
letter as part of the Public Hearing scheduled for December 17, 2010

regarding the Accretive project.

Thank you for your assistance,

NG :
Dr. Lou Obermeye[

Superintendent
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November 29, 2010

Dear Members of the San Diego Planning Commission:

It is my understanding that a public hearing regarding the Accretive project
has been scheduled for December 17, 2010. Please include this letter as
part of the public hearing scheduled for December 17, 2010,

The intent of this letter is to update the Planning Commission on
communication with Accretive representative Jon Rilling after the public

hearing on August 6, 2010.

As I stated in my July 20, 2010 letter, as superintendent of the Valley
Center-Pauma Unified School District, I am neither supporting nor opposing
the Accretive project. However, I again want to be sure you have accurate
information about the proposed new school (s) included in the Accretive
project and the communication I've had with Accretive representative, Jon

Rilling.

Funding for School (s): On August 11, 2010, Jon Rilling communicated with
me via email (enclosed) to schedule a meeting to “outline how we can help
support your district's goals as we plan for our future in the community”. My
response on August 23, 2010, after checking with Mark Slovick in an effort
to ascertain the Planning Commission's request/directive to Accretive at the
August 6, 2010 public hearing, was to clarify how Accretive will fund school
(s) in their planned development. You will see from Mr. Rilling's email reply
that the funding for new school (s) in not included in his information, other
than to state that a general obligation bond would not be used (I have stated
previously that our school district does not have an interest in pursuing a
general obligation bond for construction). It is important for the Planning
Commission to understand that funding for new school construction, beyond
mandatory developer fees would need to come from a general obligation

g rlendent Soad of Trepless TSR Rere Lyt
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bond, Mello-Roos Community Facilities bond or additional developer fees.
The school district will not be eligible for state construction funds from the
State School Facilities program because we have an empty school (Valley
Center Upper School). This is the information that I have sought from Mr.
Rilling, and, to date, have not received. Again, it is important to know how
Accretive will fund a new school (s). Otherwise, prospective homebuyers,
and in particular, parents, would need to know that students would be

transported to existing schools in our district.

Bussing Regulation: On page 15 (enclosed) of the minutes of Planning
Commission minutes dated August 6, 2010, first paragraph, please not/the
comments by Randy Goodson, "..and then the high school solution is that we
would have a dedicated bus. It's a half-an-hour trip; the hour bus ride
reflects—the bus—school buses are allowed to stop 30times; they're not
allowed to stop more than 30 times but they typically—given budget
constraints—go to that limit." I am unfamiliar with the regulation that Mr.
Goodson must be referring to in his comments to the Planning Commission
about a limit to the number of stops a bus can make. I checked with the
school district's Director of Transportation and the CHP and neither knew
what regulation Mr. Goodson was referring to in his comments. It would be
helpful and important for Mr. Goodson to let the Planning Commission and
school district know what he if referring to so that this might be cleared up.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

L]

N \wctt,
r. Lou Obermeyer

Cc: Oliver Smith, Valley Center Community Planning Group




Planning Commission Minutes August 6, 2010

Page 15
PAA 09-007, Agenda Item 1:

Randy Goodson: ...and then the high school solution is that we would have a
dedicated bus. It's a half-an-hour trip; the hour bus ride reflects-- the bus-- school
buses are allowed to stop 30 times; they're not allowed to stop more than 30 times
but they typically-- given budget constraints-- go to that limit. So, when you have a
school bus that starts and stops 30 times and then continues the journey to school,
that really stretches out the length. So for students in ang*®round our community,
we would offer a direct bus ride that would really streagat§€ the commute and get it
back to 30 minutes and then ultimately with Road 3 af he ultimate condition, that
would certainly be the optimal and would redugs tength of bus rides for
everybody in the northwest portion of Valley Caii ..

Comm. Woods: Okay, then my last questigh
in-- water: where are-- where do you e

achieve with, I'm assuming, the Valley €
or what?

Randy Goodson; 1Ia

pologizeg @nted just ""'i_:‘ R an Exhibit. If you wish, I can
show you an Exhibit. With willer ¥ 24 )

e are paying to continue to
e before we acquired them
T the water. We lose about
intain OF water allocation. When we
bers if you'd like to look at a chart, but
Mey Center municipal water district to our
Yo of the water needed on a net basis for
Wangifter recycling because under State lavy-—- I
Il provide recycling not just for our own
WAl have extra recycling available for the golf courses. Of
A within two miles of and downstream from the sewer
courses at Lawrence Welk are already purple piped.
ner, grandson of Lawrence Welk, spoke here in favor on
ed that he would like the access to recycled water, because

combine our-- gt
when our wat8

: kay, I'll let my colleagues continue.

