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CHAPTER 1.0     PROJECT DESCRIPTION, LOCATION, AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
SETTING

1.1    Project Objectives 
�
The proposed project is based on a wide range of reports that studied the 
different constraints and opportunities involving the project in concert with the 
County of San Diego and local community issues. The general components of 
the proposed project were determined using the project objectives described 
below.

1. Develop a community within northern San Diego County in close proximity to a major 
transportation corridor consistent with the County’s Community Development Model for a 
walkable pedestrian-oriented mixed-use community. 

2. Provide a range of housing and lifestyle opportunities in a manner that encourages 
walking and riding bikes and that provides public services and facilities that are 
accessible to residents of both the community and the surrounding area. 

3. Provide a variety of recreational opportunities including parks for active and passive 
activities, and trails available to the public that connect the residential neighborhoods to 



the town and neighborhood centers. 

4. Integrate major physical features into the project design, including major drainages, and 
woodlands creating a hydrologically sensitive community in order to reduce urban runoff. 

5. Preserve sensitive natural resources by setting aside land within a planned and 
integrated preserve area. 

6. Accommodate future population growth in San Diego County by providing a range of 
diverse housing types, including mixed-use and senior housing. 

7. Provide the opportunity for residents to increase the recycling of waste. 

8. Provide a broad range of educational, recreational, and social uses and economically 
viable commercial opportunities within a walkable distance from the residential uses. 
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Land�Use
Gross�
Acreage

Units/
Sq.�Ft.

Gross�
Acreage

Units/
Sq.�Ft.

Gross�
Acreage

Units/
Sq.�Ft.

Gross�
Acreage

Units/Sq.�
Ft.

Single�Family�Detached 158.8 903 142.1 783 275.5 881 177.0 792
Single�Family�Senior 75.9 468 71.1 468 0 75.9 468
Single�Family�Attached 7.9 164 0 0 4.3 105
Commercial/Mixed�Use 15.3 211 6.0 5.6 15.3
Water�Reclamation 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4
RF/Trailhead 0.6 0 0.6 0.6
Detention�Basin 9.4 5.4 5.5 5.5
School�Site 12.0 9.0 0 12.0
Private�Recreation 2.0 0 0 2.0
Group�Residential/Care 6.5 0 0 6.5
Institutional 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7
Park���HOA 11.8 10.0 3.0 11.8
Park���Dedicated�to�County 12.0 6.0 9.0 12.0
Biological�Open�Space 103.6 168.8 102.7 103.6
Non�circulating�Road 45.7 45.7 41.5 43.1
Circulating�Road 37.6 37.6 21.5 30.0
Common�Areas/Agriculture 20.2 20.2 65.0 45.0
Manufactured�Slopes 67.5 67.5 65.0 50.0
Other/Accretive�Math�Error* 8.1 5.5 0 0.3
�������Total 608.0 1746 608.0 1251 608.0 881 608.0 1365

sq.�ft.�=�Square�Feet���
HOA�=�Homeowner's�Association

Project
Reduced�
Footprint

Reduced�
Intensity 2.2�C�(Hybrid)

Table�1��Scant�Attributes�of��3�Alternates�Provided

*�Table�4�1�from�DEIR�Chapter�4�Project�Alternatives�has�the�
indicated�arithmatic�errors
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Objectives Project

Downtown�
Escondido�

SPA

No�
Project/No�
Development

No�
Project/Legal�
Lot

General�
Plan�
Consistent

Reduced�
Footprint

Reduced�
Intensity

2.2�C�
Hybrid

1��Develop�a�community�within�northern�San�
Diego�County�in�close�proximity�to�a�major�
transportation�corridor�consistent�with�the�
County’s�Community�Development�Model�for�a�
walkable�pedestrian�oriented�mixed�use�
community No Yes No No No No No No
2���Provide�a�range�of�housing�and�l ifestyle�
opportunities�in�a�manner�that�encourages�
walking�and�riding�bikes,�and�that�provides�
public�services�and�facilities�that�are�accessible�
to�residents�of�both�the�community�and�the�
surrounding�area No Yes No No No No No No
3���Provide�a�variety�of�recreational�
opportunities�including�parks�for�active�and�
passive�activities,�and�trai ls�available�to�the�
public�that�connect�the�residential �
neighborhoods�to�the�town�and�neighborhood�
centers Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
4���Integrate�major�physical�features�into�the�
project�design,�including�major�drainages,�and�
woodlands�creating�a�hydrologically�sensitive�
community�in�order�to�reduce�urban�runoff No Yes No No No No No No
5���Preserve�sensitive�natural�resources�by�
setting�aside�land�within�a�planned�and�
integrated�preserve�area Yes N/A No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
6���Accommodate�future�population�growth�in�
San�Diego�County�by�providing�a�range�of�
diverse�housing�types,�including�mixed�use�and�
senior�housing Yes Yes No No No No No Yes

7���Provide�the�opportunity�for�residents�to�
increase�the�recycling�of�waste Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

8���Provide�a�broad�range�of�educational,�
recreational,�and�social �uses�and�economically�
viable�commercial�opportunities�within�a�
walkable�distance�from�the�residential �uses Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Total�Number�of�Objectives�Met �5/8 �7/8 �2/8 �2/8 �4/8 �4/8 �4/8 �5/8

Alternates
TABLE�2���COMPARISON�TO�PROJECT�OBJECTIVES
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DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment 
and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP) 
GP CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 9 

GENERAL PLAN INCONSISTENCY  
Introduction:
 In comments submitted over the last year, the Valley Center Planning Group and 
the Valley Center Design Review Board have challenged the proponent’s assertions 
that this SP/GPA is consistent with the adopted County General Plan [GP], or with 
Valley Center’s Community Plan [CP], or with Valley Center Design Guidelines.  
 
 Our previous comments, which are attached, have also challenged the logic 
exhibited throughout Accretive Investment Group’s Specific Plan and now in their Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR): that amending a particular GP Regional Category 
to suit the project somehow also reconciles the project’s inconsistencies with a wide 
array of General and Community Plan Goals and Policies. 
 
 The proposed SP/GPA is inconsistent in broad and fundamental ways with the 
San Diego County General Plan and Community Plans of both Bonsall and Valley 
Center. Further, the DEIR fails to disclose and analyze these broad and fundamental 
inconsistencies and their environmental consequences as CEQA requires. The DEIR is 
derelict in concluding as it does that: “Overall the project would be consistent with the 
General Plan; therefore land use impacts associated with policy inconsistencies would 
be less than significant” (Chapter 3 Environmental Effects Found Not To Be 
Significant (p 3-65). 
 
 This DEIR fails to perform the analyses required for decision makers, first, to 
understand the parameters of this proposal, and, second, to appreciate the nature and 
reach of its impacts. The DEIR does not even have a rudimentary analysis of 
Consistency with the General Plan.   
 
 Internal consistency of all County General Plans in California is required by 
California State Law. Therefore, in considering a Specific Plan, particularly one that 
requires amendments to an adopted General Plan, it is crucial to understand exactly 
where the Specific Plan is inconsistent with General Plan regional categories, land use 
designations and road classifications, principles, elements, goals and policies.  
 
 A Specific Plan is an implementation vehicle. Approval requires compliance with 
CEQA; consistency as well with the web of interconnected and mutually-supporting 
elements of the County General Plan, and consistency with the array of implementation 
actions, strategies and procedures that are in place to achieve the goals and policies 
that the General Plan sets forth. Inconsistency requires denial of the project OR 
adapting the General Plan to fit the Specific Plan – the tail wagging the dog. Changes of 
this magnitude (Land Use Policies, Mobility and Safety Elements) to the August 3, 2011 
San Diego County General Plan would require revisiting the Environmental Impact of 
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the San Diego County General Plan and likely invalidates the San Diego County 
General Plan. Broad and fundamental amendments to adopted General and Community 
plans would require county-wide environmental review. 
 
 We all can understand why the applicants might want to avoid disclosing the 
array of GP and CP Goals and Policies that this project violates. But CEQA’s purpose is 
not to gloss over or obscure inconsistencies in order to ease approval of this project. 
CEQA’s purpose is disclosure.  
Therefore, the DEIR for this SP/GPA must reckon specifically and individually with the 
General Plan Vision and Guiding Principles and the reflection of these in the Community 
Development Model, as well as with Goals and Policies across the GP’s seven 
elements: Land Use, Mobility, Conservation and Open Space, Housing, Safety and 
Noise; as well as goals and policies of the Bonsall and Valley Center Community Plans.  
 
 Once inconsistencies are disclosed there are only three ways to resolve them: 
reject the project, re-design the project, or re-build the County General Plan to suit 
these applicants. Inconsistencies with General and Community Plans, Design 
Guidelines and other ordinances and policies are NOT subordinate to this 
project’s Specific Plan, as the Specific Plan asserts.  

 
************ 

 
I. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a General 
Plan consistency analysis and supportable conclusions. How can the 
DEIR conclude that planning impacts are ‘insignificant” without these 
analyses? 
 
 The DEIR fails to disclose the extent to which this SP/GPA is inconsistent with 
the County’s planning documents. Land use impacts, far from “insignificant” are broad 
and fundamental. Amendments necessary to accommodate this SP/GPA would require 
rejecting the GP’s foundational vision of Smart Growth and eliminating the many GP 
Policies that support it.  
 
 It is not the intention of the San Diego General Plan to drop “new villages” into 
semi-rural and rural areas. To the contrary, the County General Plan is rooted in its 
“Smart Growth” intention. Smart Growth is a two-sided concept. On the one hand Smart 
Growth locates future development in areas where infrastructure is established; AND on 
the other hand, Smart Growth also retains or enhances the County’s rural character, 
economy, environmental resources, and unique communities. These are integrated, co-
dependent concepts. They work together. 
 
 The proposal to plop a dense from-scratch 608-acre Village of 5000 people into 
several thousand acres of infrastructure-lacking Semi-Rural and Rural land is 
inconsistent with the County’s commitment to “sustainable development.” This 
foundational concept is described at length in the introduction to the County General 
Plan; and it is expressed across the web of interdependent GP Guiding Principles, 
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Goals and Policies that have been put in place to bring about the County’s Smart 
Growth Vision. To reject this Vision now will, in essence, require an entirely new County 
General Plan. 

II. Paramount among the project’s GP inconsistencies is its failure to 
comply with Land Use Goal 1 (LU-1) and Policy LU1-2  
 
 Consistency with Land Use Goal 1 (LU-1) and with Policy 1.2 (LU 1.2) is 
especially crucial for this project’s approval. These speak directly to the requirements 
for establishing NEW villages in San Diego County. They emphasize the primacy of the 
Land Use Element and the Community Development Model, and the prohibition of 
Leapfrog Development.  

Land Use Goal 1: Primacy of the Land Use Element. A land use plan and 
development doctrine that sustain the intent and integrity of the Community 
Development Model and the boundaries between Regional Categories. 
 
Land Use Policy 1.2: Leapfrog Development. Prohibit leapfrog development 
which is inconsistent with the Community Development Model. Leapfrog 
Development restrictions do not apply to new villages that are designed to be 
consistent with the Community Development Model, that provide necessary 
services and facilities, and that are designed to meet the LEED Neighborhood 
Development Certification (LEED ND) or an equivalent. For purposes of this 
policy, leapfrog development is defined as Village densities located away from 
established villages or outside established water and sewer service boundaries. 
(See applicable community plan for possible relevant policies.) 

The DEIR for this SP/GPA asserts that the project is consistent with GP Policy 
LU 1.2. But, this is not the case. The SP/GPA fails in the most fundamental ways to 
respect the County’s commitment to sustainable development.  
 

A. The project is inconsistent with the GP Community Development Model, 
B. The project is inconsistent with LEED ND standards,  
C. The project is also inconsistent with the 3rd requirement for waiving the 

prohibition on leapfrog development which is to provide necessary services and 
facilities:  
1) Ten (10) modifications to the County road standards REDUCE capacities to 

sub-standard levels  
2) Traffic impacts are significant and deemed unmitigatable by the applicant. 
3) The project fails to meet 5 minute response time for Fire and Emergency 

Medical Services.   
The project fails to present a legal and viable point design for sewage and waste water 
treatment. To elaborate: 

A. The Accretive SP/GPA is Inconsistent with the GP Community Development 
Model  
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 The proposal is by definition inconsistent with the Community Development 
Model because consistency can be achieved only by amending the General Plan to fit 
the project. The General Plan states (San Diego County General Plan: Land Use 
Framework; Community Development Model, p.3-6): “The Community Development 
Model directs the highest intensities and greatest mix of new uses to Village areas, 
while directing lower-intensity uses such as estate-style residential lots and agricultural 
and agricultural operations to Semi-Rural areas .... To facilitate a regional perspective 
the Regional Categories of Village, Semi-Rural and Rural Lands have been applied to 
all privately-owned lands …” 
 
 First, as the above statement in the County General Plan makes clear, the 
Community Development Model is not a moveable abstract concept. If this were 
true then Village “puzzle pieces” could be dropped into Semi-Rural and Rural lands 
anywhere in the County and pronounced consistent with the Community Development 
Model.  
 
 Rather, the Community Development Model reflects a complex of planning 
principles and ideas that are expressed through the whole system of the General Plan’s 
Regional Categories.  Amending a Regional Category, therefore, requires also 
amending the network of planning concepts that the category is expressing, for 
example:  
 

1. The General Plan states (pp.3-7), “Village areas function as the center of 
community planning areas and contain the highest population and development 
densities. Village areas are typically served by both water and wastewater 
systems. Ideally, a Village would reflect a development pattern that is 
characterized as compact, higher density development that is located within 
walking distance of commercial services, employment centers, civic uses, and 
transit.” 

