
Slovick, Mark

From: Annie Ryan DiMeglio <annierd614@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 12:18 PM
To: Slovick, Mark
Subject: Comments for new DEIR

Hello Mark, 
 
I'm sure all issues that I could discuss here have been stated and restated over and over.  All 
of them extremely important and real to all of us who live in the target zone of Accretive. 
 
I won't go into all of them again, here, but please count me in as agreeing with all the facts and 
details that my neighbors have sent in. 
 
One issue that I haven't seen much discussion on is those of us who have horses and other 
livestock animals.  NO discussion has been proposed on this issue from what I can see and it is a 
very critical and important one!  Evacuating with trailers full of horses and livestock is very 
time consuming and scary, not being able to get out is one of our biggest fears! Allowing all the 
extra traffic could mean devastation to us horse people on a much larger scale! 
 
What really brought it home was the recent fire activity, specifically the fire on the hill behind 
the mobile home park off of Old Hwy 395, between the 76 and West Lilac. 
 
I live 2.3 miles east of the bridge off of West Lilac, East on Covey lane.  Covey Lane is a puney, 
quiet road with NO EXIT on either end.  During that fire Old Hwy 395 was closed off at the 
bridge at West Lilac.  People who had exited the freeway (15) because it was also closed were 
searching, searching, searching for a way to get out.  Hundreds of cars came up and down our 
little roads only to hit dead ends where they had to turn around creating MORE TRAFFIC 
JAMS...........ON OUR LITTLE TINY DEAD END ROAD!! 
 
My husband, myself and our neighbors watched in disbelief as a steady stream of cars, for 
hours on end, came up our road.  All I could think about was if I HAD TO GET OUT I 
COULDN'T!!  I have 8 horses, my next door neighbor has 2, another neighbor has 2 and 
numerous other neighbors have several, all within a few blocks of West Lilac!! 
 
So, perhaps this issue of large animal evacuation can be brought up as well.  It is definitely a 
huge issue which little attention has been paid!  Many of us were drawn and sold on the Valley 
Center area because we are horse people and Valley Center was APPARENTLY horse savvy and 
horse friendly.  Allowing this new development which will hamper our evacuation roads beyond 
measure is INSANITY!!   
 



Thank you for your attention to this matter, it really could be a matter of life & death for both 
humans and horses. 
 
Annie Ryan-Di Meglio 
10115 Covey Lane 
Escondido, CA  92026 
 
--  
Annie 
<0--OO~~ 
    \\   \\ 
Love is the absence of judgment........Dalai Lama 
 





Slovick, Mark

From: Floann Sannipoli <fmsannipoli@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 5:15 PM
To: Slovick, Mark
Cc: Floann Sannipoli
Subject: Lilan Hills Ranch REIR : 3800 12-001(GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 

(TM), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-018 (STP), HLP XX-XXX, SCH 
2012061100

Attachments: freeway fire.jpg

To: County of San Diego 
 Planning and Development Services 
 
Water. Roads. Fire. 
 
WATER 
Our natural resources for water are not in huge supply these days. No news there! They haven't been for years. 
What makes anyone think water is all of a sudden going to be available in great quantities anytime soon? 
 
As a rural home owner who has in the past been asked to conserve, and who currently is watching the 
surrounding countryside become a virtual wasteland of tree skeletons from un-watered groves  I marvel at the 
County even considering a development of this size in such a dry brush area which is already straining from 
lack of resources (water). 
 
How is this possible? Can one County entity actually ask farmers and homeowners to conserve on water while 
another branch in the County is considering approval of density housing in that same area? In some cases even 
on the same parcel numbers! Please answer this in a way that makes sense! 
 
 
ROADS 
We already know the WEST TRIANGLE (West Lilac Rd., Castle Creek and Old 395) have some of the 
County's oldest and underdeveloped roads in existence. They are curvy, narrow, with out bike lanes, often 
edging up to sliced granite bedrock on one side and sheer 60 plus foot drops on the other, without room for 
width expansion. How on earth does the County intend to deal with the increase of road traffic under these 
conditions?  
 
And then there is the Lilac Bridge, a two lane wonder which functions beautifully at the current capacity. Add 
3,000 (or even HALF THAT!) more cars....and now we have bottleneck, backed up traffic on narrow, curvy 
roads...a recipe no doubt for one accident after another. How does the County intend to ensure the safety of 
every driver (not to mention bicyclists of which we have hundreds!)) under these conditions?  
 
FIRE! 
 
This last May I was caught on the I-15 going North to home during one of the many fires in North County. 
Because of freeway closer (Fallbrook Fire)  I was stuck on the I-15 between Deer Springs Rd. and Gopher 
Canyon Rd. for over 2 hours. This was the "normal" traffic flow of that time of day, but because of road closure 
we were given detour through ONE LANE!!! Fortunately the fire never hit the freeway in this particular fire 
(the next day proved otherwise), and people eventually got to where they were going. Mind you, this section of 
road should normally take a few minutes of travel time, yet I was there for over 2 hours.  Had there been more 
traffic (1,500 -3,000 more due to this proposed development) trying to get off, I suppose that number would 
have escalated to 3 hours. 



 
 My point is that with all the Temecula and further northern cities traveling the I-15 corridor everyday, all day, 
we cannot add in one large leapfrog development 3,000 more cars without adding lanes to the freeway, without 
adding more exits and unramps, without adding  an ulterior exit route from THEIR SITE of Lilac Hills Ranch! 
And this cannot be done WITHOUT taking away private property, i.e. imminent domain.   
 
So what is the County's intention on this? 
 
My three concerns: 
 
 WATER (where is it coming from and at whose expense? And don't say at the developer's expense...when 
water gets used, we are all affected!) 
 
ROADS (three and four lane Lilac Hills Ranch roads emptying onto West Lilac and Castle Creek...at whose 
expense? Again, when cars travel on the road it affects us all!) 
 
FIRE! (The last BIG fire in this area was in 1970 - Gopher Canyon Fire. That spells 44 years of unburned 
DRY  brush. Given the road situation, it spells disaster and death.) Is the County willing to place all of those 
living in this area at risk? For what? $$$? I want an answer! 
 
As a reminder I would like to share a photo of a fire on the I-15 a few years back and how things went awry 
because people could not get through...Please see attachment... 
 
 
floann sannipoli 
9542 COVEY LANE ESCONDIDO, CA 92026 

760-731-2116 











Slovick, Mark

From: Jan Shuttleworth <jsfiredog@live.com>
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 11:49 AM
To: Slovick, Mark
Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR

Dear. Mr. Slovick,  
  
I know that you are probably getting multiple letters of residents expressing their concern over this project. 
I appreciate the fact that you read and will take into consideration the major issues with this project.  
I will make this short and sweet as I assume their are many more letters to read. 
  