Chairman Brooks: Thank you. Further questions of applicant? There being none,
thank you.

Randy Goodson: Thank you.



Monday, November 29, 2010 2:48 PM

Subject: RE: Following Up

Date: Friday, August 27, 2010 9:22 AM

From: Slovick, Mark <Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov>

To: Lou Obermeyer <obermeyer.lo@vcpusd.k12.ca.us>

Cc: "Grunow, Richard" <Richard.Grunow@sdcounty.ca.gov>

Hi Lou,
The Planning Commission’s motion did include a request for technical studies and additional

information on traffic, water, waste water and schools. However, the Planning Commission
did not direct the applicant to meet with the district. As stated below, the minutes are draft
and have not been formally approved by the Planning Commission. The commission is
scheduled to review the minutes at their September 3rd heanng Please let me know if you

have any other questions.

Thanks,
Mark

From: Lou Obermeyer [mailto:obermeyer.lo@vcpusd.k12.ca.us]
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 8:32 AM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: FW: Following Up

Hi Mark,
Thanks for reviewing
Lou

From: Jon Rilling [mailto:jon@accretive-group.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 25, 2010 10:29 AM

To: Lou Obermeyer

Subject: RE: Following Up

Dear Lou,

| appreciate you looking into this. | have included for your own information, the draft minutes
and transcript of the last part of the Planning Commission hearing from Friday August 6. On

page 30, Commissioner Day’s Motion, stated:

“I would make a motion to continue this hearing, to return the end of November and to
request technical studies on traffic, water, waste water and schools.”

Page 1 of 7



The minutes of the meeting are still draft until the Planning Commission formally approves
them, however based on this recommendation, we want to work with you to come up with a
plan that achieves the district’s goals in harmony with our concept of a residential mixed-use
neighborhood. Schools and education are paramount to building a successful community and
its our goal to help enhance the educational environment in the Valley Center school district,

not detract from it.

| would propose the following agenda and topics for discussion:

1. The District’s goals & objectives:

a) Accretive’s ideas and commitments to a long term partnership in helping VCPUSD achieve
its goals;

b) Future student attendance projections;

c) Preference towards enrollment increases or decreases;

2. A possible school mitigation agreement (SMA) to include:

a) Attendance boundaries and the coordination of proposed project boundaries;

b) Student generation;
c) A potential onsite school facility and opening schedule;

d) Funding for school construction - without using District funds (and no General Obligation
Bonds);

e) Funding for school operation - If opened prior to break even based on ADA funding
formula;

f)}  Transportation to and from any offsite schools;
g) Other
3. Coordination with Bonsall and Fallbrook Districts

a) How to allow children in the same grade level within our community, to attend the same

Page 2 of 7



schools;

b) Opportunities relative to Bonsall Sullivan Middle School (2.3 miles from the project);

4. Next Steps

We are certainly happy to approach this any way that you feel most comfortable.

Jon Rilling

The Accretive Group of Companies

Email: Jon@accretive-group.com

Website: www.accretive-group.com <http://www.accretive-group.com>

12275 El Camino Real, Ste. 110
San Diego, CA 92130

Direct Tel: 858-345-3644
MainTel: 858-546-0700 Ext: 134
Fax: 858-546-0770

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
The information contained in this transmission is intended only for the person or entity to

which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not
the intended recipient of this information, do not review, retransmit, disclose, disseminate,
use, or take any action in reliance upon this information. If you received this transmission in
error, please contact the sender and destroy all printed copies and delete the material from all

computers.
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

From: Lou Obermeyer [mailto:obermeyer.lo@vcpusd.k12.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, August 23, 2010 3:40 PM

To: Jon Rilling

Cc: Lou Obermeyer

Subject: RE: Following Up

Hi Jon,
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I'told you I'd let you know when | received additional information or clarification from Mark
Slovick. He called last week and said that the Planning Commission didn’t say that the
developers had to meet with any agencies such as the school district regarding facilities.
However, when you have information about how you plan to fund school facilities in your
Project, other than a general obligation bond, please send the information to me and we can
schedule time to review your ideas.