2. The proposed site is designated not for Village development but for large semi-
rural parcels (SR 10 and SR-4). This SP/GPA proposes to plop a Village into the 
middle of an area that the Community Development Model designates for Semi-
Rural and Rural development. This action requires AMENDING the Community 
Development Model. Instead, with no discussion or analysis, the SP/GPA and 
the DEIR all assert that consistency with the Community Development model is 
achieved with a simply change to the Land Use map. 

3. Further, the site abuts SR-4, SR-10 and Rural-40 acreage. The Community 
Development Model requires a “feathering” of residential densities from intense 
Village development to SR-0.5, SR-1, SR-2, SR-4, and so forth. The Accretive 
SP/GPA is inconsistent with the concept of feathering which is reflected properly 
in the pattern of land use designations in Valley Center’s central valley.  

4. This SP/GPA is located many miles from areas that the Community Development 
Model designates for Village development: miles from employment centers, 
shopping, entertainment, medical services, and civic organizations and activities. 
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5.  As for infrastructure, there are few existing roads in the area. They are built and 
planned to service Semi-Rural and Rural development, as in the current General 
and Community Plans. Despite proposing intense Village development, the 
proponents also propose to retain or reduce capacities of these roads. Water 
infrastructure serves 50 homes and agricultural irrigation. There is no wastewater 
service.  

6. The intent of the Community Development Model is to intensify development in 
existing Villages -- not to create NEW Villages through the destruction of Semi-
Rural and Rural lands. The Community Development Model was applied in 
Valley Center during the General Plan update process. Village boundaries were 
drawn. Village densities were planned to feather from the commercial and mixed 
use core to meet the Semi-Rural designations. Twenty-five percent (25%) of the 
community’s future development is now planned for the “Village” area in the 
center of the Valley Center Planning Area, at the community’s traditional 
“crossroads” where road, water and wastewater infrastructure, as well as 
schools, churches, shops and businesses are already in place. 

7. A key component of including a Community Development Model in the General 
Plan with “integrity” was to create a framework for future growth. The DEIR 
completely ignores this concept by concluding that the project would not be 
growth inducing. This conclusion is in complete contradiction to the General Plan 
which identifies existing villages as the hubs for growth. Additionally, the County 
has a long track record of approving General Plan Amendments that increase 
density using the adjacent properties as justification.  The DEIR claims that this 
would not occur, but history has proven otherwise.  

8. The DEIR refers to the Property Specific Request (PSR) General Plan 
Amendment process that was directed by the Board and claims that the project is 
not growth inducing. Presumably the PSR/GPA is inducing the growth? This 
suggestion is misleading. The outcome of the PSR/GPA remains to be seen. 
Approval is not a foregone conclusion and processing will be lengthy. More likely 
is that approval of the Accretive project would usher approval of the PSR/GPA in 
Valley Center, thus inducing unplanned growth of this area.   

9. However, growth inducement wouldn’t stop there. Even IF the PSRs in Valley 
Center, are approved the lands surrounding the proposed project (and some 
lands which the proposed project surrounds) would still be designated at lower 
semi-rural densities than the village densities proposed for the Accretive 
SP/GPA. Into the future, these land owners will continue to seek similar 
treatment to that of their neighbor and based on the County’s track record, they 
will receive it.  

 
 Second, the project design itself also defies the GP principles, goals and 
policies for Village development, and for Village expansion, which the Community 
Development Model reflects.  
 

1. The 608-acre project site, only a portion of which is actually owned by the 
applicant, sprawls 2 miles N-S, and 2 miles E-W across several thousand acres, 
largely in active agriculture. These surrounding acres are owned by people 
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whose dreams and ambitions for their rural properties are in accord with the 
Community Development Model’s Regional Category assignment: Semi-Rural 
and Rural. 

2. The sprawling site creates some 8 miles of edge effects that will threaten 
surrounding agriculture, horticulture and animal husbandry that the GP 
Community Development Model protects by designating this area for Semi-Rural 
and Rural development. This sprawling shape also increases the likelihood that 
the proposed project will be growth inducing as previously mentioned. 

3. With 1746 units and 90,000 SF of commercial on 608-acres, there is insufficient 
land available for “feathering” residential densities as the Community 
Development Model intends and describes. 

4. The site requires 3 separate commercial nodes to support the “walk-able” claim. 
It is more than a stretch to characterize the project as a “walk-able Village” when 
it is, in fact three circles of dense housing. Two of them are at least a mile from 
what the Community Development Model would characterize as Village 
amenities. The LEED ND standard for “walking distance” is ½ mile, the GP also 
cites ½ mile (GP, p.3-8).  

5. This is not the “walk-able” compact Village it pretends to be. The fake Town 
Center is more than one and a half miles from the ½ mile standard required by 
LEED ND and cited in the General Plan. 

6. The proximity of Rural Lands to the project presents wildfire threats which the 
applicant’s Fire Protection and Evacuation Plans recognize but fail to adequately 
mitigate. In addition to wildfire the Accretive project adds the additional hazards 
of Urban Multi Story Structure Fires and nearly two orders of magnitudes 
increased volume and complexity of Emergency Medical Services (EMS).  The 
Accretive Fire Protection Plan barely mentions the Structures and EMS hazard 
potential, let alone any mitigation plans. The Deer Springs Fire Protection District 
(DSFPD) has gone on the record three times (6/12/2012, 3/5/2013 and August 7, 
2013 stating that DSFPD has major issues with the Project as proposed.  
Accretive has glossed over these issues raised by a Public Safety agency and 
the County has allowed the Project to proceed in the General Plan Amendment 
process. 

 
 
B. The Accretive SP/GPA is Inconsistent with LEED Neighborhood Development 
Certification standards 
 
 Compliance with LEED Neighborhood Development Certification standards is a 
second critical requirement for this project. Without analyses required by CEQA, the 
DEIR ASSERTS compliance with LEED-Neighborhood Development requirements, 
perhaps because analysis reveals that the Accretive SP/GPA so woefully fails to meet 
them.  
  
 But , unsubstantiated assertion fails to satisfy CEQA. The County must 
comprehensively address the numerous and exacting requirements of LEED 
Neighborhood Development Certification. If the County is applying not LEED ND but an 
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“equivalent standard” as policy LU1-2 allows, the analysis should name the standard 
and show how it is equivalent.  
 
 To date we believe there is no recognized equivalent to LEED ND; and if there 
were a recognized equivalent it would be, well, equivalent. Despite the insistence of a 
few PDS staffers who will remain nameless that “there might be an equivalent standard 
that does NOT require a “Smart” location, in the English language the word “equivalent” 
does mean “equal.”  
  
 At the end of this document we have included key excerpts from the booklet, 
LEED 2009 FOR NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT. However, we encourage 
thoughtful readers to review the entire 70-page booklet where these exacting standards 
are discussed and illustrated in intricate detail. The booklet is published by the U.S. 
Green Building Council and is available on their website.  
 
 As the booklet makes clear: For LEED ND Certification a few location, 
conservation and design criteria are mandatory. This means that, regardless of how 
many “points” are accumulated for “green” amenities, LEED ND Certification cannot be 
achieved without meeting a few essential standards in particular categories.  
 
 We await the County’s analysis of the full complement of standards for LEED ND 
Certification. GP LU1-2 is clear in its intention that the Accretive SP/GPA must comply 
with all standards that are required for LEED-Neighborhood Development Certification. 
However, in order to provide the reader with a sense of how comprehensive and 
detailed the LEED ND standards are, we have included below a list of the mandatory 
requirements for the two areas where our comments are focused this time -- Smart 
Location and Neighborhood Pattern and Design. We will address some of these in our 
comments below.  
 
 (More detail is available below in the attachment, SELECTED BRIEF 
EXCERPTS FROM LEED 2009 FOR NEIGHBROHHOD DEVELOPMENT or from the 
original 70-page document on the U.S. Green Building Council website.) 

SMART LOCATION and LINKAGE 
 
These are PRE-REQUISITE criteria. Compliance is mandatory.  
Prerequisite 1 Smart Location  
Prerequisite 2 Imperiled Species and Ecological Communities    
Prerequisite 3 Wetland and Water Body Conservation      
Prerequisite 4 Agricultural Land Conservation 
Prerequisite 5 Floodplain Avoidance   
 
NEIGHBORHOOD PATTERN AND DESIGN   
These are PRE-REQUISITE criteria. Compliance is mandatory.  
Prerequisite 1 Walkable Streets     
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Prerequisite 2 Compact Development   
Prerequisite 3 Connected and Open Community       
 
  
 From our review of the LEED ND requirements, we conclude that 
Accretive’s SP/GPA fails to meet fundamental requirements for LEED ND 
Certification for the following reasons: 

1) The site is not a “Smart Location.” The EIR concludes that the project is 
consistent with LEED-ND but completely overlooks its mandatory site selection 
requirements. However, the EIR does not address how this aspect of LEED-ND 
can simply be overlooked when the program was specifically designed to “place 
emphasis” on site selection.  A fundamental premise of Smart Growth is to lower 
automobile dependency as compared to average Development.  The SANDAG 
average miles/trip for all of San Diego County is 5.8 miles/trip. The SANDAG 
average miles/trip for the unincorporated San Diego County is about 13 miles/trip 
which is why the region is directing growth to the incorporated cities and existing 
villages. Accretive is proposing an automobile based urban sprawl community 
that even with exceedingly high and unsubstantiated internal trip rates is 47% 
higher than the San Diego County average ( 8.52/5.8) trip distance. 

2) The site is too large (exceeds the 320-acre maximum size). This maximum 
area is based on critical factors such as providing the appropriate density of 
services and neighborhoods within a compact community and achieving 
walkability. The EIR fails to address how the project is still in compliance with the 
LEED-ND program when it exceeds a standard that was determined by the “core 
committee’s research.” 

3) The proposed SP/GPA fails to meet LEED ND standards for a “walkable” 
neighborhood: This issue brings to light another more fundamental one with 
much of the EIR’s documentation. Throughout the document there is the 
assertion or suggestion that the proposed project will be “walkable”. However, 
the only evidence that is provided are three circles on a map to suggest that 
someone could walk to someplace within that circle if they wanted to. This is not 
the definition of a walkable community. The LEED-ND standards were developed 
through the research of a core committee which suggests that a walkable 
neighborhood is no more than 320 acres and all services, civic uses, 
employment, and high density housing are contained within that 320 acres. 
Describing the proposed project as walkable is unsubstantiated and misleading. 
Further it has likely undermined technical analyses that rely on the premise that 
the project is walkable and take credit for that. These include the traffic, air 
quality, and greenhouse gas emissions analyses. 

4) It is neither an infill site nor a new development proximate to diverse uses 
or adjacent to connected and previously developed land. It is sprawl 
plopped into a functioning agricultural area, with no existing infrastructure. 
The objectives of the LEED-ND program are clearly compatible and in alignment 
with the guiding principles of the County of San Diego’s General Plan and with 
the siting of “new green neighborhoods.” As a result, it was integrated into the 
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Leapfrog policy of the General Plan. Any proposed deviation from LEED-ND, 
such as ignoring siting criteria, size restrictions, and density guidelines, should be 
evaluated in this context. 

5) The plan does not locate all its residential uses within ½ mile of its 
“CENTER.”  It adds suburban sprawl up to one and a half-miles beyond the one 
commercial area that is large enough to qualify as a LEED-ND compliant Town 
Center.  

6) Because a site design is not available for the Town Center area we have no 
way of knowing whether this area itself complies with LEED-ND standards. 
The Specific Plan claims compliance, but this claim is not substantiated or 
shown.  

7) The site is not served by existing water infrastructure that is adequate to 
serve urban density.  Water infrastructure is designed for agricultural users and 
needs significant revision for high density Urban uses. There is no wastewater 
infrastructure. 

8) No water or wastewater service is planned to serve urban development of 
this area. Arguably the site is within a legally adopted, publicly owned water and 
wastewater service area. However, if “planned service” means that the current 
General Plan and the VCMWD’s own plans currently call for expansion of the 
infrastructure required for a project such as this (which they do not]), it does not 
meet this alternative, either.  If it means only that a district with those powers 
exists and encompasses the Project site, then the Project must provide new 
water and wastewater infrastructure for the project. But it cannot do so because 
there are no easements the Project controls to establish such service. 

9) The Project description itself demonstrates that the SP/GPA cannot satisfy 
ANY of the 3 OPTIONS for fulfilling the Smart Location REQUIREMENT: 

a. It is not an Infill Project 
b.  It is not an Adjacent Site with Connectivity (does NOT have is at least 90 

intersections/square mile as measured within a 1/2-mile distance of a 
continuous segment of the project boundary, equal to or greater than 25% 
of the project) boundary, that is adjacent to previous development 

c.  The site is not designed as a Transit Corridor or Route with Adequate 
Transit Service. The only mass transit is two bus routes located 4 miles 
north of the Project which run the circuit of the 4 Indian Casinos on SR- 
76.  

d. None of the LEED ND significant public transit service requirements are 
met by the proposed circulation system. (e.g. at least 50% of dwelling 
units and nonresidential building entrances (inclusive of existing buildings) 
are within a 1/4 mile walk distance of bus and/or streetcar stops, or within 
a 1/2 mile walk distance of bus rapid transit stops, light or heavy rail 
stations, and/or ferry terminals, and the transit service at those stops in 
aggregate meets the minimums listed in Table 1). 

e. The only transit mentioned by Specific Plan and/or DEIR is that NCTD 
might consider a bus stop serving part of the project. This is inadequate. 
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C. The Accretive SP/GPA fails to provide necessary services and facilities for the 
intense urbanization being proposed. 