I have lived at 31354 Rodriguez Rd Escondido for over 10 years.  I did my share of apartment, condo and tract
housing.  I am now retired and choose this area because of the calm surreal environment it provides.  
This project has too many flaws to list.  The increase of traffic and congestions on these existing roads should 
be enough to halt it.  Also heard that sewage may have to be trucked out of the area.  Are you kidding me????
This should have been a red flag that this project is poorly designed from the beginning.  I have attended  
numerous planning committee meetings and neighborhood meetings and I can't think of a single person that 
lives  
in the proposed area that supports the size of the development in this area.  This developer has somebody in 
their  
back pocket otherwise anybody with common sense can see that this is absolutely the wrong area for this 
project.  
Allowing this developer to modify the GP2020 for such a poorly planned project in the first place will only 
benefit  
the developer, no one else. 
  
Public safety should be the concern of the San Diego Planning group, Board of Supervisors and the Planning 
Commission.  It is apparent that it is the least of their concerns.  I have a lot of experience with public service 
and 
safety.  I worked at Deer Springs Fire Protection District in the early 80's as a Firefighter before it became Cal 
Fire.   
I retired from San Diego City Fire Department as a Firefighter Paramedic.  Combined service of almost 30 
years.  This 
area is not meant for the density proposed.  As it is now we could use more fire stations.   This is a recipe for 
disaster if a 
fast moving vegetation fire goes through this area.  I guarantee lives will be lost.   
  
On top of everything else current residents will most likely see increases in property taxes, decrease in 
property  
value, and an increase in water rates.  Again I can't stress enough the valid concerns we have.  Please 
reconsider 
changing the GP2020.  Now is the time to step up and just say no to this deep pocket developer. 
  
Thank you in advance for  consideration in this matter. 
  
  
  



Jan Shuttleworth 
31354 Rodriguez Rd 
Escondido,  CA  92026 
619‐454‐6099 
   



	
	
	
July	28,2014	
County	of	San	Diego	
Planning	and	Development	Services	
Re:	Lilac	Hills	Ranch	Project	
	
Dennis	&	Jeanne	Simmons	
10034	Covey	Lane		
Escondido	Ca	92026	
	
	
To	Whom	It	May	Concern:	
	
I	am	writing	this	letter	to	express	my	opposition	the	Lilac	Hills	Ranch	Project	due	to	
several	factors	that	should	reasonablyA	project	that	is	well	designed	with	the	area	
and	topography	preclude	this	project	to	be	approved.	
	
I	moved	into	this	area	from	Encinitas	in	March	of	this	year	to	be	able	to	enjoy	space	
and	views	from	my	new	home	and	the	gardening	space	afforded	by	the	size	of	my	
property.	I	was	unaware	of	this	project	until	I	saw	a	sign	posted	at	the	Old	395	and	
West	Lilac	Road	interchange.	After	contacting	Mark	Slovik	I	was	directed	to	the	web	
page	where	I	would	be	able	to	access	the	plans	of	the	project.	
	
I	was	disappointed	after	I	had	read	and	reread	the	project	outlines,	the	general	plan,	
traffic	plan,	grading	plan	and	the	various	mitigations	and	numerous	exceptions	
requested	by	the	developer	to	make	the	project	would	mesh	with	the	rural	
character	of	the	area	as	it	is.	
	
The	impact	to	the	current	residents	from	the	traffic	plan	alone	is	enough	to	
disapprove	this	project.	West	Lilac	Road	east	bound	from	Old	395	to	Covey	Lane	is	a	
substandard	light	collector	with	NO	intermittent	turn	lanes,	little	or	no	shoulders	
and	a	dangerous	at	best	bike	lane.	With	marginal	“improvements”	limited	to	the	
proposed	round	a	bouts,	which	were	called	unfeasible	by	the	independent	engineer	
hired	for	peer	review,	to	eliminating	the	north	shoulder	altogether	and	having	a	
“conceptual	parkway	and	bike	lane”	on	the	south	side	do	nothing	to	improve	traffic	
circulation	in	this	area.	
	
The	size	and	concept	of	this	project	is	completely	contrary	to	the	County	of	San	
Diego’s	own	General	Plan	and	screams	leap	frog	development	where	building	“town	
center”	style	projects	near	the	area	considered	the	center	of	each	area.	This	is	
neither	near	the	town	center	of	Valley	Center	or	Bonsall.	The	idea	that	this	would	
improve	the	value	of	life	in	this	area	is	a	hollow	chant,	it	would	instead	degrade	the	
quality	and	peace	now	enjoyed	with	five	times	or	more	of	the	current	traffic	load	on	
the	current	substandard	roads	that	this	project	would	feed	onto.		



	
A	project	that	is	well	planned	and	designed	to	fit	in	with	the	nature	and	topography	
of	the	area	taken	into	consideration	would	not	need	to	request	exceptions	from	
dozens	of	State,	County	and	Local	Development	plans	and	guidelines.	It	would	not	
have	to	fight	“hostile”	residents	to	make	minimal	improvements	to	a	roadway	that	
will	still	be	substandard,	not	serve	the	purpose	nor	help	the	residential,	commercial,	
bike	or	equestrian	traffic	that	exists	now.	It	would	not	eliminate	or	endanger	what	is	
considered	to	be	Crucial	California	Agricultural	Land,	would	not	eliminate	
endangered	species	habitat	and	it	would	certainly	not	be	built	in	a	Critical	Fire	
Danger	Area	where	drought	is	a	way	of	life.	
	
The	road	and	traffic	plan	are	unacceptable.	
The	degradation	to	agricultural	and	endangered	species	land	is	not	acceptable.	
The	impact	on	already	strained	infrastructure	is	unacceptable	even	with	the	
proposed	improvements	(in	twenty	years)	is	unacceptable.	
	
I	respectfully	request	that	the	Planning	and	Land	use	Committee	reject	this	proposal	
for	what	it	is,	sprawl.	
	
I	respectfully	request	the	members	of	the	Board	of	Supervisors	reject	this	proposal	
for	completely	ignoring	the	General	Plan	and	the	work		done	by	them	and	by	their	
staff	to	put	it	in	place.	
	
Dennis	&	Jeanne	Simmons	



Slovick, Mark

From: templarstansmith <templarstansmith@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2014 10:21 AM
To: Slovick, Mark
Cc: chev stan smith
Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch

Hello Mark: 
Ive been following the subject proposal for some time and am impressed with the sustainable aspects of the 
housing being offered  -- especially the provisions for the 468 SFR senior's homes -a low impact-on-the-land 
solution.  This meets society's responsibilty to meet housing needs for its citizens in a "green" way.  Both older 
and younger generations (who could occupy the urban homes vacated by the seniors) will benefit while 
reducing net ccarbon emissions through less commuting. 
 