Lou

From: Jon Rilling [mailto:jon@accretive-group.com]
Sent: Monday, August 23, 2010 11:03 AM

To: Lou Obermeyer

Subject: RE: Following Up

Thanks Lou.

Jon Rilling

The Accretive Group of Companies

Email: Jon@accretive-group.com

Website: www.accretive-group.com <http://www.accretive-group.com>

12275 El Camino Real, Ste. 110
San Diego, CA 92130

Direct Tel: 858-345-3644
MainTel: 858-546-0700 Ext: 134 N
Fax: 858-546-0770

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
The information contained in this transmission is intended only for the person or entity to

which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not
the intended recipient of this information, do not review, retransmit, disclose, disseminate,
use, or take any action in reliance upon this information. If you received this transmission in
error, please contact the sender and destroy all printed copies and delete the material from all

computers.
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

From: Lou Obermeyer [mailto:obermeyer.lo@vcpusd.klz.ca.us]
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Sent: Monday, August 16, 2010 11:32 AM
To: Jon Rilling

Cc: Lou Obermeyer

Subject: RE: Following Up

Hi Jon,
I've been in contact with Mark Slovick, Project Manager with the county in an effort to clarify

what the commission has requested. He will let me know in the next few weeks what the next
steps are regarding the Planning Commission’s request and whether or not a meeting with you

is needed or appropriate at this time.
Lou

From: Jon Rilling [mailto:jon@accretive-group.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 11, 2010 3:23 PM

To: Lou Obermeyer

Subject: Following Up

Dear Lou,

As I'm sure you are aware, the Planning Commission voted 5-1 to continue our project hearing
until after the County-wide General Plan Update is heard by the Board of Supervisors in
October. In addition, the Planning Commission recommended that we work with County Staff,
the Community and the various Districts (School, Water, Sewer, etc) to study the-technical
feasibility of our concept. This type of study/analysis typically takes place after the PAA
application is authorized, however the Commission sought more information and directed us

to bring back technical details and answers.

| know that your super busy with getting school going, but | would like to see if there is any
available time in your schedule over the next few weeks to have a follow-up meeting to discuss
our project and the direction of the Planning Commission. | think it would be very beneficial
for both of us to reconnect and outline how we can help support your district’s goals while we

plan for our future in the community.

Thanks,

Jon Rilling

The Accretive Group of Companies
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Email: Jon@accretive-group.com
Website: www.accretive-group.com <http://www.accretive-group.com>

12275 El Camino Real, Ste. 110
San Diego, CA 92130

Direct Tel: 858-345-3644
MainTel: 858-546-0700 Ext: 134
Fax: 858-546-0770

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
The information contained in this transmission is intended only for the person or entity to

which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not
the intended recipient of this information, do not review, retransmit, disclose, disseminate,
use, or take any action in reliance upon this information. If you received this transmission in
error, please contact the sender and destroy all printed copies and delete the material from all

computers.
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature
database 5359 (20100811)

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus.

http://www.eset.com

[nformation from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature
database 5362 (20100813)

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus.

http://www.eset.com

_Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature
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= . Monday, December 6, 2010 3:20 PM

Subject: Re: response to PC letter

Date: Monday, December 6, 2010 3:20 PM

From: Lou Obermeyer <obermeyer.lo@vcpusd.net>
To: Randy Goodson <randy@accretive-group.com>

Dear Mr. Goodson, »,
Thank you for your communication. To clarify, this is the first time you have said that Accretive

will pay for or build a school. Contrary to your email below, you did propose a general
obligation bond when we met. Also, this is the first time you have mentioned or offered to
pay for student transportation. It would be helpful to know what regulation(s) you cited when
you said at the public hearing, “...they’re not allowed to stop more than 30 times ....” referring

to school busses.
Lou Obermeyer

On 12/6/10 2:29 PM, "Randy Goodson" <randy@accretive-group.com> wrote:

Dear Dr. Obermeyer,

| have reviewed the letter that you sent to the County Planning Commission dated
November 29, 2010 regarding PAA 09-007 that would allow my company the ability
to submit a detailed application for a development project. Let me recap what we
discussed in person and have reiterated in our subsequent correspondence:

1.  Accretive has offered to provide (pay for or build) a K-8 school to serve our
future neighborhood. I understand it is not possible to begin discussions regarding
a comprehensive mitigation agreement at this time but we are committed to
reaching an acceptable comprehensive mitigation agreement with Valley Center-
Pauma Unified School District and any other affected districts. This agreement
would provide mitigation for student impacts from our future neighborhood well in
excess of the payments mandated by State Law.