 1.) ROADS. Traffic impacts are significant and the applicant has proposed 
no acceptable mitigation measures. he applicant’s request for ten (10) 
modifications to the County road standards will actually REDUCE road capacities 
to sub-standard levels. Accretive Investment Group proposes Village development of 
a rural area. But the applicant does not propose Village capacity roads that are 
necessary to accommodate the traffic that will be generated by their Village project.  
Incongruently, and not disclosed openly in the SP or the DEIR, the applicant proposes 
ten (10) modifications to the County Road Standards that will reduce capacities of roads 
that were planned, in the first place, to accommodate Rural and Semi-Rural residential 
development that GP Principles and the land use designation that reflects them have 
intended for this area.

One purpose of the General Plan Mobility Element and the County Road 
Standards is to specify road standards and automobile capacities that are necessary to 
serve surrounding land uses throughout the County. Land Use and Mobility Elements 
are tightly coordinated. Village-capacity roads are specified as necessary to serve 
Village land uses. Presumably decision makers will agree that road capacity standards 
set by the County GP Element and the County Road Standards are “necessary” 
standards).   
 

 However, Accretive Investment Group proposes to compromise standards that 
are employed uniformly across the County in order to win for themselves entitlements 
to urbanize land uses -- without responsibility for urbanizing road capacities. 
Specifically, they propose to add 20,000 Average Daily Trips to Mobility Element 
roads, and to pass the real costs of improving these roads on to the taxpayers. 
Further, they are finagling “consistency” with County planning standards pretty much 
across the board not by complying with them, but by relaxing them.  
 
 For example, their proposal is to DOWNGRADE  West Lilac Road from its 
current Class2.2C to a reduced-capacity Class 2.2F. And then, they further propose 
that two segments of West Lilac Road and one segment of Old Highway 395, which 
will operate at unacceptable Levels of Service E and F as a result of their new 
“Village” be sanctioned as official “exceptions” to the County standard for minimum 
Level of Service. TIF fees of approximately $5Million are utterly inadequate to afford 
the road reconstruction necessary to service this development’s traffic. The Valley 
Center Road widening five years ago cost in excess of $50 Million. Road 
improvements in already-urban places are expensive.   
 
 In remote places road improvement costs are enough to kill projects. No doubt 
recognizing this problem, the proponents themselves argue against improving roads to 
capacities that are necessary. They say to do so:  

� is too difficult and costly 
� will require rights-of-way that may be unobtainable  
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� will be time consuming to construct  
� will be disruptive to off-site property owners  
� will face opposition from existing neighbors  
� will require condemnation of right-of-way  
� will impact biological open space. 

 
 These are, of course, the exact reasons why the San Diego General Plan and 
LEED Neighborhood Development both direct urban development away from 
undeveloped sites like this one into areas where necessities and amenities required for 
urban dwellers are already met. You’ll recognize these points in the review of General 
Plan and Community Plan policies that follows.  
 
 Once again we must acknowledge that these applicants are not envisioning or 
proposing an SP/GPA to implement the County’s widely- recognized and well-admired 
30-year plans for genuinely-sustainable growth. This would be the right approach. To 
engender this sort of cooperation is also the intended outcome of the County’s 
substantial and ongoing investment of public funds in planning efforts and planning 
activities.  
 
 To the contrary, this project hijacks the language of sustainability to push through 
a proposal which, if approved, will disintegrate San Diego’s effort to lead the nation in 
this area. This project is NOT “sustainable” development. This SP/GPA requires an 
array of exemptions from the interdependent planning principles, goals, policies and 
standards that the County has put in place in order to achieve  its Vision for sustainable 
development.  (Why invest public funds in planning, we ask, if the next step is to invest 
more public funds in a “review” that ignores the plan?) 

 This SP/GPA will add 5000 urban residents to country roads while reducing road 
widths, reducing road design speeds and ignoring other standards established for safe, 
efficient transportation. The proposal: 

� Fails to provide necessary services and facilities 
� Is inconsistent with GP premises that development will pay for itself;  
� Is inconsistent with the GP minimum standard for LOS D on County roads;  
� Compromises the safety, comfort and quality of life of prospective residents as 

well as all the other residents of Valley Center who depend on these Mobility 
Element roads. 

  
 For the Accretive project proponents to be angling for approval to shirk 
necessary County road standards while at the same time claiming to provide necessary 
services for this intensely urbanized Village project is a disingenuous contradiction. 
Sanctioning these exemptions would create significant long term SAFETY and liability 
issues for the County of San Diego. 
 
3.) ROADS. Accretive does not have legal right of way to build most of the indicated off-
site road improvements. 
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4.) ROADS. Additionally, in order to meet the County Road Standards, two out of four 
secondary access intersections (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge) with public roads will 
require the use of County prescriptive rights (for continual brush clearance) and eminent 
domain (to secure land from unwilling property owners). Accretive Investments has filed 
Sight Distance Analyses on these two intersections that confirm the above assertion. 
5.)RESPONSE TIME. The SP/GPA fails to meet 5 minute response time for Fire and 
Emergency Medical Services The Deer Springs Fire Protection District has commented 
in writing that none of the proposed options listed in the Specific Plan and Fire 
Protection Plan are feasible solutions for the District to meet the 5 minute emergency 
response requirement for Lilac Hills Ranch. 
6.) WASTEWATER  TREATMENT. The project fails to present a legal and viable point 
(site location and sewage and waste water treatment  functional description) design for 
sewage and waste water treatment.  The preferred option listed by the applicant lacks 
legal right of way for offsite sewer and recycled water pipelines. 
 
How can the DEIR for this project claim otherwise? 
 
 
III. The Accretive S/GPA is inconsistent with the Purpose, Intent and 
Guiding Principles of the County General Plan. 
 
 Above we have highlighted the most fundamental and egregious flaws in both the 
GPA/SP and the DEIR. This should have been the role of the county staff in 
shepherding this Project. The community and general public should not be required to 
perform analyses necessary to identify this project’s inconsistencies with CEQA and 
with County General and Community Plans, and CEQA. Citing these oversights should 
be sufficient. However, we are faced with a dilemma: to be as complete as possible or 
let significant matters get away without analysis. 
 
 Chapter 3 of the DEIR purports to be analysis of issues which, it concludes, 
have No Significant Impact. Pages 3-56 through 3-65 set out a few GP Land Use 
provisions that are applicable to the Accretive Project. However, most relevant GP 
Goals and Policies are missing. After NOT analyzing any inconsistencies with the many 
omitted Goals and Policies, the DEIR does two clever things: It refers the reader back to 
the SP for more discussion of GP compliance (which is non-existent or equally skimpy); 
and it takes the giant illogical leap, with NO ANAYSIS whatsoever, to conclude that 
merely by adopting a different Land Use Map, all inconsistencies disappear.   
 
 Our comments below highlight a few (due to time and space constraints) of  the 
MANY inconsistencies and issues with the County General Plan that this project has 
failed to remedy or resolve, 
 
A. Purpose of the General Plan. Chapter 1 of the General Plan contains in its 
Introduction and Overview an array of directives that the applicant, the applicant’s 
consultants and the DPS staff have all ignored.  
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The statements that follow, and many others that appear on several hundred pages of 
the County General Plan, reflect what many citizens believe is a social contract between 
San Diego County government and the people.  To overlook these declarations in the 
review of this project would be a gross violation of the public trust. Here are a few …

(p1-4.)
1. The General Plan must be referred to in its entirety, including separately 
bound portions (such as community plans). While the GP is internally 
consistent, some issues are addressed through multiple policies and some 
receive refined and more detailed direction in Community Plans (p. 1-4.) 

 (p1-5)
1.) Policies cannot be applied independently (p1-5). 
2.) If you are a SD County resident or property owner, the GP indicates the 
general types of uses that are permitted around your home and changes 
that may affect your neighborhood, and the policies the County will use to 
evaluate development applications that might affect you or your neighbors. 
The Plan also informs you regarding how the County plans to improve 
mobility infrastructure, continue to provide adequate parks, schools, 
police, fire, and other public services, protect valued open spaces and 
environmental resources, and …

3.) Future development decisions must be consistent with the Plan. 

4.) The essence of the Plan lies in its goals, policies, and implementation 
programs.

5.) Policies provide guidance to assist the County as it makes decisions 
relating to each goal and indicates a commitment by the County to a 
particular course of action.

B. General Plan Guiding Principles. The General Plan’s Guiding Principles also are 
more than empty words that are subject to manipulative and self-serving interpretation. 
These Guiding Principles – for  the countywide consortium of stakeholders who nursed 
this language for many months before we endorsed it -- were intended to actually 
GUIDE development and conservation in San Diego County. 
 
Advance Planning Staff worked with hundreds of citizens, property owners, real estate 
developers, environmentalists, agricultural organizations, building industry 
representatives, and professional planners, for years to create a General Plan that 
would build what we need, and conserve what we must. These Guiding Principles gave 
birth to the Community Development Model, and to the systematic method through 
which planning principle, and the County’s commitment to authentic sustainable 
development, was transferred from human hearts and minds to the ground. 
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The DEIR should, but does not, thoroughly discuss and analyze the GP Guiding 
Principles (GP pp. 2-6 through 2-15), but merely cursorily sets them out and in some 
cases, gratuitously, without reference to factual aspects of the Accretive project, asserts 
compliance.  
 
The following is a more serious and respectful review of the San Diego County 
General Plan’s Guiding Principles and their application to this project:  
 
GUIDING PRINCIPLE 1. Support a reasonable share of regional population 
growth. The DEIR fails to note that the GP establishes Valley Center’s “reasonable 
share” at 36,000 at build-out, not the 41,000-plus that would result from this project’s 
plopping of a new city in the middle of a well-functioning agricultural area. This 
discrepancy is not recognized nor analyzed.  

a.) The General Plan already accommodates more growth than SANDAG 
projects for 2050. The DEIR fails to justify the need for 1746 additional homes, 
90,000 additional SF of commercial.  
b.) There are significant environmental and planning consequences from 
providing an excess of housing and employment in a rural area that are not 
addressed in the DEIR: 

i. As a region, with SANDAG providing coordination, we have been 
trying to steer growth to incorporated cities where transportation 
investments are occurring and goods, services, and employment are 
in abundance. The proposed project undermines this effort. It 
contradicts growth principles that all jurisdictions have developed 
through SANDAG, and conflicts with the Regional Transportation Plan 
and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  

ii. The SCS is the region’s strategy for addressing GHG emissions 
targets for land use and transportation yet the DEIR fails to address 
the consequences of the proposed project conflicting with it.  

iii. By providing a glut of housing in a rural area, the proposed project 
throws a wrench in the region’s growth strategy. The provision of more 
homes in Valley Center will reduce the demands for homes elsewhere. 
Generally, it has been the incorporated cities that have needed to plan 
for more homes to accommodate future regional growth. The 
proposed project will eliminate that need by 1746 homes. If built in the 
incorporated cities pursuant to regional plans, these homes would 
have shorter vehicle trip lengths, be closer to transit, jobs, and 
services, and use less water and electricity.  The DEIR fails to address 
these consequences.  

c.) There are also impacts of providing excessive commercial uses. The proposed 
project plans for commercial uses in excess of local and regional forecasted needs. 
There are two possible consequences of this situation:  

i. the commercial space in the proposed project will never be filled, 
the town center will never be a center, and there will be nothing to 
walk to if you wanted to walk 2 miles from one end of the 
development to the town center;  
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ii. the proposed project will pull commercial uses from other existing 
commercial areas nearby such as the Valley Center and Bonsall 
town centers. This will result in vacancies and blight in these village 
centers and will undermine their growth strategy and vision.  

iii. The DEIR needs to include a comprehensive economic study of the 
proposed project and its economic viability within the context of 
community and regional plans. The results of such a study will be 
the grounds for the evaluation of additional environmental 
consequences of the project.   

 
GUIDING PRINCIPLE 2. Promote health and sustainability by locating new 
growth near existing and planned infrastructure, services and jobs in a 
compact pattern of development. The project and DEIR completely ignore this 
principle (and its implementing Goals and Policies) with the fiction that merely 
adopting a map with different land use designations for 608 acres they have owned 
or optioned will miraculously create compliance with the County General Plan.  
The GP and VC Community Plan -- without this project -- currently embodies this 
Principle, with the design for the central Villages and the feathered-out supporting 
semi-rural and rural designations. This project would destroy that design and 
compliance.  
 
As previously discussed, the Accretive project site lacks both existing and planned 
infrastructure. Infrastructure proposed by the project cannot be provided at a level 
consistent with County standards. Further, as discussed, the proposed project is not 
a compact pattern of development. It sprawls over 2 miles and has to include 3 town 
centers rather than 1 to justify the claim that it is “walkable” and thus, presumably, 
compact. 
   
GUIDING PRINCIPLE 3. Reinforce the vitality, local economy, and individual 
character of existing communities when planning new housing, employment, 
and recreational opportunities. This project recognizes this Principle only in its 
abuse. Nowhere does the DEIR recognize or analyze the impact of the Project on 
the existing and proposed central Village economy and character. Worse, in its 
insubstantial discussion of the key CEQA issue of “Divide an Established 
Community” the DEIR states that there is no established community! (DEIR 3.6.5, p. 
3-120.) and thus there is no need to address this issue in the DEIR. The central 
valley villages DO exist, they are the heart of the existing community, and they are 
where the GP and CP plan Valley Center’s future growth is consistent with the 
General Plan. This issue must be fully analyzed in the DEIR. See above for more 
discussion on these concerns. 
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GUIDING PRINCIPLE 4. Promote environmental stewardship that protects the 
range of natural resources and habitats that uniquely define the County’s 
character and ecological importance. Instead the Project proposes bulldozing 4 
Million cubic yards of natural hills to make manufactured slopes, to accommodate an 
urban-styled city in an active agricultural area. 
 