Sincerely Yours, 
Dr. Stanley Smith, DBA 
Rural Land Economist 































Slovick, Mark

From: Larry S <thunderjet100@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 27, 2014 9:28 AM
To: Slovick, Mark
Subject: Comments for LILAC HILLS RANCH, Environmental Log No. 3910 12-02-003
Attachments: Hello Mark Slovick.tmd

Hello Mark, 
 
In case you cannot open the attached, I have included it below. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
 

LILAC HILLS RANCH 

3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3100 5571 (TM), 

3100 5572 (TM), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-018 

(STP), HLP XX-XXX, SCH 212061100 

ENVIRONMENTAL LOG NO.: 3910 12-02-003 (ER) 

DRAFT REVISED EIR PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD  

June 12, 2014 through July 28, 2014 

  

DRAFT EIR COMMENT SHEET 

  

Tuesday, June 17, 2014 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

Planning & Development Services 

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 

San Diego, CA 92123 



  

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM 

  

I believe this response is a waste of time as this is just a formality or hurdle for Accretive to clear. There is an 
overwhelming opposition to this proposed project in the area that it is to be built. I have not talked to one person 
in the area of the proposed project who is not opposed to it and this goes back to when the project was first 
announced years ago. The only people to benefit from this project will be Accretive and the supervisor or 
supervisors that are keeping this plan alive. The support for this project can be determined by following the 
money trail from Accretive, if that concealed trail can be determined. There is no logical reason to support this 
project. 

  

I will state a few of the most obvious reasons not to allow this proposed development. 

  

1.              THIS IS A CLEAR VIOLATION OF ZONING LAWS. Why do we have zoning laws unless it only 
applies to homeowners and not large developers that can have the law changed to exempt them for their benefit. 
The residents in the area of the proposed project adamantly oppose the project. 

  

2.              FIRE EVACUATION DANGER. There was a fire a couple of months ago at highway 15 and 76. 
Highway 15 was closed to northbound travel. Also the bridge on West Lilac road can only support one lane of 
traffic even if West Lilac Rd. were widened. With the proposed population density of this project there will be 
gridlock at the most critical time.  

  

3.              WATER SHORTAGE. We all know California is in a severe drought situation and more people will 
use more water. Accretive has addressed this with spin. The water needed for this high density housing project 
will be a simple case of robbing Peter to pay Paul. 

  

  

                                                                                               Larry Stainbrook 7-27-2014 

                                                                             10038 Covey Lane 

                                                                             Escondido, CA 92026 

                                                                             760-749-6984 

  



  

  



Slovick, Mark

From: Larry Evie <evielarry@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 27, 2014 9:22 AM
To: Slovick, Mark
Subject: LILAC HLLS RANCH, Comment Sheet, Environmental Log No. 3910 12-02-003 (ER)
Attachments: Lilac Hills Ranch protest 7-2014.tmd

Hello Mark, 
 

In case you cannot read the attached, my response is in the body of this email. 

 

 

LILAC HILLS RANCH 

3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3100 5571 (TM), 

3100 5572 (TM), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-018 

(STP), HLP XX-XXX, SCH 212061100 

ENVIRONMENTAL LOG NO.: 3910 12-02-003 (ER) 

DRAFT REVISED EIR PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD  

June 12, 2014 through July 28, 2014 

  

DRAFT EIR COMMENT SHEET 

  

Tuesday, June 17, 2014 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

Planning & Development Services 

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 

San Diego, CA 92123 

  



  

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM 

  

  

Why does the Board approve a General Plan and make zoning laws if a company willing to pay 
can have them changed for it’s own benefit, not for the benefit of the community? The Plan, 
which was approved in 2011 by the Board of Supervisors, was written to “provide clear, unified 
framework for community development and conservation” and as “ a consistent framework for 
land use and development decisions consistent with an established community vision”. The 
Lilac Hills Ranch Planned Community is not in the public interest of the County and is not in 
agreement with the community vision. 

  

Lilac Hills Ranch is not in agreement with the County of San Diego General Plan in many 
ways: housing density, increasing the use of fossil fuels and their elimination into the air, 
destroying environmental preservation and more.  

  

How many times does the North County constituents have to say “no” to housing that has 
higher density than the zoned two acre minimum? No matter what Accretive Investments, 
Inc. states will be done to alleviate the traffic density, to ensure safe evacuation in case of a fire 
or other emergency, the proposed high density population can not ensure as much or more 
safety to current residents. There are two roads west to the freeway and a third road which goes 
to Valley Center, these are the evacuation routes. 

  

Greenhouse gas emissions cannot be lowered by building Lilac Hills Ranch. A walkability 
community may be feasible closer to urban areas but not in rural areas. This walkability 
community will not provide enough jobs for the residents and there is no public transit which 
can provide transportations to the jobs needed to support the “walkability” community. “Bike to 
work” is not feasible due to the distance to jobs and the terrain. People moving to Lilac Hills 
Ranch will have to drive to work, thereby emitting more gas emissions.  

  

We are in a severe drought, to which there is no end in sight, and the County is planning to 
build more housing in an area where the agriculture community needs the water.  

  



Please, Board of Supervisors, do not think that Bill Horn is working in this community’s best 
interest or for what this community wants. The Newland Sierra Project ( aka Miriam 
Mountains) is another example of his ignoring and continuing to bring before the Board projects 
his constituents have said over and over that they do not want. As shown by the last election, he 
was narrowly defeated. Since this is his last term, he has nothing to lose by ignoring his 
constituents. 

  

Thank you. 

  

                                                                      Evelyn Stainbrook 7-27-2014 

                                                                      10038 Covey Lane 

                                                                      Escondido, CA 92026 

                                                                      760-749-6984 

  



              July 14, 2014 
Mark Slovick 
County of San Diego, Planning and Development Services 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
re:  Accretive Group's Lilac Hills Ranch Development  
 
I must begin by saying that I find it unfathomable that we are even continuing  to discuss the Accretive Group's 

development ‐ now politically renamed "Lilac Hills Ranch".  I expected it to be killed when first presented.  My 

family and I have lived in this area for over 25 years. When we outgrew our first area home on Covey Lane, off 

West Lilac, and searched for a replacement, we considered moving into Valley Center for the “conveniences” of 

a short trip to schools, churches, ball fields, libraries, gas stations, and markets.  We researched the growth plans 

and ultimately decided that the convenience of living in town was outweighed by the solitude of remaining in 

our agricultural area where the county had dedicated itself to maintaining increasingly large parcels and limited 

growth ‐ in writing, no less. We bought a flower farm on West Lilac Road and continue to endure the hardship of 

having to plan ahead to secure fuel or necessities in neighboring cities before heading home or having our 

children ride the bus for an hour to get to and from school.  It is a sacrifice but it's worth it. The choice was a 

conscious one. People live in VC proper because they choose NOT to live “without”.  They want the market, dry 

cleaner, library, gas station. We do not.  