2. Accretive has never proposed, nor utilized, a General Obligation Bond of any
kind to fund school improvements or pay school mitigation fees for any project we
have developed. As we have committed many times, we will not seek nor utilize a
General Obligation Bond for this project. | understand and agree with your
assessment regarding the unavailability of state construction funds and agree that
funding will likely come from additional developer fees.
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3. Accretive will work with all school districts to provide, pay for, and/or operate
necessary transportation between offsite schools and our future neighborhood.

In closing, we recognize the difficulty in dealing with these issues prior to a
development application being filed. There are many project details that have not
been defined until after the approval of a PAA and the submittal of the General Plan
Amendment application. To be clear, we have not even completed a project design
and do not have student generation calculations or a facility needs assessment. |
understand that you do not want to meet to further discuss the project and
potential mitigation solutions at this time and remain available should you change

your mind.

I look forward to having a constructive working relationship based upon the “Values
& Beliefs” of the District that we also share.

Sincerely,

R. Randy Goodson
CEO
Accretive Investments, Inc.

12275 El Camino Real, suite 110
San Diego, CA 92130

Office: 858-546-0700 x133
Direct: 858-345-3643

Fax: 858-546-0770
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Monday, December 13, 2010 7:50 AM

Subject: following up

Date: Friday, December 10, 2010 1:35 PM

From: Randy Goodson <randy@accretive-group.com>
To: Lou Obermeyer <obermeyer.lo@vcpusd.net>

Cc: Jon Rilling <jon@accretive-group.com>

Dear Dr. Obermeyer,

I really look forward to a time when we can work together constructively to provide the best
future for the students of your District. Further, | truly regret that it has taken us so long to get

on the same page.

However, I'm glad we’re now on the same page then. Prior to the approval of a PAA we will
not have a land design or student generation calculations, but we’re ready to meet when you
feel it is appropriate.

As for your transportation question, that number was derived from my experience with school
districts and discussions with our traffic engineer, but | did not intend it to be viewed as a
regulation or specific to your school district. Further, | did not intend nor expect to offend the
District by my comments relating to school buses making more than 30 stops. The basis is that
many districts wish to limit school bus trips to one hour and also estimate the cycle time for a
pick-up or drop-off of a student rider to 2 minutes each. Therefore, a bus that stops 30 times
will have spent one hour (30 * 2 minutes = 60 minutes) on stops without any additional travel
time.  As|said in my previous email, Accretive will work with all school districts to provide,
pay for, and/or operate necessary transportation between offsite schools and our future
neighborhood so that the total bus trip is limited as closely as possible to the 30 minute travel
time from our neighborhood location to your High School.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Randy Goodson

Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of virus signature database 5693
(20101210)

The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus.

http://www.eset.com
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28751 Cole Grade Road, Valley Center, CA 92082-6599 « 760.749.0464 [: 760.749.1208 www.vepusd.net

February 28, 2011

Mr. Eric Gibson

Director, County of San Diego
Department of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B

San Diego, CA 92123-1666

Valley Center Pauma Unified School District Response to [-15/395 Master
Planned Community Major Pre-Application: Case Number 3992-10-025 MPA

Accretive Investments, Inc.

Subject:

Dear Mr. Gibson:

Thank you for the pre-application summary of the I-15/395 Master Planned Community that is
proposed by Accretive Investments, Inc. Valley Center Pauma Unified School District is
responsible for the education of children in grades kindergarten through twelfth grade. We also
educate pre-school, continuation high school, and special education students. The diagram
below shows the location of the District within San Diego County.
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The proposed project is located within the Valley Center Pauma Unificd School District’s
attendance arca. According to the pre-application summary it may also lie within the Bonsall
and the Fallbrook Union High School districts. Thercfore, the proposal must clearly identify
how much of the planned community will liec within Valley Center Pauma’s District boundaries.
It must also show the proposed land uses so that the District’s planners can identify what the

impact to schools will be.