GUIDING PRINCIPLE 5. Ensure that development accounts for physical 
constraints and the natural hazards of the land. Instead the Project proposes 
bulldozing 4 Million cubic yards of natural hills to make manufactured slopes, to 
accommodate an urban-styled city in an active agricultural area. 
 
GUIDING PRINCIPLE 6. Provide and support a multi-modal transportation 
network that enhances connectivity and supports community development 
patterns and, when appropriate, plan for development which supports public 
transportation. The Project instead says perhaps NCTD might be interested in a 
bus stop. It is entirely car-dependent. If approved there are no commercial, no 
schools, no parks until phase 3, 6-8 years after plopping phase one houses in the 
middle of nowhere. The Project does not have legal rights for the required ingress 
and egress to be able to construct them. If they were constructed, they would 
undermine connectivity by blocking emergency egress, and detract from supporting 
community development patterns in the central Villages, where the GP and 
Community Plans call for potential construction of roads to enhance connectivity. 
 
GUIDING PRINCIPLE 7. Maintain environmentally sustainable communities 
and reduce green house gas emissions that contribute to climate change. This 
Project waives the flag of environmental sustainability at every opportunity, but 
totally ignores fundamental requirements for building where substantial investments 
have already been made in urban infrastructure and amenities. Description in the 
DEIR of the state and county new requirements for “green buildings” and energy-
saving construction and facilities are beside the point. This project destroys 
agriculture and functioning rural lands that genuine “sustainable development” would 
be retaining. Further, this “fluff” is purple prose, unsubstantiated and inadequate to 
determine if the suggestions or promises in the SP are minimum or substantive 
requirements that warrant the use of “sustainable.” LEED building standards, like 
LEED ND standards are specific, and they are expensive. Suffice to say that nothing 
about this applicant’s performance, so far, suggests exemplary performance. Many 
more facts are necessary to adequately analyze this issue yet based on the 
information available, any characterization of the project as “sustainable” is a 
complete farce and undermines the ability of the public and decisions makers to 
evaluate the project on its true impacts, characteristics, and merits. 
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GUIDING PRINCIPLE 8. Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the 
region’s economy, character, and open space network. Instead the Project 
would take 504 acres of productive agriculture out of use and replace it with an 
urban city. The DEIR relies on a model to devalue existing productive agriculture 
and ignores the reality that the project site and surrounding area contain some of the 
most unique and valuable agricultural operations in the region.  
 
GUIDING PRINCIPLE 9. Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services 
and correlate their timing with new development. Instead the SP and 
implementation plan are geared to increase public infrastructure costs while 
minimizing the Applicant’s infrastructure costs, in an area devoid of infrastructure. 
Plans for construction, instead of concurrent with need, are designed to be 
significantly after need. 
 
GUIDING PRINCIPLE 10. Recognize community stakeholder interests while 
striving for consensus. This applicant has ignored the VC community and its 
Community Planning Group throughout the entire planning process. Applicant 
attendance at Planning Group meetings has been by a consultant/lobbist who never 
has answers to the questions raised regarding either specifics of the proposal, or the 
process. Promises to “get back to you about that” never have been kept. Claims that 
the proponents were “working with the community” are incorrect. They mean that 
they held private meetings with pre-screened potential supporters, to which the 
public, and certainly Planning Group Members, were in many cases dis-invited. On 
the very few occasions the general public was invited, food and story boards were 
presented, but no detailed oral presentations of the project’s contents, nor public 
questions were allowed. Approval of the PAA was opposed by staff and the Planning 
Group and a large percentage of the community; it was obtained from the Planning 
Commission by a procedural trick on the eve of a major holiday, so no one could 
know it was being acted on, and could effectively object. At the Board of 
Supervisor’s hearings on the removal if the improperly-placed Road 3A for the 
Project, the Applicant denied needing or requesting the road, and pointed to 
“community support” from the “Valley Center Town Council”, a non-existent 
organization consisting of 3 Accretive supporters, purporting to represent the “real” 
Valley Center community, instead of the Planning Group. Numerous Planning Group 
reviews were required by staff and totally ignored by the Applicant, no changes were 
ever made in response to any of the community’s comments. 

In short, the applicant has never recognized community interests and has 
never (unlike all the other developers the community has worked with) sought 
consensus. 
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IV. Staff identified 121 GP Policy conflicts in the Scoping Letter. These are not 
analyzed in the DEIR, or in the Specific Plan, or anywhere else. Why not? 
 
 Earlier in the review of this project a “Project Issue Checklist” listed (on 350-plus 
pages) more than 1000 project “issues” with various planning documents. The list 
included Major Project Issues (with GP Policies) as well as GP and CP Policies that 
posed potential conflicts. Analyses of these “issues” are essential to a General Plan 
Amendment. How else can anyone understand what the GPA proposes to amend? 
 
 The staff directive to the applicant at that time was, “Please immediately review 
the policies and indicate to staff how you would propose to revise these policies or if you 
disagree with staff’s analysis. If policy revisions are required to the County’s General 
Plan, then the project’s EIR must also analyze the impacts to the County’s General 
Plan.” In subsequent editions, the “Checklist” refers the reader to other documents – in 
some instances to a GPAR (General Plan Amendment Report), in others to the Land 
Use Section of the EIR. However, looking at these resources there is no policy by policy 
discussion of consistency. This level of analysis must be provided.  
 
 The June 13, 2012 version of the Project Checklist is attached. We request 
County response and analysis of each item listed.  
 
 A. CEQA requires these analyses, and the DEIR omits them. The DEIR (in 
Section 3.1.4.1, pp 3-56 – 3-64) lists what it calls the “relevant policy and regulatory 
framework” for the project. But this list is not the detailed analyses that CEQA requires; 
instead, under the rubric of “Existing Conditions” this section is mainly a summary of 
applicable planning documents.  
 
 
Section 3.1.4.2 (p 3-64) is titled “Analysis of Project Impacts and Determination of 
Significance.” Here in the subsection “Impact Analysis” analyses of specifics are either 
missing or inadequate, and replaced with brief descriptions of the project followed by 
assertions. Examples are rife, here are a few: 

1.) Without bothering even to acknowledge the array of GP policies that 
would have to change in order to approve this SP/GPA, the DEIR merely 
asserts the conclusion: “The proposed project includes a General Plan 
Amendment which, if approved, would result in the project being 
consistent with the General Plan.” 
2.) There is no discussion of LEED ND criteria, and the GP Community 
Development Model is presented as if it is no more than an arrangement 
of densities rather than a reflection of a whole complex of interdependent 
ideas about sustainable development. Nevertheless, the DEIR asserts that 
“the proposed project would be consistent with the Community 
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Development Model of the County General Plan and designed to meet the 
LEED Neighborhood Development Certification or an equivalent.” 
3.)  In the few cases where specific GP policies are cited, the evidence for 
consistency with the policy is in some cases asserted by merely repeating 
the language of the policy itself.  For LU1.2: “the project is not “leap frog 
development” because it is designed to conform to the Community 
Development Model, provides necessary services and facilities, and would 
be designed to meet the LEED Neighborhood Develop Certification or an 
equivalent. For LU3-1, LU3-2 and LU3-3: “The project likewise provides “a 
complete neighborhood” to include a neighborhood center within easy 
walking distance of surrounding residences while providing a mixture of 
residential land use designations and development regulations that 
accommodate various building types and styles.” 
4.)In a few cases where the SP/GPA proposes amendments to Mobility 
Element road classifications or acceptable LOS levels, the DEIR argues 
that the SP/GPA is not inconsistent with the GP because relaxing the 
standards makes it consistent. Again, the point here is that consistency is 
achieved only by amending the General Plan to fit the project.  
5.) The DEIR (Section 3.1.4, p 3-56, Land Use Planning, line 4) refers the 
reader to the Specific Plan, and asserts falsely (p. 3-65) that “the project’s 
conformance with other General Plan policies is detailed in the Specific 
Plan. Overall the project would be consistent with the General Plan; 
therefore land use impacts associated with policy inconsistencies would 
be less than significant.”   
6.)In its cursory dismissal of Growth Inducement (DEIR 1.8.1 p1-37) the 
DEIR states: “…While the project site and surrounding areas are not 
identified in the General Plan for growth, it is a location where such growth 
is likely to occur because the project area can accommodate the growth. 
Typical obstacles to growth include a lack of services and infrastructure 
which are not present in this area. The project area is positioned in 
proximity to the I-15 and within existing districts for sewer water and fire 
service. There is an adequate road network offering multiple routes 
throughout the project and would ultimately connect with freeway ramps. 
By itself, the proposed project takes advantage of the location of the 
project site, but would not result in any change in density for surrounding 
areas….” There is a brief reference to potential increased density from 
Property Specific Requests near the Project, but there is NO discussion 
or analysis of the growth inducing impacts of new road, water and 
sewer infrastructure that properties west, east and south of the 
project would tout as reasons why they should also be developed at 
urban densities.
7.) There should also be discussion and analysis of the impact of the 
precedent that would be set by encouraging this project’s General Plan 
busting notion that the Community Development Model is a “Village” 
puzzle piece that any developer’s ambition can drop anywhere in the San 
Diego County countryside. 
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B. It is important to note here that these analyses do not appear in the Specific 
Plan; nor does the GPAR that the staff referred to a few months ago ever 
materialize (even though this would be no substitute for the CEQA requirement.) It is 
odd that the DEIR and other project documents all refer the reader to this dry hole. Is 
this an error? Historically, a GPAR presents the details of a GPA and discusses its 
consistency, or lack of consistency, with all GP elements, but this Specific Plan text 
does NOT include a General Plan Amendment Report (GPAR) even though the SP at 
page 1-12 states that “… Chapter V of the General Plan Amendment Report and 
Appendix A provides detailed analysis regarding how and why this Specific Plan is 
consistent with the goals and policies of the County General Plan…”  There is neither 
the GPAR nor an Appendix A! This application omits this crucial report. Why?  
 
 
C. General Plan Goals and Policies NOT discussed or analyzed in the DEIR 
include:
 
LAND USE ELEMENT 

LU-1.4 Village Expansion: “Permit new Village Regional Category designated land 
uses only where contiguous with an existing or planned Village and where all the 
following criteria are met: Public facilities and services can support the expansion 
without a reduction of services to other County residents, and the expansion is 
consistent with community character, the scale, and the orderly and contiguous growth 
of a Village area” 
 
Comment-INCONSISTENT: If there was an existing or planned Village in western 
valley Center, Accretive could try to use this provision, instead of being prohibited by the 
Leapfrog Development provisions of LU-1.2. However, the only “existing or planned 
Village” in Valley Center is the Village in the central valley where north and south nodes 
are separated by a dramatic escarpment and Moosa and Keyes Creeks. This area has 
existed as a “Village”, has been planned for expansion for more than 50 years and was 
designated a SANDAG Smart Growth Opportunity area with the recent update of the 
County General Plan. The area is sewered and has received a large grant from the 
state of California to expand wastewater facilities. Valley Center Road which traverses 
this area  and connects to Escondido and Pauma Valley was improved to Major Road 
standards only a few years ago in anticipation of expanded development here. The 
Valley Center Community Planning Group has increased residential densities in this 
area so that about 25% of the community’s growth can be accommodated in the 
“vibrant, compact Villages” the community has envisioned. 
 
This provision is a clear companion to and exemplifies the GP support for intensifying 
development in existing Village areas and its thrust against leapfrog development -- by 
emphasizing only expansion of an existing Village. The Project also fails to meet the 
criteria: Its construction would clearly reduce services to all Valley Center residents 
outside the development by taking away from the economic viability of the existing two 
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Villages, as well as blocking emergency evacuation ability for current residents. As 
previously pointed out, its urban pattern is totally out of “character and scale” with Valley 
Center’s vision. Nor does a third Village provide “contiguous growth of a Village area.” A 
new Regional Category Village is prohibited in the area of the Proposed Project. This 
provision would have to be amended to allow this Project, and the DEIR would have to 
analyze the environmental effects countywide of such an amendment. 
 
LU-2.3 Development Densities and Lot Sizes: “Assign densities and minimum lot 
sizes in a manner that is compatible with the character of each unincorporated 
community.” 
Comment-INCONSISTENT: This is another demonstration of the interwoven fabric of 

the GP. Densities and lot sizes reflect community character. Valley Center’s community 
character (once you drop Accretive’s fiction that there is no existing community) is 
primarily rural, exemplifying the Community Development Model at the heart of the GP. 
Urban densities and lot sizes proposed by this Project are inconsistent with the Semi-
Rural land use designations established by the GP and CP for this area.
 
LU-2.4 Relationship of Land Uses to Community Character: “Ensure that the land 
uses and densities within any Regional Category or Land Use Designation depicted on 
the Land Use Map reflect the unique issues, character, and development objectives for 
a Community Plan area, in addition to the General Plan Guiding Principles.”
Comment-INCONSISTENT: This is yet another demonstration of the interwoven fabric 
of the GP. Requiring projects to comply with the applicable Community Plan is the most 
effective way to meet the GP Goal LU-2, to maintain the county’s rural character. Valley 
Center’s community character (once you drop Accretive’s fiction that there is no existing 
community) is primarily rural, exemplifying the Community Development Model at the 
heart of the GP. This Project is inconsistent with the Semi-Rural land use designations 
established by the GP and CP for this area, as well as all the Guiding Principles, as 
previously pointed out.
 