Now we are told that our long range planning for our future was futile because it has been trumped by a 

Developer's short term plan to turn a profit. After the county spent many years and million of dollars to create 

the "General Plan", they are now willing to scrap it in favor of the monies that will be generated by allowing 

Accretive corporation to profit from their ill conceived purchase of tracts of unincorporated land. But, first, the 

Developer must convince the San Diego County “planners”  to make extensive zoning changes. Their operating 

plan reads like a military mission:  

1. Buy up agriculturally zoned land from individuals who accept the unsolicited offer to purchase their 

property during an economic down turn.  

2. Attempt to convince  the neighbors and the Valley Center Community Planning group that they will not 

be impacted by the destruction of hundreds of acres of relatively open land. Failing this... 

3. Move on to the residents of Valley Center Proper (who reconsider the growth that has been planned for 

their town center) and slant the story to become one of knights in armor swooping down to save the 

residents from the approved growth plan by magically relocating it in someone else's backyard. Ignore 

the fact that this was not Accretive's actual intent nor will it make a difference in whether Valley Center 

expands or not. If Accretive had been able to acquire acreage in the middle of Valley Center proper, it 

would be using these same sales tactics to convince your board to let them put their huge development 

off Cole Grade Road instead of along small winding West Lilac Road. 

4. Convince the county that the local planning group is negligent in some regard and should be overruled. 

5. Now include politicians eager for an expanded tax and voter base and – voilà – somehow  putting the 

cart before the horse seems like a coup rather than a critical blunder in investment strategy.   



On a very personal note, our lifestyle will change drastically.   We had planned to retire on this farm, but now 

are making alternate arrangements if construction on this monstrosity progresses.  We can't and won't live with 

the noise, the horrific traffic, the loss of horse trails, or the increased danger to our property and person that will 

come with Lilac Hills. We envision roads congested to the point that every trip will resemble the ones when we 

get stuck behind a school bus, a trash truck, or a flock of bicyclists or are met head‐on by a vehicle attempting to 

pass on a narrow two‐lane road. The I‐15 backup will be like Temecula's. While I'm sure we'll have a grocery 

store nearby, we won't have the peaceful quiet, the wildlife, the endless view of groves, or the dark night sky.  

We'll have to live with the increase in fire danger and regulations that will make it almost impossible to continue 

to farm in this area (think burn permits, aerial pest control, and water availability). We will be forced off of our 

land to find a new place for our children and grandchildren to visit even after having done everything right in 

terms of decision making.  This nightmare has shattered my confidence in San Diego county governments' 

willingness to protect its constituents from big business.  

On a more positive note, looking toward the immediate future, if this Development does move ahead, there will 

be nothing to stop us and our neighbors from splitting our land into much smaller parcels and selling them off to 

the highest bidder because the county will have, effectively, thrown all of their careful planning out of the 

window and opened the door to unrestricted growth. This fact should always be in the back of your mind when 

listening to area land owners who support Lilac Hills Ranch. Or better yet, we could sell to the next Big 

Developer ‐and there will be a next‐ who will put in another planned community, shopping mall, warehouse, 

manufacturer, or other nuisance.  But next time it will be in Your backyard because ours will be gone. You can 

anticipate that the legal challenges to anything that remains of the General Plan will begin almost immediately. 

Make no mistake ‐ Lilac Hills is not pitching anything that will reduce growth in VC, but only trying to turn a huge 

profit. Even with LHR, the town of Valley Center's fate is sealed. It will still see growth (after all it’s surrounded 

by huge Las Vegas style casinos and THAT part of the plan hasn't changed), but now there will be a whole city 

next door! An oasis‐type tribute to Developers. It doesn’t matter what they call this Development – it’s wrong to 

reward them with a profit for making assumptive business decisions and then expecting San Diego county 

officials to roll over, play dead, and accept the fact that big business/government and greed trumps individual 

property owners.  Do the only acceptable thing.  Do what should have been done when first presented with 

Accretive's proposal.  Support county planning and zoning.  Prove that you cannot be cajoled, intimidated, and 

bribed into trashing years of research and long range planning. Show that you take seriously the responsibility to 

protect OUR rights.  Say NO to this development and YES to those who trusted you.   

Please listen to us.  Help us.   Retain the character of San Diego County's agricultural communities. 

 
Carole and Ed Sullivan and Family 
10057 West Lilac Road  
Escondido, CA 92026 
760‐749‐6360 
 
 
cc: Valley Center Community Planning Group 





Slovick, Mark

From: Alma Tindall <amactindall@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 27, 2014 6:37 PM
To: Slovick, Mark
Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch development

Dear Mr. Slovick: 
 
I am against the proposed development of Lilac Hills Ranch. Below are my concerns and those of 
many residents of this beautiful valley.   
 
1.- Where will be get the water for this big development? We are currently in a drought situation as 
we have been for many years and it is not improving. How will this project help with our water 
problems? 
 
2.- The roads are windy and narrow. They cannot handle more traffic safely. For the safety of all 
current residents in the area, this project should be denied. The roads cannot be improved enough to 
make it safe or feasible for the present or future traffic needs. 
 
3.- In our fire prone area, current residents and certainly not 3 thousand more will be able to get out of 
harms way when a firestorm occurs anywhere in this entire region. VC has already had deaths and 
injuries related to evacuation. Please do not put us all in danger. 
 
4.-  This project does not follow the General Plan. Why have one if it is only for some and not all? 
These developers do not and will not ever live in this area and have no vested interest in keeping it a 
pleasant rural agricultural community and safe place to live. 
 
5.- The General Plan was devised at huge taxpayer expense and enormous amount of hours before it 
was approved by the county Supervisors only to be immediately dismantled by greedy developers. 
 
6.- There is no infrastructure for this development and they will not be going to supply adequate 
infrastructure for the long term growth after they start building cookie cutter track houses all in a row. 
How is this developer going to insure that we have the proper infrastructure to handle this 
development which is the size of the city of Del Mar? 
 
In short, we don't want this development, period.  It will destroy what remains of a once pristine place to 
live.  Water, Traffic, Schools and fire safety are just a few of the issues that are of concern to most of the 
residents of Valley Center. 
 
William and Alma Tindall 
30411 Dendy Sky Lane 
Valley Center, CA 92082 



Slovick, Mark

From: Lyn Townsend <lynrtownsend@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2014 7:59 PM
To: Slovick, Mark
Cc: Eric Townsend Esq; Sara Townsend Biologist
Subject: Comments on the Draft REIR - Project Name - Lilac Hills Ranch.

Importance: High

To: 
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 5510 OVERLAND AVENUE, SUITE 310, SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
 
I am a West Lilac Road resident whose property abuts the furthest northeast corner of the proposed accretive 
development. I am hereby sending this comment to the address above per the PDS Notice dated 12Jun2014. 
 