Lilac School, a Kindergarten through Fifth grade school, is closest to the proposed development;
Valley Center Middle School serves grades six through eight, and Valley Center High School
cducates high school students in grades 9 through twelve. Without specific information on the
number and type of housing that is in the project, we can’t determine the impact to the capacity
at these schools. What we can say is that 1,746 new dwellings will most likely result in over 800
new students requiring classroom space.

In reading the pre-application summary it is clear that the applicant is contcmplating providing a
new school. A great deal of planning and coordination with state and local entitics are required
before a new school site is constructed. [n addition to the District’s input, communication from
local fire fighting, law enforcement and parents will be solicited. On the state level, the
California Department of Education’s School Facilities Planning Division will need to be
involved in reviewing and approving the site. The Department of Toxic Substance Control will

also be required to give its approval of the site.

The Valley Center Pauma Unified School District insists that the applicant fully mitigate the cost
for land acquisition, professional services required for planning, designing and obtaining state
approvals, and the cost for construction. Options for mitigation can be discussed when the
project is more refined.

At this point in time the District cannot support the proposal until more land use dctail and a
location map that clearly shows the percentage of the project that is within the Valley Center
Pauma boundarics is provided.

[ look forward to a response to this letter.
Sinccrcly.
SV SO MARNNYA
Dr. Lou Obermeyer
Supermtendent, Valley Center Pauma Unified School District

¢: Joanne Branch, San Dicgo County Oftfice of Education
LOts |b
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28751 Colc Grade Road, Valley Center, CA 92082-6599 * 760.749.0464 I: 760.749.1208 » www.vcpusd.net

March 25, 2011

Mr. Goodson

The Accretive Group of Companies
12275 El Camino Real, Suite 110
San Diego, CA 92130

Dear Mr. Goodson:

In your email to me dated December 6, 2010, you said that you were
committed to reaching a comprehensive mitigation agreement with our
district regarding your development. The Valley Center-Pauma USD has
retained Mr. Adam Bauer, Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates, to represent us in
the development of a comprehensive mitigation agreement. Please contact
Mr. Bauer at your earliest convenience to schedule a meeting. Mr. Bauer can
be reached at 949-660-7303.

Sincerely,

r. Lou Obermeyer k

Superintendent

cc:  Adam Bauer, Fieldman, Rolapp & Associates
Joanne Branch, San Diego County Office of Education
Oliver Smith, Valley Center Planning Committee
Mark Slovic, San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use

Superintendent Board of Trustees Lori A. Johnson Barbara P. Rohrer
Dr. Lou Obermeyer Karen J. Burstein Donald L. Martin Henry P. Van Wyk, DVM



28751 Cole Grade Road, Valley Center, CA 92082-6599 ¢ 760.749.0464 f: 760.749.1208  www.vcpusd.net

July 25, 2012

Mr. Eric Gibson

Director, County of San Diego
Dcpartment of Planning and Land Use
5201 Ruttin Road. Suite B

San Dicgo. CA 92123-1666

RE: Valley Center-Pauma Unificd School District Responsc to
Notice of Preparation ot an Environmental Impact Report for the Lilac Hills Ranch
Master Planned Community

Dear Mr. Gibson:

In response to the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Lilac
Hills Ranch Master Planned Community, the Valley Center-Pauma Unified School
District, as the education agency responsible for providing K through Grade 12
education, is strongly opposed to the project for the following reasons:

1. Thc proposal is for a maximum of 1,745 dwclling units.
1,745 x .5 (factor from California Departinent ot Education-CDE) = 873
Elementary School Students — potentially 2 clementary schools or one very
large campus. Please see the Site Development Guidelines from CDE:
hup:. 'www.cde.ca.govi s Ta/stiguideschoolsite.asp

At 1,745 x .2 = 349 High School Students — possibly | small high school, or
growth and impact mitigation at existing high schoo! campuses, including at least
9 new classrooms, increases to administration, additional physical education
space, and other minimum essential facilities and parking mitigation. Growth at
the existing high school may require land acquisition. Please see the Site

Development Guidelines from CDE:
http: wwiw.cde.ca. gov Is/ [a'st‘guideschoolsite.asp

The locations of the sites must be contingent on CDE approval and take into
consideration the requirements of Title S, Code of Regulations:
hup:’ www cde.ca.gov Is/fa ‘st titleSregs.asp