LU-5.3 Rural Land Preservation: “Ensure the preservation of existing open space and 
rural areas (e.g., forested areas, agricultural lands, wildlife habitat and corridors, 
wetlands, watersheds, and groundwater recharge areas) when permitting development 
under the Rural and Semi-Rural Land Use Designations.” 
Comment-INCONSISTENT: If this Project proposed development consistent with its 
existing Land Use Designations, it would still be required by this provision to  “preserve,” 
not destroy. The proposed project destroys even more open space, agricultural lands, 
wildlife habitat and corridors, and watersheds than it would be allowed with consistent 
development, by its urbanized design, density, and size, as previously pointed out. 
Urban densities and lot sizes proposed by this Project are inconsistent with the Semi-
Rural land use designations established by the GP and CP for this area. 
 
LU-6.1 - Environmental Sustainability: “Require the protection of intact or sensitive 
natural resources in support of the long�term sustainability of the natural environment.”�
Comment- INCONSISTENT 
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There have been thirteen (13) Group 1 animal ‘species of concern’ observed on the 
Accretive project site. They include lizards, snakes, raptors, small mammals, large 
mammals and passerine birds.  Most of the wildlife surveys conducted focused on the 
proposed open space areas, brushing over the considerable land area devoted to 
agriculture as being disturbed. Of the 608-acres on the Project site, 504-acres will be 
graded, cut and filled, for the construction of the Project.  
 
The DEIR acknowledges the significant impact to these 13 species [and presumably to 
other species numerous enough not to be of concern], and particularly the raptors 
[white-tailed kite, Cooper’s hawk, turkey vulture] and the loss of 504-acres of foraging 
area [including agricultural areas]. The DEIR dismisses this loss with 81.7-acres of on- 
and off-site mitigation area [presumably already populated by members of these 
species with whom the Project’s individuals will compete], a substantial differential from 
the complete 608-acres. Many of the individuals of the 13 species will be killed during 
construction operations, particularly the smaller, less mobile animals. Others will be 
forced into new territory. Of the larger animals, they will be forced to compete with 
others of their species in substantially less area. 
 
So, the Project is not protecting sensitive natural resources except those that it is 
prohibited from completely destroying [largely, riparian wetlands]. Such practices of 
building urban density projects in rural and even agricultural areas will ultimately 
decimate the natural environment. 

LU-6.4 Sustainable Subdivision Design: “Require that residential subdivisions be 
planned to conserve open space and natural resources, protect agricultural operations 
including grazing, increase fire safety and defensibility, reduce impervious footprints, 
use sustainable development practices, and when appropriate, provide public 
amenities. [See applicable community plan for possible relevant policies.]” 
Comment-INCONSISTENT: The Accretive Project instead proposes the minimum 
required open space, eliminates existing and imperils adjacent agricultural operations, 
and substantially worsens fire safety and defensibility, as shown by the Deer Springs 
Fire District comments. Instead of reducing impervious footprints, it proposes 1746 
residential units etc., covering 504 of its 608 acres. Trumpeting “sustainable” 
development practices, it completely ignores the fundamental requirements of LEED ND 
to have a Smart Location and preserve Agriculture. The public amenities necessary to 
support their proposed city in the county, parks, schools, sewers, are all couched in 
“conceptual” terms, with built-in defaults to convert acres to still more additional 
residences. If, for example, the school or park sites (proposed without school and park 
amenities) are not accepted, the SP provides for their easy conversion to residential 
uses. This provision would have to be amended to allow this Project, and the DEIR 
would have to analyze the environmental effects countywide of such an amendment. 
 
LU-6.6 Integration of Natural Features Into Project Design: “Require incorporation of 
natural features (including mature oaks, indigenous trees, and rock formations) into 
proposed development and require avoidance of sensitive environmental resources.” 
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Comment: This requirement is again honored only in its violation by this Project. Over 
four million cubic yards of grading to destroy natural features and create “manufactured” 
hills suitable only for urbanized residential construction. This provision would require 
amendment to approve this project. The DEIR would have to analyze the environmental 
effects countywide of such an amendment.��
�
LU�6.6�Integration�of�Natural�Features�into�Project�Design:�“Require incorporation 
of natural features (including mature oaks, indigenous trees, and rock formations) into 
proposed development and require avoidance of sensitive environmental resources.”�
Comment-INCONSISTENT 
With the exception of the riparian woodlands/wetlands that must be set aside, the 4 
million cubic yards of blasting and grading will obliterate any other natural features of 
the Project site. Once completed, the Project will resemble any urban center in the 
county, with little of the natural landscape remaining. Native vegetation habitats will be 
destroyed and mitigated off-site. Animal populations will be destroyed or shoved to the 
remaining riparian set-asides or off-site. Avoidance of sensitive environmental 
resources is minimal; destruction of this area’s natural features and mitigation 
elsewhere are the preferred approaches for this project, obviously inconsistent with 
Valley Center’s objectives.  
 
LU�6.7�Open�Space�Network:�“Require projects with open space to design contiguous 
open space areas that protect wildlife habitat and corridors; preserve scenic vistas and 
areas; and connect with�existing or planned recreational opportunities.”�
Comment-INCONSISTENT 
This Project has reserved minimal open space along wetlands and riparian areas that 
are particularly protected by federal, state, and county laws.  The continuity of the open 
space will be broken by multiple road crossings with culverts mostly inadequately sized 
for safe wildlife passage. Intensity urban development will dominate the presently rural 
agricultural and natural vistas with rows of dense urban rooftops. The open spaces 
being set aside are not coordinated with the draft MSCP/PAMA and will not connect 
with any similar open space uses off-site. While the Project is within the draft MSCP 
boundary, it is not part of a PAMA. 
 
LU-6.9 Development of Conformance with Topography: “Require development to 
conform to the natural topography to limit grading; incorporate and not significantly alter 
the dominant physical characteristics of a site; and to utilize natural drainage and 
topography in conveying stormwater to the maximum extent possible.” 
Comment-INCONSISTENT: Could the writers of the GP and the Board of Supervisors 
with their approval not make more clear that the destruction of the land proposed by this 
Project’s over four million cubic yards of grading to destroy natural features is 
prohibited? The Project glorifies, not limits grading. The Project proposes to obliterate, 
not “not significantly alter,” the dominant physical characteristics of the site. This 
provision would require amendment to approve this project. The DEIR would have to 
analyze the environmental effects countywide of such an amendment. 
 
LU-9.6 Town Center Uses: “Locate commercial, office, civic, and higher-density 
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residential land uses in the Town Centers of Village or Rural Villages at transportation 
nodes….”
Comment-INCONSISTENT: As previously pointed out in the comments on the Project’s 
total failure to meet the LEED ND Smart Location Requirement, it is not designed as a 
Transit Corridor or Route with Adequate Transit Service. It is not a “transportation 
node.” This provision would require amendment to approve this project. The DEIR 
would have to analyze the environmental effects countywide of such an amendment. 
 
LU-09.11 Integration of Natural Features into Villages:“Require the protection and 
integration of natural features, such as unique topography or streambeds, into Village 
projects.” 
Comment-INCONSISTENT: This provision was included in the GP because Valley 
Center required the developers of the north Village to do exactly that, making the 
streambed there an open space centerpiece of their design in their cooperative plans for 
their adjacent projects. Accretive instead proposes to obliterate the natural topography 
for their entire site, grading over four million cubic yards of genuinely natural features 
into manufactured hills. This policy would require amendment to approve this project. 
The DEIR would have to analyze the environmental countywide effects of such an 
amendment.��
�
LU�10.2�Development��Environmental�Resource�Relationship:�“Require 
development in Semi/Rural and Rural areas to respect and conserve the unique natural 
features and rural character, and avoid sensitive or intact environmental resources and 
hazard areas.”�
Comment- INCONSISTENT: This Project does not respect nor significantly conserve 
the unique natural flora and fauna of the site, nor does it conserve the rural character of 
the site. This Project will destroy a mosaic of natural vegetation habitats that are 
interspersed among agricultural uses. The current mix of natural habitats, orchards and 
row crops provides distinctive opportunities for a variety of faunal species [several of 
them sensitive], benefits the local hydrology by restraining and filtering run-off, and 
presents a pastoral view-shed that is historically characteristic of north San Diego 
County. The Project will create severe hydrology issues with the addition of hundreds of 
acres of impermeable road and rooftop surfaces that will cause excessive run-off. Run-
off that would otherwise enter the water table and help to stabilize levels vital to the 
riparian habitats down-slope, will be impounded and/or dispersed on the surface.  
The Project will be composed of dense urban village configurations that are completely 
at odds with rural and semi-rural areas and the natural habitats and populations they 
support. 
 
�
MOBILITY�ELEMENT��
M�12.9�Environmental�and�Agricultural�Resources:�“Site and design specific trail 
segments to minimize impacts to sensitive environmental resources, ecological system 
and wildlife linkages and corridors and agricultural lands.�Within the MSCP preserves, 
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conform siting and use of trails to County MSCP Plans and MSCP resource 
management plans.”�
COMMENT-INCONSISTENT 
Presently, the trails proposed for the Project will intrude into the buffer and LBZ areas 
along side the designated biological open spaces as well as the open spaces 
themselves. The fences proposed to separate and protect segments of the open spaces 
from the edge effects created by the Project [human intrusions, domesticated cats and 
dogs, invasive plant species, etc.] will also create barriers to the movement of wildlife. 
Instead of treating these biological open spaces as retreats and corridors for the 
movement of wildlife, the trails proposed would turn them into parks for humans and 
their pets. This will have an adverse effect on the value of these open spaces for 
wildlife. 
 
CONSERVATION�AND�OPEN�SPACE�ELEMENT�
�
GOAL COS-2 Sustainability of the Natural Environment: “Sustainable ecosystems 
with long/term viability to maintain natural processes, sensitive lands, and sensitive as 
well as common species, coupled with sustainable growth and development.” 
COMMENT-INCONSISTENT:
The Project will eliminate 504-acres of mixed native and agricultural lands that provide 
foraging area for numerous animal species identified in the biological resources report. 
This represents an incremental loss of habitat and ultimately a loss of local wildlife 
populations within the county and the Project site. The removal of the project site from 
the inventory of rural lands to create an urban village will constitute an irreversible loss 
and opposes the intent of sustainable development. It  will likely result in growth 
inducing pressure on surrounding properties as the rural and natural characteristics of 
the land disappear. 
 
COS-2.1 Protection, Restoration and Enhancement: “Protect and enhance natural 
wildlife habitat outside of preserves as development occurs according to the underlying 
land use designation.  Limit the degradation of regionally important Natural habitats 
within the Semi/Rural and Rural Lands regional categories, as well as within Village 
lands where appropriate.”
COMMENT-INCONSISTENT:
This Project proposes to set a devastating precedent for the intrusion of urban 
development into rural lands. While the Project site is within the MSCP boundary, it is 
not a part of a PAMA. The site is presently designated for estate housing and 
agricultural uses but would be modified to allow urban village densities, which would 
diminish rural and natural lands within the MSCP area and likely induce similar densities 
on surrounding properties. Such creeping higher densities within the MSCP would 
ultimately impact the neighboring PAMA areas through edge effects and compromise 
value of those native habitats and the intent of the MSCP/PAMA program. 
 
COS- 2.2 Habitat Protection Through Site Design: “Require development to be sited 
in the least biologically sensitive areas and minimize the loss of natural habitat through 
site design.”
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COMMENT- INCONSISTENT 
Like GP Goal COS 2.2, the prerequisite of the LEED ND standard also is to place 
development in smart growth locations, such as urban infill and brown fields or adjacent 
to urban areas where there Is easy access to infrastructure and job centers. This 
Project fails to meet those goals and, consequently, it will cause significant destruction 
of biological assets in an area that should be spared under the criteria for a smart 
growth location. 
�
COS- 3.1 Wetland Protection: “Require development to preserve existing natural 
wetland areas and associated transitional riparian and upland buffers and retain 
opportunities for enhancement.”
COMMENT-INCONSISTENT 
The project is preserving and restoring the on-site wetlands, habitats that are in shortest 
supply regionally, but the upland vegetation components will be subjected to severe 
grading, and fuel modification to accommodate the development. Rather than being 
enhanced, the upland areas will be shaved of value for both flora and fauna. 
�
COS- 3.2 Minimize Impacts of Development: “Require development projects to:
Mitigate any unavoidable losses of wetlands, including its habitat functions and values; 
Protect wetlands, including vernal pools, from a variety of discharges and activities, 
such as dredging or adding fill material, exposure to pollutants such as nutrients, hydro 
modification, land and vegetation clearing, and the introduction of invasive species.” 
Comment -INCONSISTENT 
The Project proposes to mitigate the loss of wetlands caused by new road crossings by 
restoring or creating wetland on-site adjacent to existing wetlands. The value of 
mitigating wetland losses on-site is questionable given the edge effects caused by 
human intrusion, domestic cats and dogs, invasive plant species, trash, etc. that cause 
mitigation efforts to be diminished. Exacerbating the edge effects is the plan to establish 
trails within and adjacent to the biological open spaces.   
�
Further, the Project’s storm water run-off from the massive acreage of impermeable 
surfaces to be built is likely to impact the water regime within the biological open 
spaces. Adding too much or, conversely, removing too much water from the water table 
can have adverse effects on the survivability of the riparian habitat.  
 
HOUSING ELEMENT 

H-1.9 Affordable Housing Through General Plan Amendments: “Require developers 
to provide an affordable housing component when requesting a General Plan 
amendment for a large-scale residential project when this is legally permissible.”  
Comment-INCONSISTENT: There appears to be NO discussion anywhere in the SP or 
DEIR regarding Affordable Housing or Goal H-1 and Policy H-1.9. Perhaps, since there 
are no firm plans for anything beyond the Phase I 354 homes, the County considers this 
not to be a “large-scale residential project?” Since the overall Project proposes more 
than 1746 homes and over 5000 new residents, it appears to be a “large-scale 
residential project.” This provision would require amendment to approve this project. 
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The DEIR would have to analyze the environmental effects countywide of such an 
amendment. Alternatively, the DEIR should contain some discussion and analysis of 
why this provision is not applicable or is otherwise satisfied. 
 