In regard to Appendix K - Evacuation Plan 
(http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/regulatory/docs/LILAC_HILLS_RANCH/LILAC-HILLS-RANCH.html), 
my comment concerns fire coming abruptly from the southeast or the south, residents will push out chaotically and en 
masse in vehicles onto West Lilac Road heading west. Education efforts and "ready, set, go" rationale for the full build-out 
population cannot be relied on for an orderly sequenced evacuation. Upon seeing smoke and fire from the southeast and 
south, residents will drive like hell creating a bottleneck on the West Lilac bridge which is only a 2 lane bridge that is about 
40 years old. A local long term bicyclist talked to a bridge inspector several years ago who was examining the bridge. The 
inspector stated the bridge has been pushed to the furthest extent on its support caps due to small earthquakes over the 
past several decades. The potential bottleneck of cars, their weight, an aging bridge and a severe fast moving fire (like 
those within 2 miles of my house last month, May 2014) could spell disaster for area residents. Although native brushy 
habitats are highly flammable, avocado/citrus groves and intermixed weedy/brushy areas can rapidly preheat and carry 
fire quickly to adjacent flammable fuels. The need for a direct evacuation route west to US 395 or a new 4 lane bridge to 
replace the existing 2 lane bridge could partially mitigate potential human loss of life. Even the existing low density 
population may overtax the capacity of the bridge during a chaotic evacuation. We've been lucky so far, but I do not think 
"luck" should be included in the justification to go forward with this development. 
 
Mr. Lyn Townsend, Forest Ecologist, B.s., M.s. 
9430 West Lilac Road 
Escondido, CA 92026 
Cell 360.903.8756 
 
 
 
 
 





Slovick, Mark

From: Administrator <kyranlis@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 3:42 PM
To: Slovick, Mark
Subject: Comments

Dear Mr. Slovick, 
 
I am strongly opposed to the Lilac Hills Ranch Development. The General Plan does not support that and it is 
not part of the plan for Valley Center. The Planning group in Valley Center has worked hard with some others 
developers to establish and desirable downtown core for Valley Center. They have drawn up a north and south 
village which will provide needed housing for the town. It is in keeping with the General Plan and the vision for 
the area. The infrastructure will grow out from the downtown there is established infrastructure. The schools, 
churches, post office, stores and other amenities will be located there in the downtown core of town. There is no 
need for housing out in the edges of town and spot development. This is categorized as urban sprawl. 
 
The roadways near and around this proposed development cannot handle that kind of traffic. I have studied the 
traffic reports and information concerning the roads.  There is no capability of widening those roads enough to 
safely handle the additional traffic. Accretive has no right of way on the roads they are preparing in 4 and 5 
phases for entering and exiting the development. I will not give up my easement for them or will I pay more 
taxes to enable them. The developer does not live in this area and never will. He will not look back at the 
damage caused while counting his bank account. 
The W. Lilac bridge cannot be widened and will require a rebuild or another bridge to accommodate the traffic 
generated from this kind of dense housing.  
 The roads will be clogged and lives will be in jeopardy if there is a necessity to evacuate as there was in 2007, 
2008, and a recent fire earlier this year. School busses and large trucks cannot pass on parts of W. Lilac and 
Circle R Drive. The school busses are not even allowed on parts of W. Lilac. Valley Center had loss of life and 
serious injuries a few years back in a fire. How many lives will you put in jeopardy just to fatten the wallet of 
this developer?  
 
Trucking of effluent from 300 homes would require up to 9 trips a day of a heavy truck. Where will this sewage 
be stored while waiting for trucks to take it away? That is not a feasible suggestion for many reasons. Can you 
promise it will be odorless, safe, and sanitary? I had to get a septic system put in when I built my house. If these 
development cannot qualify for septic systems for each house, then it is reasonable to assume the homes cannot 
be built.  
 
Can you promise that the infrastructure that is part of the other phases will actually be built and maintained 
properly? If the first phase is built and the economy falls apart and there is no more building then what happens 
to the infrastructure included in the subsequent phases? Accretive will sell those phases off to other buyers, if in 
fact, there are other builders that can and will buy and develop the infrastructure as presented currently. This is 
a gamble at best. Can you gamble the lives of the current residents or that western side of Valley Center for t6he 
sake of this developer? 
 
I have lived in this area for over 35 years and I have seen changes come. Change is expected, but it is expected 
to be 2+acre lots per dwelling and not condensed lego type houses. If I am not mistaken, that is the purpose of 
the General Plan. It insures that there will be proper growth and not urban sprawl. It is designed for all the 
people living there and not some out of town greedy developer who doesn't want to pay for the infrastructure 
needed to sustain that kind of housing.  
 



Please consider my comments and do the right thing for all the people that the county is supposed to be working 
for. Please deny this project as it is the wrong idea in the wrong place. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Nutritia Wilson 
Countryside Pools 
PO Box 529, Bonsall, Ca 92003 
 



From: Don Wood [mailto:dwood8@cox.net]  

Sent: Friday, June 20, 2014 2:05 PM 
To: Slovick, Mark 

Cc: Horn, Bill; Jacob, Dianne; Cox, Greg; Roberts, Ron; Giametta, Salvatore; McClain, Tim 
Subject: Please post this article to your public comments file on the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch sprawl 

development project  

 
 
http://www.citylab.com/design/2013/09/sprawl-still-sprawl-even-if-its-green/6756/ 
 
 
Don Wood  
4539 Lee Avenue 
La Mesa, CA. 91941 
619-463-9035 
Dwood8@cox.net 
 

mailto:dwood8@cox.net
http://www.citylab.com/design/2013/09/sprawl-still-sprawl-even-if-its-green/6756/
mailto:Dwood8@cox.net
