Superintendent Board of Trustees Lon A. lohnson Barbara P. Rohrer

Or. Lou Obermeyer Karen ). Burstein Donald L. Martin Mavany Calac Verdugo




Mr. Gibson, DPLU
July 25, 2012
Page Two

2. Schoo! site development must include all associated onsite and offsite
environmental mitigations, storm water compliance. traffic mitigation, and similar
development issues. Please note in the Initial Study on:

A. Page 6: L Aesthetics a), b), ), d) all show Potential Significant linpacts

B. Page 21: VI Hazard and Hazardous Materials show a) and b) Potential
Significant Impacts

C. Page 35: XIV. Public Services shows Potential Significant Impacts

The District wants the FIR to review the impact to be able to bring levels of
impact on the above to “less than significant™ levels.

We would like to add that the project’s land use plan should include a prospective
location for the new facilities. The location should be where the District wants it and not

the developer.

This project appears to possibly be in the Bounsall Union School District as well. We hope
you arc also requesting their input.

In addition to our concerns listed above, we are including communications from 2009 to
2011 that the District has had with the Developer and the DPLU in regards to potential

inpacts and issues.

At this time the District cannot support the project proposal until a comprchensive
mitigation agreement can be rcached. The district is open to further discussions with the
devcloper so that appropriate school facilities will be available for students as the homes

are developed.

Pleasc contact us if you have need for further response.

Sincerely,

i
. (gmww&u

Dr. Lou Ohcrméyer
Superintendent
Valley Center-Pauma Unified School District




COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND LAND USE: Zoning
PROJECT FACILITY AVAILABILITY FORM, School

Please or use
(Two forms ara needed If project is to be wv«ﬁb.:' separsto school districts) ORG S c
W Ta . ACCT
Owner's Name hone
. N ACT ELEMENTARY
I t o TASK
{
8r's Ma! ress {‘ A q DATE HIGH SCHOOL
Cé J Slate é - UNIFIED,
| DISTRICT CASHIER'S USE ONLY
SECTION 1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
A LEGISLATIVE ACT
Rezones chenging Use Regulations or Development Reguiations Assessor’s Parcel Number(s)
General Plan Amendment (Add extrs if necessary)
Specific Plan .,
Speciic P'an Amendment NUedrous - el to PAK exlilod—

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT My iadude oddifimal pryerty

E Rezones changing Specisi Ares or Neighborhood Reguistions
O

Major Subdivision (TM)
Minor Subdivision (TPM)
Boundary Adjustment
Major Use Permit (MUP), purposs;
Time Extenslon... Case No.

Other,

E Residential . . .. .. Total number of aweting wnis__ |, g may, ~

Commercigl . . ... Gross foor area
ingustrial .. .. ... Gross fioor area
OW..........GIMIMGTOl

O [X Total Project acreags Total number bu__LM_AM;t .

Applicant’s Signature: Dste:

Address: Phone; :
On completion of shove, present to the district that rovides schoot tion to ¢ lete Secilon 2 below.
SECTION 2:” FACILITY AVAILABILITY . 70 BE 'CLO'MFEE‘?ED BY 5’81’%7
. notn a unifled district, which elementary of

DisticiName. Valley Center-Pauma USD high school district must sleo fill out a form?

8.
(o}

Indicate the tocalion and diatance of proposed schools of attendance. Elementary._* *VC _Upper Elem. mies__11.8

JuniorMiddie:___ YV C E;Iiddle miles; High school; igh hool mies_14.9
This project will result in the overcrowd ng of the [_] slementary high . (Check)
" Fees will be levied or 1and will be dedicated in accordence with Education Code Section 17620 prior to the issuance of buliding

permits.
Project is located entiraly within the district and Is aligible for service.

B’ The project is not localad entirely within the cistrict and a(_fgmual boundary ssug may exist with the BOonsall
| i It is our understanding that thisg project 1s also

nsall School District.

WA\ g = — D, Lou Obermever
Authon \ Print name
Superintendent 760-749-0464
Prnt titke Phone

On completion of Section 2 by the district, appécant i 1o submit this form with application to:
Zoning Caunter. Department of Planning and {and Use, 5201 Rufin Road, San CA 92123

| LT LU T T -,

**Valley Center Elementary Upper School is closed at the present time.
We would have to re-open the school. The closest school site to this
area is Lilac School and it would be impacted.

Expired Map... Case No. Thomas Bros. Page arid BAL 01,62, €z, €3
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