H-2.1 Development That Respects Community Character: “Require that 
development in existing residential neighborhoods be well designed so as not to 
degrade or detract from the character of surrounding development consistent with the 
Land Use Element. [See applicable community plan for possible relevant policies.]” 
Comment: This is yet another demonstration of the interwoven fabric of the GP. 
Requiring projects “not to degrade or detract from the character of surrounding 
development consistent with the Land Use Element” explicitly ties housing back to the 
bedrock Land Use Element, the Community Development Model, and the LEED ND 
Smart Location Requirement. Unless you resort to Accretive’s fiction that there is no 
existing community (and by extension, no existing “community character” to the western 
Valley Center neighborhood) plopping an urban project the size of Del Mar into a rural, 
predominantly agricultural area designated for Semi-Rural uses, would be in significant 
contradiction to the “character of surrounding development.” Once again the GP 
requires developers to comply with the applicable Community Plan. That is the most 
effective way to meet the GP Goal LU-2, to maintain the county’s rural character. This 
Project is inconsistent with the Semi-Rural land use designations established by the GP 
and CP for this area, as well as all the Guiding Principles, as previously pointed out. 
 
 
V. Community Plan Inconsistencies 

A. Community Character Goals 
Preserve and enhance the rural character by “maintaining a pattern of land use 
consistent with the following regional categories: Village. Enhance the rural village 
character of valley center’s north and south villages… Semi-Rural: Preserve and 
maintain the overall rural and agricultural character of the semi-rural areas….”  
 Policy 1 “Require that future projects are consistent with the goals, policies, and 
recommendations contained in the Valley Center Community Plan. 
 Policy 2. Prohibit monotonous tract developments 
Comment: The SP and DEIR cannot avoid the clear violation of these provisions by the 
fiction of merely adopting a new Map showing three Villages instead of two. The rural 
character of the project site, indeed all of the Planning Area, will be destroyed by 
plopping an urbanized area the size of Del Mar in the middle of an active agricultural 
area. Destruction of a designated Semi-Rural agricultural area cannot be interpreted to 
be “preservation.” The DEIR must, but does not, explain and analyze the environmental 
effects of this discrepancy. 
 
B. Land Use Goals 
“Two economically viable and socially vibrant villages where dense residential uses, as 
well as commercial and industrial uses, are contained.
“ A pattern of development that conserves Valley Center’s natural beauty and 
resources, and retains Valley Center’s rural character.” 
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“ Development that maintains Valley Center’s rural character through appropriate 
location and suitable site design.” 
Comment: The SP and DEIR cannot avoid the clear violation of these provisions. 
Adding a third Village is inconsistent with establishing two existing Villages, consistent 
with both the GP and CP, the Community Development Model, and the Smart Location 
requirements of LEED ND. The DEIR must, but does not, explain and analyze the 
environmental effects of this discrepancy. 
 
C. Village Boundaries Map 
Comment: The SP and DEIR cannot avoid the clear violation of the existing Map, which 
shows the two, not three villages, by the fiction of merely adopting a new Map showing 
three Villages instead of two addresses the resulting conflicts with numerous other GP 
and CP provisions. The DEIR must, but does not, explain and analyze the 
environmental effects of this discrepancy. 
 
D. Rural Compatibility 
“Require new development to adhere to design standards consistent with the character 
and scale of a rural community. Particularly important: roads follow topography and 
minimize grading; built environment integrated into the natural setting and topography; 
grading that follows natural contours and does not disturb the natural terrain; structure 
design and siting that that allows preservation of the site’s natural assets; retention of 
natural vegetation, agricultural groves, rock outcroppings, riparian habitats and drainage 
areas.”
“Require new residential development to construct roads that blend into the natural 
terrain and avoid “urbanizing” improvements, such as widening, straightening, flattening 
and the installation of curbs, gutters and sidewalks. Follow Valley Center’s Community 
Right of Way Development Standard.” 
“Buffer residential areas from incompatible activities which create heavy traffic, noise, 
odors, dust, and unsightly views through the use of landscaping and preservation of 
open space.” 
Comment: Neither the SP nor the DEIR is clear as to which design standards apply. 
The SP purports to override all county documents and states it prevails over any 
inconsistent provisions in the GP, CP, ordinances or design guidelines. In other  places 
it states some aspect of the project is consistent with the VC Design Guidelines, 
implying that they would, nevertheless, be applicable. The many pictures, instead of 
clear text, clearly show urbanized design, out of scale and character for a rural 
community. The massive grading replaces natural hills with manufactured slopes to 
accommodate urban design, ignoring natural topography for both roads and residences.  
The request for deviations from road standards is also in direct conflict with these 
provisions in the Community Plan. The DEIR must, but does not, explain and analyze 
the environmental effects of these discrepancies. 
 
E. Commercial Goals 
“Prohibit strip commercial development by containing commercial uses in the Cole 
Grade and Valley Center Road area and the Mirar de Valle Road and Valley Center 
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Road area. Application of the Semi-Rural Land Use Designation to currently zoned 
commercial properties located outside the Villages.” 
Comment: Neither the SP nor the DEIR deals with the fundamental fact that the CP 
establishes commercial uses only in the two existing Villages, and eliminates 
commercial uses elsewhere, consistent with smart growth principles and the Community 
Development Model. The Semi-Rural Land Use Designation for the Project Site is 
required by both the GP and SP to remain so. The DEIR must, but does not, explain 
and analyze the environmental effects of this discrepancy. 
 
F. Agricultural Goals 
“Support agricultural uses and activities throughout the CPA, by providing appropriately 
zoned areas in order to ensure continuation of an important rural lifestyle in Valley 
Center.
Prohibit residential development which would have an adverse impact on existing 
agricultural uses.” 
Comment: Neither the SP nor the DEIR addresses this major thrust of both the GP and 
CP to “support” Agriculture, not destroy it. The DEIR must, but does not, explain and 
analyze the environmental effects of this discrepancy. 
 
G. Mobility Goals 
“ Road design shall reflect the rural character and needs unique the Planning Area. For 
example, turn radii shall be such that agricultural vehicles and equestrian rigs can be 
safely accommodated.” 
“Road alignment shall minimize the necessity of altering the landscape by following as 
much as possible the contours of the existing natural topography without sacrificing 
safety or sight distance criteria.” 
“Required roadside and median landscaping shall reflect standards as outlined in the 
Valley Center Design Guidelines.”  
Policy 12: “ Where a clear circulation need that benefits the overall community, public 
roads consistent with DPW policy shall be dedicated and constructed. Future 
subdivisions access public roads via at least two separate access points.” 
Comment: As noted above, neither the SP nor the DEIR is clear as to which design 
standards apply. There appears to have been no consideration of whether this Project 
can provide two separate LEGAL access points to public roads or if other public roads 
within the project would provide a clear circulation need that benefits the entire 
community are needed (to replace proposed private roads. The massive grading 
proposed seems a clear violation of the requirement for minimizing altering the 
landscape and following existing natural topography. The DEIR must, but does not, 
explain and analyze the environmental effects of these discrepancies. 
 
H. Fire Protection Goals 
“ New development using imported water shall provide infrastructure for fire suppression 
(such as pipes and hydrants) in accordance with the prevailing standards.” 
Comment: The continued objections of the Deer Springs Fire District to this Project 
negate compliance with this requirement, yet the SP and DEIR continue blithely on, as if 
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no objections or deficiencies exist. The DEIR must, but does not, explain and analyze 
the environmental effects of this discrepancy. 
 
I. School Facilities 
“Coordinate school facility planning with residential development to ensure that school 
facilities will be available to accommodate the increase in enrollment without 
overcrowding.”
Comment: No school district has accepted the possible additional students generated 
by the Project. The residential construction will precede, not be coincident with, school 
construction. The potential school site is conditioned to be turned into additional 
residences if not accepted by a school district. The DEIR must, but does not, explain 
and analyze the environmental effects of these discrepancies. 
 
J. Open Space Goals 
“Incorporate publicly and semi-publicly owned land into a functional recreation/open 
space system wherever feasible. Design new residential development in a way that 
preserves an atmosphere of openness and access to surrounding open space.” 
Comment: The SP only tentatively designates a 12-acre public park site. The Project 
minimally meets the PLDO ordinance 3-acres per 1,000 population requirement, falling 
woefully short of the 10-acres per 1,000 GP goal for parks. At least 350 homes will be 
constructed and occupied before any parks, public or private. The SP makes no 
provision for construction of park amenities, just dedication of raw land. Overall Project 
site planning appears to destroy any existing connectivity for animal migration, instead 
of creating or maintaining a functional open space system. The design is to create an 
isolated urbanized compound totally unrelated to its surroundings. This will be a closed 
community of urban sprawl, not one with “openness and access to surrounding open 
space.” The DEIR must, but does not, explain and analyze the environmental effects of 
these discrepancies. 
 

1. BOTH the Specific Plan and the DEIR for the project fail to 
substantiate consistency with CEQA or consistency with the San 
Diego GP policies that would justify exemption of this project from 
prohibition of Leap Frog Development, 

2. The DEIR fails to disclose environmental impacts and/or provide 
adequate mitigation for this project. 

3. Decision makers and the public are deprived of this essential 
information which is required by CEQA. 

4. These  failures require re-circulation of a revised DEIR that 
addresses them.
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ATTACHMENT I. 

SELECTED BRIEF EXCERPTS FROM LEED 2009 FOR NEIGHBORHOOD 
DEVELOPMENT 

 
“…Unlike other LEED rating systems, which focus primarily on green building 
practices and offer only a few credits for site selection and design, LEED for 
Neighborhood Development places emphasis on the site selection, design, and 
construction elements that bring buildings and infrastructure together into a 
neighborhood and relate the neighborhood to its landscape as well as its local 
and regional context.

The work of the LEED-ND core committee, made up of representatives from all three 
partner organizations, has been guided by sources such as the Smart Growth Network’s 
ten principles of smart growth, the charter of the Congress for the New Urbanism, and 
other LEED rating systems. LEED for Neighborhood Development creates a label, as 
well as guidelines for both decision making and development, to provide an incentive for 
better location, design, and construction of new residential, commercial, and mixed-use 
developments” 

*** 

LEED ND Overview and Process 
 
The LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development Rating System is a set of performance 
standards for certifying the planning and development of neighborhoods. The intent is to 
promote healthful, durable, affordable, and environmentally sound practices in building 
design and construction. 

Prerequisites and credits in the rating system address five topics: 
Smart Location and Linkage (SLL) 
Neighborhood Pattern and Design (NPD) 
Green Infrastructure and Buildings (GIB) 
Innovation and Design Process (IDP) 
Regional Priority Credit (RPC) 
 
When to Use LEED for Neighborhood Development 
 
The LEED for Neighborhood Development Rating System responds to land use and 
environmental considerations in the United States. It is designed to certify exemplary 
development projects that perform well in terms of smart growth, urbanism, and green 
building. Projects may constitute whole neighborhoods, portions of neighborhoods, or 
multiple neighborhoods. There is no minimum or maximum size for a LEED-ND project, 
but the core committee’s research has determined that a reasonable minimum size is at 
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least two habitable buildings and that the maximum area that can appropriately be 
considered a neighborhood is 320 acres, or half a square mile. 

… 
This rating system is designed primarily for the planning and development of new 
green neighborhoods, whether infill sites or new developments proximate to 
diverse uses or adjacent to connected and previously developed land. 
Many infill projects or projects near transit will be in urban areas, which helps direct 
growth into places with existing infrastructure and amenities. LEED-ND also promotes 
the redevelopment of aging brownfield sites into revitalized neighborhoods by rewarding 
connections beyond the site, walkable streets within the site, and the integration of any 
historic buildings and structures that will give the new neighborhood development a 
unique sense of place. 

… 
 
Size is a defining feature of a neighborhood and is typically based on a comfortable 
distance for walking from the center of the neighborhood to its edge; that suggests an 
area of 40 to 160 acres. In the 1929 Regional Plan of New York and Environs, urban 
planner Clarence Perry outlined a neighborhood center surrounded by civic uses, parks, 
residential uses, a school, and retail at the edge, all within one-quarter mile—about a 5-
minute walk. This amounts to an area or pedestrian “shed” of 125 acres, or if the land 
area is a square, 160 acres. Although Perry’s diagram does not address many of the 
sustainable features of LEED-ND, such as access to multimodal transportation options, 
location of infrastructure, and building form, it serves as a reference point for the mix of 
uses and walkable scale of neighborhood development encouraged in the rating 
system. Most people will walk approximately one-quarter mile (1,320 feet) to run daily 
errands; beyond that, many will take a bicycle or car. Additional research shows that 
people will walk as far as a half-mile (2,640 feet) to reach heavy rail transit systems or 
more specialized shops or civic uses. 

Since half a square mile contains 320 acres, the core committee has decided that 
this size should serve as guidance for the upper limit of a LEED-ND project. 
 
SLL Prerequisite 1: Smart Location 
Intent 
To encourage development within and near existing communities and public transit 
infrastructure. To encourage improvement and redevelopment of existing cities, 
suburbs, and towns while limiting the expansion of the development footprint in the 
region to appropriate circumstances. To reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT). To reduce the incidence of obesity, heart disease, and hypertension by 
encouraging daily physical activity associated with walking and bicycling. 
 
Requirements
FOR ALL PROJECTS 
Either (a) locate the project on a site served by existing water and wastewater 
infrastructure or (b) locate the project within a legally adopted, publicly owned, planned 
water and wastewater service area, and provide new water and wastewater 



�

33�|�P a g e �
�

infrastructure for the project. 