July 24, 2014!!
Mark Slovick!
County of San Diego Planning and Development Services!
5510 Overland Ave., suite 310!
San Diego, Ca. 92123!!
re: Public comments for the Lilac Hills REIR!!
Dear Mr. Slovick,!!!
I believe the only option that should be considered is the one that sticks with current zoning and 
requires any development to follow the General Plan as it currently exists. I understand that 
some variances will and should be given on individual properties because of harm that was 
created especially when zoning was changed and adversely affected an individual owner and 
his ability to complete plans for his property that had been based on then current zoning.!!
Let’s be clear, Lilac Hills Ranch in no way falls into that category.!!
The General Plan has provided for the housing needs for the foreseeable future. Valley Center 
has chosen to follow current stated goals of providing areas for growth, particularly higher 
density growth, near existing infrastructure. Planners across the country have recognized this 
need. As you move away from existing infrastructure, density decreases. That makes this 
development inappropriate and unnecessary, and since it is unnecessary, no special 
considerations should be given. Lilac Hills Ranch has requested so many variances, it is difficult 
to keep count. Some of the special requests now include the condemnation and taking of other 
people’s property. And this for the sole benefit of a developer who is stuck because his main 
and only logical access has been eliminated.!!
When Accretive started acquiring land for this venture, I believe the county had a proposed road 
3A on the map which gave some basis for some sort of development around that road because 
it gave direct access to Old 395, close to ramps for both north and south bound I-15. Most of the 
reason for road 3A was for an evacuation route for residents of Valley Center. No improvement 
has been made to benefit those resident’s ability to escape the next wildfire and 3A was 
removed from the map for future planning. If we are to believe our County Officials, we live in 
wildfire country and it is not “if” but “when” the next one comes through. Putting new road blocks 
along two evacuation routes for those residents would be not only irresponsible but bordering on 
criminal. You need to consider the ramifications of people burning to death while trying to 
escape a wildfire that the County knew was coming and yet further hindered the ability of it’s 
residents to escape. You told us that the County owns this plan. Is this really what you are trying 
to do. With no additional routes, you are going to add over six thousand cars a day onto existing 
roads that barely handle current capacity without an emergency evacuation.!
Please explain how you intend to safely handle the traffic flow on the existing roads and how 
you suggest people escape the next fire. !!
Also, please note that use of Mountain Ridge Road would have to involve the taking by Eminent 
Domain of my property and many others because this developer does not have legal rights to 
use that road without severely overburdening the very limited easements he possesses. I have 



no intention of voluntarily selling my property for that use.  Please explain how any property 
impacted by the Eminent Domain process, will be affected by the possibility of being reduced 
below the current zoning of a minimum of two acres.!!!
It appears that much of this REIR is based on “facts” from the Dudek report and the RECON 
report. Since the reports were commissioned by Accretive, it is not surprising that they are 
biased and avoid any facts that would look bad for their client.!!
Dudek has blatantly left out one of the four requirements for a fire station to meet the 
designation of “closest fire station” because that requirement takes away the option of the fire 
station they want to use to meet the requirements in the General Plan. I believe you will 
discover, if you haven’t already, that Cal Fire wants no part of taking on that obligation. The 
Dudek report is extremely misleading in it’s designation of Station 15, sometimes calling it Deer 
Springs station 15. There is no Deer Springs station 15. This kind of false information should not 
be allowed to exist in the REIR. If this false information is allowed to remain in this report, it will 
cause decision makers to decide these important matters based on incorrect information. 
Anyone reading this report will assume fire protection is not an issue when it is actually a very 
big issue.!!
The RECON report is very fond of declaring the effects of construction and road grading on 
other people as “less than significant “. Just one example that affects me personally found on 
page 7, last paragraph. My house is located 45 feet from the centerline of construction. That 
should put grading within 20 feet of my house. But I’m not to worry because due to the magic of 
the laws of the right triangle, the average distance from my house to the grading activity is 150 
feet therefore “less than significant”. Of course the fact that I can’t leave my house for the entire 
process is probably “less than significant” also. By the law of the right triangle, I guess you could 
throw two baseballs, one hits me in the head but the other misses by ten feet, no harm because 
the average was five feet away. Seriously, Is this the logic you will use to determine the actual 
effects on the residents who moved here for the rural uncrowded atmosphere. !!
Due to the lack of clarity and the confusing manner in which this report is drafted and the 
manner in which the findings are presented (or not presented), I appeal to the County to 
review this report carefully. !
First, in order to put this analysis in perspective, The RECON “Mountain Ridge Road Fire 
Station Alternative – Noise Analysis dated May 16,2014 was prepared to identify and 
document potential noise and vibration impacts related to the existing Mountain Ridge Road 
community, the majority of whom live in Circle R Estates .  Circle R Estates is located along a 
1,200 foot section of Mountain Ridge Road which runs south from the LHR project’s southern 
boundary, along Megan Terrance and Adams Ct., to the top of the steep hill south of Megan 
(“the Circle R Community.”) !
This report is mandated by law, County policy and CEQA as one of the key reports required in 
response to the County’s  Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative.   This report  will be 
used by the County as part of the Condemnation and Eminent Domain Process (the “Recon 
Condemnation Report”).  The County is proposing to take private property from 30 or more 
individuals to convert  Mountain Ridge Road from a private road to a Public Road.   !
Condemnation proceedings are a very complex and tightly regulated process which requires 
all parties  to adhere to the highest ethical standards to maintain the integrity of the process. 



!
To convert Mountain Ridge Road from a Private Road to a Public Road is a very complex and 
major construction project.   More than 16 excavators, graders, front end loaders and other 
similar construction related equipment will be required.  More than ten thousand trucks 
loaded with fill and asphalt will be required.   As noted in the report, after completion traffic 
will increase from 160 trips per day to more than 3,000 – an increase  of greater than 2,000%. !
As part of the Condemnation process, RECON was hired by Accretive, the Lilac Hills Ranch 
Project Developer,  to: !

1. Determine and quantify the significance to the Circle R Community and Mountain 
Ridge Road residents of  the construction noise resulting from the construction of the 
public roadway and whether the construction noise impact complies with County 
Standards.  The measurement used to quantify the noise impact of construction 
activities is dB(A).   According to Recon on page 6 of the Recon Condemnation  Report: !

a. “The County has well-defined [construction noise] Noise Ordinance that covers  
construction noise and prohibits noise levels in excess of 75 dB(A) L [average] 
for an 8 hour period; and !

b. Construction noise is “measured at the boundary line of the property where 
the noise source is located or on any occupied property where the noise is 
being received.” 

2. Determine the “direct impact” to the “existing conditions” of the increased noise 
resulting from  converting Mountain Ridge Road Private to Mountain Ridge Public Road.  
In this case, the existing  condition for Mountain Ridge Road Private is 160 average 
daily trips per day and upon conversion of the road to Mountain Ridge Road Public, the 
traffic would be 3,410 average daily trips a day.   The “direct  impact” is measured by 
the “delta”  --- or the increase in noise – between the noise generated by existing use 
of the road (160 average daily trips a day) compared to the proposed use of the road 
3,410 average daily trips a day.   !
The noise measurement to determine the impact of traffic noise is CNEL (Community 
Noise Equivalent Level).   According to the County Noise Standards – Table 2  - on page 
5 of the Recon Condemnation Report, noise from traffic is measured at the exterior 
areas used by the homeowner and guests as an outdoor living area such as pools, 
patios, outdoor sitting areas as well as gardens and landscaped areas.   In addition, 
the Circle R Community is a “Home Owners Association” which provides and maintains 
“group open space” for the exclusive use of its residents and their guests.  This group 
open space includes private gated roads  (Megan Terrace and Adams Ct.) that are for 
the exclusive and private use of the HOA residents and guests.  These private areas 
are routinely used by residents as a pedestrian walkway, especially for families 
with children as well as families with baby carriages.   !

3. Determine the traffic “noise contours” along Mountain Ridge Road for the proposed 
traffic on Mountain Ridge Public to determine if they comply with County’s 60 CNEL 
standard.   Noise contours (essentially visually representations of the traffic noise) are 
shown in noise reports as a Figure of an aerial photograph or detailed drawing that has 
the noise contours shown.   As an example, in the areas where noise levels are 70 
CNEL, those areas are highlighted in Orange.  In areas where noise levels are 65 CNEL, 
those areas are shown in yellow.  In areas here noise levels are 60 CNEL, those levels 
are shown in green.  Also, a noise analysis report should provide a “Traffic Noise 
Prediction Model” which provides a summary of the specific details of the traffic noise 



calculations including the specific number of feet (such as 48 feet) to a specific noise 
contour (65 db) !

The Recon Condemnation Report is required to be a “Stand Alone Report”  for use by the 
County as part of the Condemnation process.    The Condemnation Process requires that an 
EIR be prepared for use by the County before it condemns private property.  That is why new 
reports were prepared for a variety of impacts related to the Mountain Ridge Road Fire 
Alternative;, including traffic (1800 plus pages); Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Air Quality  and of 
course, noise. !
The Recon Report must contain and summarize all the information that is being discussed 
and relied upon for the Condemnation Action.   Recon may not reference tables from 
reports that have not been prepared specifically for the Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station 
Alternative, such as reports have been prepared for exceptions requests to the General Plan 
or Specific Plan.   !
The Recon Condemnation  Report must contain all backup required for:  determining 
significant impacts; understanding what significant thresholds are used for each impact 
category; gauge potential impacts against existing physical conditions; provide the 
technical information required to support the documents findings; provide a clear line of 
reasoning in its conclusion related to impacts, their level of significance and the level of 
mitigation  that would be archived by proposed mitigation measures. 
To further understand how flawed the Recon Noise Condemnation report is, it is important to 
have a general understanding from a “rule-of-thumb” perspective of noise and its impact. !
First, the County’s Report Format and Content Requirements for Noise include a statement 
that a “doubling  of sound energy” is considered a significant impact a “documented noise 
site.”  A doubling of sound energy is equivalent to a 3 dB(A) increase.   A document noisy site 
is a location with NSLU that currently exceeds 60dB(A) CNEL.   This comment should have 
been in the Recon report but was not. !
For noise generated by construction activities from a single noise source, such as an 
excavator, construction, the noise level will drop by 6 dB for every doubling of the distance.  
Thus: !

1. If an excavator’s rated noise level factor is 85 dB(A) at 50 feet away from the 
source, at 100 feet away from the source (which is a doubling of the 50 feet) that 
noise level will drop by 6 dB to 79 dB and at 200 feet (a doubling again of the 
distance) the noise level will drop another 6 dB to 73 dB. !

Inversely, for the same front end loaded rated at 85 dB at 50 feet away from the source, 
for every “halving” of the distance to the source, the noise level will increase 6 dB.  Thus 
at 25 feet away from the excavator, the sound will increase by 6 dB to 91 dB – at 12.5 feet 
from the source the sound will increase  6 dB to 97 dB and if the excavator was located 
6.25 feet from the source, it would be deafening at 97 dB. !
Sound is logarithmic.  To use a general rule of thumb to help understand the impact of 
increased or decreased sound levels a 3 dB increase in sound is considered to be just a 
noticeable difference.  A 6 dB increase in sound is easily noticeable and a 10 dB increase in 
sound is Significant. !
As an example,  a 10 dB increase in sound would be equivalent to the difference between 
a washing machine and a gas powered leaf blower. !



Also, sound is cumulative.  At a construction site, as a general rule of thumb, for every 
increase in  the number of pieces of equipment being used, there is a cumulative impact.   If 
2 excavators are operating at a construction site, the sound level will increase by 3 db.  If 2 
excavator’s and 2 backhoe’s are operating at the site (4 pieces of equipment) the  sound level 
will increase by a total of 6dB.  If eight pieces of construction equipment are operating at a 
construction site, the cumulative effect would be another 3 dB increase to 9dB.  !
Finally, the last important item about noise to understand is that it travels along the line of 
sight.   If you can see a noise source and there is no mass (such as a wall) between you and 
the noise source, you will receive the full  impact of that noise.   Mass impedes --- or put 
another way– reduces noise.   If there is wall between you and the noise source, it will 
impede the sound.  However, if you are on a hill looking down onto the noise source behind a 
wall, there will be no impediment as you have a clear line of sight. 
The number of failures with this report is almost incomprehensible; so let’s just start with the 
most significant. !
The most significant failure pertains to the location of the noise receptors for modeling 
purposes that all of the traffic noise analysis uses for modeling. THERE IS NO INFORMATION AS 
TO WHERE RECON LOCATED THEIR NOISE RECEPTORS. !
Incomprehensibly, RECON used dots on a map to show the location of their noise receptors.  
EACH DOT covers an area of almost 100 feet.  Recon provided no explanation or 
documentation that would allow the public to understand their methodology.   As noted 
above, RECON was to measure the impact to the community of traffic noise to an exterior 
noise sensitive area.   Almost every home within the Circle R Community has outdoor living 
areas that face west, towards the sunset.  The best example of the absurdly with which Recon 
position its noise sensors is shown on Figure 4, noise sensor R-150, my home.  I have a formal 
patio with table and chairs on the west side of the house, less than 15 feet from Mountain 
Ridge Road.  I have also fenced in my yard for a  play area for my grandchildren that is 
located 12 feet from Mountain Ridge Road.  Yet, Recon located the R-150 sensor on the east 
side of the home, behind the mass of the house ignoring the County Code for calculating noise 
impacts; ignoring CEQA requirements; and ignoring the defensibility and sensibility required 
for calculating noise impacts to a community whose property is the subject of proposed 
Condemnation proceedings by the County.   As discussed, the integrity of the Condemnation 
process is of significant importance. !
But, Recon further complicates a review of the locations of their exterior noise receptors by 
placing a “dot” that is over 100 feet wide on top of the homes where the noise receptors are 
located.  In the case of noise receptor R-150, that means that the noise receptor could be 
more than 150 feet from the road even though the exterior noise areas (what the County 
calls NSLU – Noise Sensitive Land Use) at this home are less than 20 feet. !
So, the next logical step is to attempt to recreate or determine where the exact placement of 
the noise receptors are.   There is nothing in the Recon Condemnation Report that discusses 
the methodology used for the placement of noise receptors .   !
In Attachment 1 to the Recon Condemnation Report, Recon does provide some limited details 
on 107 noise receptors providing X & Y coordinates.   Just to be clear, that is information on 
107 noise receptors, BUT NOT ONE OF THE NOISE RECEPTORS SHOWN ON FIGURE R 4 OF 
THEIR REPORT FOR THE HOMES ON MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD IS INCLUDED.  NOT ONE.    !
Ok….so the next logical step is to try and understand what Attachment 1 of the Recon 
Condemnation Report is to see if the data can be further backtracked.   But, Attachment 1 of 
their report is NOT MENTIONED AT ALL IN THEIR REPORT. 