AND 
OPTION 1. Infill Sites 
Locate the project on an infill site. 
OR
OPTION 2. Adjacent Sites with Connectivity 
Locate the project on an adjacent site (i.e., a site that is adjacent to previously 
developed land; see Definitions) where the connectivity of the site and adjacent land is 
at least 90 intersections/square mile as measured within a 1/2-mile distance of a 
continuous segment of the project boundary, equal to or greater than 25% of the project 
boundary, that is adjacent to previous development. Existing external and internal 
intersections may be counted 
if they were not constructed or funded by the project developer within the past ten 
years. Locate and/or design the project such that a through-street and/or nonmotorized 
right-of-way intersects the project boundary at least every 600 feet on average, and at 
least every 800 feet, connecting it with an existing street and/or right of way outside 
the project; nonmotorized rights-of-way may count for no more than 20% of the total. 
The exemptions listed in NPD Prerequisite 3, Connected and Open Community, do not 
apply to this option. 
OR
OPTION 3. Transit Corridor or Route with Adequate Transit Service 
Locate the project on a site with existing and/or planned transit service such that at least 
50% of dwelling units and nonresidential building entrances (inclusive of existing 
buildings) are within a 1/4 mile walk distance of bus and/or streetcar stops, or within a 
1/2 mile walk distance of bus rapid transit stops, light or heavy rail stations, and/or ferry 
terminals, and the transit service at those stops in aggregate meets the minimums listed 
in Table 1 (both weekday and weekend trip minimums must be met). Weekend trips 
must include service on both Saturday and Sunday. Commuter rail must serve more 
than one metropolitan statistical area (MSA) and/or the area surrounding the core of an 
MSA. 
 
Table 1. Minimum daily transit service 
       Weekday trips   Weekend 
trips 
Projects with multiple transit types (bus, streetcar, rail, or ferry)  60    
 40 
Projects with commuter rail or ferry service only     24    
   6 
 
If transit service is planned but not yet operational, the project must demonstrate one 
of the following: 
 

a. The relevant transit agency has a signed full funding grant agreement with 
the Federal Transit Administration that includes a revenue operations date for 
the start of transit service. The revenue operations date must be no later than 
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the occupancy date of 50% of the project’s total building square footage. 
 
b. For bus, streetcar, bus rapid transit, or ferry service, the transit agency must 
certify that it has an approved budget that includes specifically allocated 
funds sufficient to provide the planned service at the levels listed above 
and that service at these levels will commence no later than occupancy of 
50% of the project’s total building square footage.
 
c. For rail service other than streetcars, the transit agency must certify that 
preliminary engineering for a rail line has commenced. In addition, the service 
must meet either of these two requirements:A state legislature or local 
subdivision of the state has authorized the transit agency to expend funds to 
establish rail transit service that will commence no later than occupancy of 50% 
of the project’s total building square footage. 
 

OR
A municipality has dedicated funding or reimbursement commitments from future tax 
revenue for the development of stations, platforms, or other rail transit infrastructure that 
will service the project no later than occupancy of 50% of the project’s total building 
square footage.” 

 
******* 

  
 The “Project Checklist” for LEED ND Certification lists mandatory requirements 
and shows the range of concerns that LEED ND addresses. All of these areas should 
be addressed before the Accretive project can be declared consistent with the LEED 
ND standard. None of this analysis has been done. 
 
LEED 2009 FOR NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT CHECKLIST 

SMART LOCATION and LINKAGE 
These are PRE-REQUISITE criteria. Compliance is mandatory.  
Prerequisite 1 Smart Location  
Prerequisite 2 Imperiled Species and Ecological Communities    
Prerequisite 3 Wetland and Water Body Conservation      
Prerequisite 4 Agricultural Land Conservation 
Prerequisite 5 Floodplain Avoidance   
 
These are areas of focus and relative priority for LEED ND SMART LOCATION & 
LINKAGE points  and should also be addressed 
� Credit 1 Preferred Locations 10 
� Credit 2 Brownfield Redevelopment 2 
� Credit 3 Locations with Reduced Automobile Dependence 7 
� Credit 4 Bicycle Network and Storage 1 
� Credit 5 Housing and Jobs Proximity 3 
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� Credit 6 Steep Slope Protection 1 
� Credit 7 Site Design for Habitat or Wetland and Water Body Conservation 1 
� Credit 8 Restoration of Habitat or Wetlands and Water Bodies 1 
� Credit 9 Long-Term Conservation Management of Habitat or Wetlands and Water 
Bodies 1 
 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD PATTERN AND DESIGN   
These are PRE-REQUISITE criteria. Compliance is mandatory.  
Prerequisite 1 Walkable Streets     
Prerequisite 2 Compact Development   
Prerequisite 3 Connected and Open Community       
 
These are areas of focus and relative priority for LEED ND NEIGHBORHOOD 
PATTERN and DESIGN points and should also be addressed 
� Credit 1 Walkable Streets 12 
� Credit 2 Compact Development 6 
� Credit 3 Mixed-Use Neighborhood Centers 4 
� Credit 4 Mixed-Income Diverse Communities 7 
� Credit 5 Reduced Parking Footprint 1 
� Credit 6 Street Network 2 
� Credit 7 Transit Facilities 1 
� Credit 8 Transportation Demand Management 2 
� Credit 9 Access to Civic and Public Spaces 1 
� Credit 10 Access to Recreation Facilities 1 
� Credit 11 Vistability and Universal Design 1 
� Credit 12 Community Outreach and Involvement 2 
� Credit 13 Local Food Production 1 
� Credit 14 Tree-Lined and Shaded Streets 2 
� Credit 15 Neighborhood Schools 1 
 
GREEN INFRASTRUCTRE AND BUILDINGS  
These are PRE-REQUISITE criteria. Compliance is mandatory.  
Prerequisite 1 Certified Green Building   
Prerequisite 2 Minimum Building Energy Efficiency 
Prerequisite 3 Minimum Building Water Efficiency 
Prerequisite 4 Construction Activity  
Prerequiste 5 Pollution Prevention       
 
These are areas of focus and relative priority for LEED ND GREEN 
INFRASTRUCTURE AND BUILDINGS points and should also be addressed 
� Credit 1 Certified Green Buildings 5 
� Credit 2 Building Energy Efficiency 2 
� Credit 3 Building Water Efficiency 1 
� Credit 4 Water-Efficient Landscaping 1 
� Credit 5 Existing Building Reuse 1 



�
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� Credit 6 Historic Resource Preservation and Adaptive Use 1 
� Credit 7 Minimized Site Disturbance in Design and Construction 1 
� Credit 8 Stormwater Management 4 
� Credit 9 H eat Island Reduction 1 
� Credit 10 Solar Orientation 1 
� Credit 11 On-Site Renewable Energy Sources 3 
� Credit 12 District Heating and Cooling 2 
� Credit 13 Infrastructure Energy Efficiency 1 
� Credit 14 Wastewater Management 2 
� Credit 15 Recycled Content in Infrastructure 1 
� Credit 16 Solid Waste Management Infrastructure 1 
� Credit 17 Light Pollution Reduction 1 
 
 
INNOVATION AND DESIGN PROCESS  
Credits are given for conducting an exemplary process 
� Credit 1 Innovation and Exemplary Performance 1–5 
� Credit 2 LEED® Accredited Professional 1 
 
Regional Priority Credit 4 possible points 
� Credit 1 Regional Priority 1–4 
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ATTACHMENT II 
ACCRETIVE PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST 6/13/12 
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GP�Consistency�part�2� 1

DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment 
and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001 (GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP)�

Growth�Assessment�–�Valley�Center,�Bonsall�

�

Valley�Center�and�Bonsall�bear�more�than�a�fair�share�of�San�Diego�County�General�Plan�growth�before�
addition�of�the�proposed�Lilac�Hills�Ranch�project�����infrastructure�plans�will�not�support�Lilac�Hills�
Ranch�growth�

The�General�Plan�growth�in�housing�units�across�the�entire�County�of�San�Diego�is�summarized�in�Table�
X�Y�below.��

�

Table�X�Y�San�Diego�County�General�Plan�Housing�Unit�Forecast�2010�2050�

�

�



GP�Consistency�part�2� 2

� ��

�

Please�note�that�the�Lilac�Hills�Ranch�project�is�a�General�Plan�Amendment,�and�is�not�included�in�the�
estimate�of�projected�Housing�Units�in�Table�X�Y,�which�is�based�on�the�August�2011�San�Diego�County�
General�Plan.���

For�the�entire�County�of�San�Diego�Housing�Units�are�increasing�32�%�from�2010�to�2050.�

Valley�Center�Housing�Units�as�reflected�in�the�August�2011�General�Plan�are�growing�102%�from�2010�
to�2050,�more�than�3�times�the�rate�of�the�County�overall.��This�growth�is�largely�in�the�North�and�South�
Villages,�which�are�located�where�suitable�infrastructure�is�(Roads,�Sewers,�Schools)�located�in�Valley�
Center.��Because�there�are�provisions�in�the�General�Plan�to�provide�the�requisite�infrastructure�to�
support�village�land�use�densities�areas,�the�central�Villages�located�in�the�traditional�town�center�is�the�
logical�place�for�Valley�Center�to�provide�more�than�its�fair�share�of�housing�for�the�County.�

Bonsall�Housing�Units�as�reflected�in�the�August�2011�General�Plan�are�growing�59%�from�2010�to�2050,�
nearly�2�times�the�rate�of�the�County�overall.��Growth�is�also�planned�at�the�traditional�town�center,�



GP�Consistency�part�2� 3

close�to�the�intersection�of�SR�76�and�Mission�Road,�where�necessary�infrastructure�for�dense,�urban�
development�is�in�either�on�the�ground�or�planned�(and�funded)�to�be�added�shorty.���

The�combined�composite�effects�of�adding�Lilac�Hills�Ranch�in�addition�to�General�Plan�growth�is�
provided�in�Table�Y�Z�below:�

Table�Y�Z�Bonsall�and�Valley�Center�Composite�Housing�Unit�Analysis�

� � � � � � %�Growth�from�2010�
� Housing�Units� � 2010�

to�
2020�
to�

2010�t0�

� 2010� 2020� 2030� 2050� � 2020� 2030� 2050�
Bonsall� 3,875� 4,320� 5,149� 6,151� � 11.5%� 19.2%� 58.7%�
Valley�Center� 6,638� 7,627� 9,795� 13,411� � 14.9%� 28.4%� 102.0%�
����Subtotal�General�
Plan�

10,513� 11,947� 14,944� 19,562� � 13.6%� 25.1%� 86.1%�

� � � � � � � � �
Lilac�Hills�Ranch�(LHR)� �� 746� 1,746� 1,746� � �� �� ��
����� � � � � � � � �
Total�with�LHR�
included�

10,513� 12,693� 16,690� 21,308� � 20.7%� 31.5%� 102.7%�

� � � � � � � � �
Reference:�SD�County�
growth�

1,158,076� 1,262,488� 1,369,807� 1,529,090� � 9.0%� 8.5%� 32.0%�

�

�



DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan 
Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001
(SP),

EIR Project Objectives 

The County’s Project Objectives from the DEIR for the proposed Accretive Investments 
Lilac Hills Ranch Subdivision are 

below:

The County has structured the first Objective of the EIR so narrowly that only the Lilac 
Hills Ranch Project as proposed by the Applicant can fulfill the Project Objectives, 
preventing analyses of alternative sites that meet San Diego County General Plan 
objectives and leading to a self-serving and biased environmental analysis. (Insert
CEQA and Case cites here) 

The substantiation of this assertion is provided below. 



Objective 1 – The full text of Objective One with comment areas highlighted is below: 

“Develop a community within northern San Diego County in close proximity to a major 
transportation corridor consistent with the County’s Community Development Model for 
a walkable pedestrian-oriented mixed-use community.”  

Develop a community within northern San Diego County in close proximity to a major 
transportation corridor – The County General Plan, approved just two years ago, 
already accommodates more growth than SANDAG projects. There is no requirement to 
convert land that is designated by the Community Model for agriculture, large animal 
keeping and estate residential in order to accommodate an additional Village with urban 
densities in Northern San Diego County.  

The City of Escondido SINCE 2007 has been developing an infill redevelopment mixed 
use Downtown Specific Plan Area (SPA) less than 14 miles south from the proposed 
Lilac Hill Ranch project.  The Escondido Downtown SPA has a target Equivalent 
Dwelling Unit increase (EDU) of from 2,000 to 5,000 EDU.

Unlike the Accretive Project, the Escondido Project meets Smart Growth and LEED-
ND location requirements, because it is an infill development with requisite 
infrastructure  truly within walking distance of the Escondido Transit Center which 
has access to the Sprinter Train as well as being a hub for North County and 
Metropolitan Bus lines.  Additionally, this location is less than a mile from access to I-15.

The Escondido Downtown SPA also provides a more viable solution for senior living 
facilities, including Assisted Living, because it is within two miles from the two Palomar 
Hospitals and major medical facilities. 

The Escondido Downtown SPA document is available at the following link, that is also 
provided as Reference  A. 
http://www.escondido.org/Data/Sites/1/media/pdfs/Planning/DowntownSpecificPlan.pdf

Please also compare the Escondido Downtown SPA level of specificity and 
completeness of design to that of the Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan. 

Accretive also makes an unsubstantiated assertion that the Valley Center’s Village, 
designated by SANDAG as a “Smart Growth Opportunity Area”  is not in close proximity 
to a major transportation corridor – this is patently false.  Both the North and South 
Village nodes are traversed by Valley Center Road which was improved at a cost of $50 
Million to facilitate intensified commercial and residential development of Valley Center’s 
central valley.  A traditional crossroads since the late 1800s when Valley Center was 
homesteaded, the Community Plan has designated this area for compact village 
development since the first community plan in the 1960s. Valley Center Road is a 4 lane 
road with raised medians, specifically a Circulation Element 4.1A Major Road from 
Woods Valley Rd south to the city of Escondido, and from Lilac Rd. to Miller Rd.  The 
other segments of Valley Center Road through the North and South Villages are 4.2A 



Boulevard roads.  This slightly lower classification reflects the traffic impacts of 
interconnection with North and South Village traffic flows. 