!
So we continue the search.   We start with a review of the LHR May 13th Recon Report for the 
LHR project.   No mention or discussion whatsoever of  the locations of noise monitors located 
off the project site other than a similar figure to Figure 4 of the Recon Condemnation report. !
We expand the search to all Recon reports within the REIR in an attempt to develop further 
information about the specific location of where off-site noise receptors are located as well 
as a discussion on the methodology used for determining where to place off-site noise 
receptors.  THE RESULT WAS THE INFORMATION WAS NOT TO BE FOUND that provided any 
information for the off-site noise monitors other than the APN Lot Numbers. !

1. The report states, “Detailed plans with proposed roadway elevation were available for 
this alternative” for use with modeling.  Also the authors have access to aerial and 
satellite imagery for use in their report.  Please provide a copy of the detailed plans 
with proposed roadway elevations that were used for this alternative. !

2. Please provide a figure and conceptual plan for the construction as discussed on page 
6 of the report.   As stated on page 6, construction would occur along 0.6 miles of 
Mountain Ridge Road and “occur over approximately 20 acres with a daily 
disturbance of 5 acres.”   As the entire Mountain Ridge off-site 40 foot private 
easement is 2.8 acres, please provide details and a map showing the balance of the 20 
acres that will be impacted.   This is critical in being able to accurately determine the 
noise impact to the neighborhood.   Also, as referenced in the report, work will be 
conducted in an “average linear working distance of 300 feet” that will impact 5 
acres.   For each 300 foot work section, please provide details as to the type of work 
noise generating work activities that will be conducted and a map showing the extent 
of the daily disturbance. !

3. On page 7, the report states that with the “exception of the residence located 31013 
Mountain Ridge Road,” my residence, all physical residences are located more than 
150 feet from the roadway.  This is not accurate.   There is a residence located on the 
west side of Mountain Ridge, opposite Adams Ct, that is within 50 feet of the existing 
road easement.  Also no noise monitoring was done for this home.   Please explain in 
detail and correct the report as required. !

4. Figure 4 of the report shows a Mountain Ridge Road Buffer on 150 feet.   Nowhere in 
the report is the Mountain Ridge Road Buffer zone defined.   Please define what this 
buffer zone is, the significance of this buffer zone and how this buffer zone relates 
determining whether this project conforms to Noise standards.    !

5. An updated Figure 4 without the red buffer zone needs to be provided showing the 
CNEL noise contours.    All noise contours were covered by the red buffer zone. It is 
impossible to determine the impact to the community without detailed noise contours.   
Also, as this is an existing  residential community, noise contours lines must be 
provided in smaller increments.   An increase of 3 dB in noise results in an increase of 
23% in loudness perception.  This Figure should be redone in increments of 3dB. !

6. According to page 6 of the report, the County has well-defined Noise Ordinance that 
covers construction noise levels in  excess of 75dB.   The report also notes that is 
“unlawful for any person to operate or cause construction equipment to be operated” 
that exceeds an average sound level at the boundary line of the property where the 
noise source is located or on any occupied property where noise is being received.   
This report discusses various 150 foot zones and draws conclusions that impacts would 



be less than significant.  This needs to be clarified to conform to County standards.   
Please provide the following details: !
- What are the noise levels at the boundary line of each property (by APN) for each 

lot on Mountain Ridge Road and any other property in direct sightline during 
grading as well as subsequent construction. !

- What are the noise levels at the boundary line of each property (by APN) for 12,000 
or so trucks that will be required to transport fill for this project. !

- What are the noise levels at the boundary line of each noise receptor identified in 
Figure 4. !

7. Table 2 – Noise Standards – on page 5 of the report provide a detailed description of 
“exterior noise levels” including the methodology for defining exterior noise levels.   
In conformity with  Table 2, please summarize in detail and provide a figure for 
exterior noise for each noise receiver noted in Figure 4 as well as each exterior noise 
level for every residence along Mountain Ridge Road and within direct sightline.   All of 
these homes have exterior areas (such as patios, pools, gardens, etc.) that are 
provided for private usable open space.  Please describe in detail the noise impact to 
the community. !

8. Figure 4 of the report shows a number of noise receivers, such as R-120 and R-150   
Nowhere in the report is the location of the receivers provided.   For each of the noise 
receivers noted in Figure 4, please provide specific details on where the noise 
receivers are located and how the location of those receivers was determined to be in 
a noise sensitive area used by homeowners  for their exterior living such as gardens, 
walkways, patios, fenced in play areas,  etc.    !

9. On page 13 of the report, the authors note that the change in  noise levels along 
Mountain Ridge Road would change “depending on the shielding or lack of shielding 
provided for the proposed grading for Mountain Ridge Road.”   Please discuss in 
detail all types of shielding that may be provided for Mountain Ridge Road, including a 
detail description of the type of shielding, which sections of the road may have 
shielding and the visual impacts of the shielding. !

10. Table 7 on page 13 notes the changes in cumulative operational noise level along 
Mountain Ridge Road between the proposed project and alternative based on average 
daily traffic volumes for the project and alternative as shown in Table 4.   Please 
discuss in detail all factors that impact this calculation.  Also, please discuss 
specifically how the proposed project noise levels for receiver 120 would be less (-4) 
than the alternative and receiver 150 would be less (2 dB) than the alternative despite 
an increase in traffic of more than 3,000 car trips a day. !

11. As the proposed alternative includes a road that will be in parts elevated more than 20 
feet above the current grade, the noise levels will be increased due to the height of 
the road,  the impact of prevailing winds, and the lack of any mass surrounding the 
road to dampen sound.   Please discuss in detail these and any other  impacts because 
of the road design and provide a detailed summary of all mitigation alternatives. !

12. Please provide details on the current modeled (no project) Noise Levels for all 
receivers shown in Figure 4.    !



13. Please provide details on the actual project noise levels that have been determined 
along any portion (off-site or on-site) of Mountain Ridge Road. ! !

There is no way a development of this size should be allowed to impact the current residents 
and roads in this very rural area and further risk their lives when the next fire comes. If you own 
this report, I hope you think long and hard about what you are doing to the current residents and 
what you would be doing to anyone naive enough to buy a home with inadequate escape 
access.!!
Lilac Hills Ranch is not necessary and is contrary to any current philosophy on where to locate  
high density development. The access to the property has changed drastically from what they 
thought it was when they started, forcing drastic impact on surrounding neighbors and roads. 
Accretive is scrambling now to find any way to keep this project alive. Do not help them at our 
expense.!!
Respectfully,!!
William B. Woodward Jr!
31013 Mountain Ridge Rd.!
Escondido, Ca.!
wwoodward@wildblue.net!
760.580.3600
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