The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch Project contemplates overburdening 2.2 E and F two 
lane, narrow winding country roads to Level of Service E and F and requests ten
Exemptions to County Road Standards  for the 1 ½  to 3 miles the Project needs to 
connect the 25,000 plus trips for  this automobile based urban sprawl project with I-15. 

Accretive does not have legal right-of-way to use Mountain Ridge and Covey Lane 
private roads for the purposes that Accretive proposes for the Project. 

Accretive does not own legal right of way, nor can they achieve legal right-of-way 
without the use of Eminent Domain, to build the proposed Covey Lane/West Lilac Road 
intersection in compliance with minimum County Sight Distance Line standards. 

Accretive does not have legal right of way for offsite sewer and recycled water pipelines 
that they indicate on their Preferred Route 3 to the Lower Moosa Water Reclamation 
Facility. 

For the County to state that this Project is in close proximity of a major transportation 
corridor without an analysis of the ability of this Project to safely manage its traffic 
burden and pay for the direct off-site impacts of the Project’s congestive Level E and F 
Level of Service that the Project will directly cause is misleading at best and not in 
compliance with CEQA  and related State and County policies and Regulations. 
(Insert State  CEQA and Subdivision Map Act issues; County Subdivision Ordinance 
and DPW Public and Private Road Design Standards) 

 As is discussed below, in the new General Plan, unincorporated communities including 
Valley Center and Bonsall already accommodate more than their fair share of County 
growth.  In keeping with the “Smart Growth” vision and guiding principles that are 
essential foundations for the entire County General Plan, growth in these communities 
has purposefully been re-directed to enlarged Village areas where road and sewer 
infrastructure is in place. Conversely, the new General Plan directs growth away from 
the more rural countryside.

The new County General Plan has applied this two-part vision to ensure that 
Valley Center and Bonsall absorb more than a fair share of San Diego County 
General Plan growth -- without overdeveloping green field areas. 

The General Plan growth in housing units across the entire County of San Diego is 
summarized in Table 1-1 below.



Table 1-1 San Diego County General Plan Housing Unit Forecast 2010-2050 

Please note that the Lilac Hills Ranch project is a General Plan Amendment, and is not 
included in the estimate of projected Housing Units in Table 1-1, which is based on the 
August 2011 San Diego County General Plan.

For the entire County of San Diego Housing Units are increasing 32 % from 2010 to 
2050.

Valley Center Housing Units as reflected in the August 2011 General Plan are growing 
102% from 2010 to 2050, more than 3 times the rate of the County overall.  This 
growth is largely in the North and South Villages, which are located where suitable 
infrastructure is (Roads, Sewers, Schools) located in Valley Center.  There are no 
provisions in the General Plan to provide the requisite infrastructure in the remote 
proposed site of Lilac Hills Ranch to support urban village land use densities.  The two 
central Villages in the San Diego County General Plan and the Valley Center 



Community Plan located in the traditional town center is the logical place for Valley 
Center to provide more than its fair share of housing for the County. 

Bonsall Housing Units as reflected in the August 2011 General Plan are growing 59% 
from 2010 to 2050, nearly 2 times the rate of the County overall.  Growth is also 
planned at the traditional town center, close to the intersection of SR-76 and Mission 
Road, where necessary infrastructure for dense, urban development is in either on the 
ground or planned (and funded) to be added shorty.

The combined composite effects of adding Lilac Hills Ranch in addition to General Plan 
growth is provided in Table 1-2 below: 

Table 1-2 Bonsall and Valley Center Composite Housing Unit Analysis 

Housing Units 
% Growth from 2010 

 2010 2020 2030 2050  2010 to 
2020 

2020 to 
2030 

2010 to 
2050 

Bonsall 3,875 4,320 5,149 6,151  11.5% 19.2% 58.7% 
Valley Center 6,638 7,627 9,795 13,411  14.9% 28.4% 102.0% 
    Subtotal 
General Plan 

10,513 11,947 14,944 19,562  13.6% 25.1% 86.1% 

         
Lilac Hills 
Ranch (LHR) 

  746 1,746 1,746        

             
Total with LHR 
included 

10,513 12,693 16,690 21,308  20.7% 31.5% 102.7% 

         
Reference: SD 
County growth 

1,158,076 1,262,488 1,369,807 1,529,090  9.0% 8.5% 32.0% 

Accretive states that the Project is “in close proximity” to the I-15 freeway.  Reality is 
that the granite hills require a twisting, slow 1 ½ mile trip to I-15 south and 3 miles north 
to I-15 North, from the closest northern point of their development. 

From the south at Circle R Drive it is 3.0 miles of the lowest grade of public road in the 
County to reach I-15 at Gopher Canyon. 

The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch Subdivision is a classic urban sprawl 
development.  All of the transportation will be via automobiles, and the road 
infrastructure does not support the 9 fold increase in traffic. 

The ONLY mass transit that exists is the North County Transit District (NCTD) Bus 
Routes 388 and 389 (Attachment A).  The closest access is at SR 76 and Old Highway 
395, a minimum 4 mile trip north from the project site. These routes run eight times a 
day and mainly link the Pala, Pauma, Rincon and Valley View Casinos to the Escondido 



Transit Center.  If you are going to a regional shopping center or work center, you must 
take a 30 minute bus ride to the Escondido Transit Center and transfer to another route.
The mass transit system only works if you are a Casino patron. 

consistent with the County’s Community Development Model – This Project is not 
consistent with the San Diego County Community Development Model. It is 
Inconsistent with the Community Development Model which a subset of the San 
Diego General Plan.  Why does the first Objective ignore the balance of the 
General Plan?  Because the Proposed Project is patently inconsistent with the 
San Diego County General Plan, as well as the Community Development Model 
within the General Plan. 

The General Plan states (San Diego County General Plan: Land Use Framework; 
Community Development Model, p.3-6): “The Community Development Model directs 
the highest intensities and greatest mix of new uses to Village areas, while directing 
lower-intensity uses such as estate-style residential lots and agricultural and agricultural 
operations to Semi-Rural areas .... To facilitate a regional perspective the Regional 
Categories of Village, Semi-Rural and Rural Lands have been applied to all privately-
owned lands …”

First, as the above statement in the County General Plan makes clear, the Community 
Development Model is not a moveable abstract concept. If this were true then Village 
“puzzle pieces” could be dropped into Semi-Rural and Rural lands anywhere in the 
County and pronounced consistent with the Community Development Model.  

Rather, the Community Development Model reflects a complex of planning principles 
and ideas that are expressed through the General Plan’s Regional Categories. It is the 
assignment of a particular Regional Land Use Category to a particular piece of land that 
this SP/GPA proposes to amend. The proposal therefore is inconsistent with the 
Community Development Model. Again, consistency would be achieved only by 
amending the General Plan to fit the project.

� In the General Plan (p 3-7) “Village areas function as the center of community 
planning areas and contain the highest population and development densities. 
Village areas are typically served by both water and wastewater systems. Ideally, a 
Village would reflect a development pattern that is characterized as compact, higher 
density development that is located within walking distance of commercial services, 
employment centers, civic uses, and transit.”

� The proposed site is designated not for Village development but for large semi-rural 
parcels (SR 10 and SR-4). This proposal to plop a Village into the middle of an area 
that the Community Development Model designates for Semi-Rural and Rural 
development requires AMENDING the Community Development Model.

� Further, the site abuts SR-4, SR-10 and Rural-40 acreage. The Community 
Development Model, which has been applied in Valley Center’s central valley and 



which this proposal defies, requires a “feathering” of residential densities from 
intense Village development to SR-0.5, SR-1, SR-2, SR-4, and so forth. 

� This SP/GPA is located many miles from areas that the Community Development 
Model designates for Village development: miles from employment centers, 
shopping, entertainment, medical services, and civic organizations and activities.

� As for infrastructure, there are few existing roads in the area and they are built and 
planned to service Semi-Rural and Rural development, as is the current plan. 
Despite proposing intense Village development, the proponents also propose to 
retain or reduce capacities of these roads. Water infrastructure serves 50 homes 
and agricultural irrigation. There is no wastewater service. 

� The intent of the Community Development Model for Villages is to intensify 
development in existing Villages -- not to create NEW Villages through the 
destruction of Semi-Rural and Rural lands. The Community Development Model was 
applied in Valley Center during the General Plan update process. Village boundaries 
were drawn. Village densities were planned to feather from the commercial and 
mixed use core to meet the Semi-Rural designations. The majority of the Valley 
Center community’s future development is now planned for the “Village” areas in the 
center of the Valley Center Planning Area, at the community’s traditional 
“crossroads” where road, water and wastewater infrastructure, as well as schools, 
churches, shops and businesses are already in place. 

a walkable pedestrian-oriented mixed-use community.   There are two issues with this 
part of Objective 1.  The first issue is that the Specific Plan is so NON-SPECIFIC on 
what the Commercial, Schools, and Parks content of this Project is that one cannot 
assess whether anyone walking would reach a desired service of any kind.   

The second issue is that “walkability” is usually defined a ½ mile one way trip.  The 
large majority of the Commercial zoning is in the Northern town center, which is a 1 ½ 
mile one way trip form the Southern boundary of the Project.  People in the South (1 ½ 
mile) and Middle (1 mile) of this project won’t walk to the town center, and the two small 
commercial areas planted in the Middle and South to create a façade of “a walkable 
pedestrian community” are not credible walkable destinations. In fact, this creates 
Urban Sprawl internal to the Lilac Hills Ranch Subdivision. 

Summary and Conclusion – Objective One   
The County has structured the first Objective of the EIR so narrowly that only the Lilac 
Hills Ranch Project can fulfill the Project Objectives, leading to a self-serving and biased 
environmental analysis. 

(CEQA  and Case cites that back the conclusion statement) 



Objective 2 – The full text with comment areas highlighted is below: 

“Provide a range of housing and lifestyle opportunities in a manner that encourages 
walking and riding bikes, and that provides public services and facilities that are 
accessible to residents of both the community and the surrounding area.”

in a manner that encourages walking and riding bikes -   With 10 Exceptions to Road 
Standards, the Covey Lane/West Lilac intersection, and the traffic load the Project will 
throw on internal and external roads, who is gonna risk taking a walk or riding a 
bike?

public services and facilities that are accessible to residents of both the community and 
the surrounding area – There are two issues with this statement.   

The first issue: what are the public services and facilities in this Project?  A vague 
statement about a K-8 school site without any commitment to financing or endorsement 
by the School District, a vague description of the minimum acreage of Parks the County 
requires?  Does the undefined Commercial content include a Supermarket or 
community market?  A restaurant of any kind?  A retail gasoline service station? 

The second issue: “accessible to residents of both the community and the surrounding 
area” – Accretive’s Traffic Impact Study does not show an influx of non-residents to the 
area. Is this because the Applicant is overly optimistically portraying the true 
Traffic Impact of this Project?

Summary and Conclusion – Objective Two 
The project does not meet its own Objective for Objective Two. 

Objective 3 – The full text is below:

“Provide a variety of recreational opportunities including parks for active and passive 
activities, and trails available to the public that connect the residential neighborhoods to 
the town and neighborhood centers.” 

We do not have any issues with this Objective other than to state that any Project 
required to have a Discretionary Permit approved (including a Map approval for 
the General Plan Compliant Alternative) would have to comply with this Objective. 

Objective 4 - The full text with comment areas highlighted is below:
“Integrate major physical features into the project design, including major drainages, 
and woodlands creating a hydrologically sensitive community in order to reduce urban 
runoff.”  



There are three issues with this Objective.  The first issue is that the Objective is so
vague and subjective that compliance is not measurable. 

The second issue is with the highlighted statement: “Integrate major physical features 
into the project design, including major drainages, and woodlands” 

How is taking 608 acres of Rural Land primarily involved in Agriculture, disturbing 440 
acres, and creating large areas of impermeable surfaces consistent with this Objective?
The Project includes 83 acres of road surface and 68 acres of manufactured slopes.  Is 
it desirable to increase storm water runoff surface water velocity in concrete channels 
that increase siltation in the runoff?  How does this benefit the woodlands? 

The third issue is with the highlighted statement that follows: “creating a hydrologically 
sensitive community in order to reduce urban runoff.” 
From our analysis of the Accretive Hydromodification Design, we find the analysis is 
marginal; requiring rainwater collection and storage from rooftops and a total of 23 
acres of permeable paving to meet Hydrology requirements with the indicated 
preliminary design.  The truth of the matter is that Accretive is proposing covering large 
areas of rural farm land with impermeable surfaces.  If the Hydro design is compliant, it 
achieves compliance only in the most optimistic scenarios with scant margin.  Is this 
what a hydrologically sensitive community is? 

Summary and Conclusion – Objective Four 
The project does not meet its own Objective for Objective Four 

Objective 5 – The full text is below:

“Preserve sensitive natural resources by setting aside land within a planned and 
integrated preserve area.” 
We do not have any issues with this Objective other than to state that any Project 
required to have a Discretionary Permit approved (including a Map approval for 
the General Plan Compliant Alternative) would have to comply with this Objective. 

Objective 6 – The full text with comment areas highlighted is below:  
“Accommodate future population growth in San Diego County by providing a range of 
diverse housing types, including mixed-use and senior housing.”  

The mixed-use and senior housing are included in the Project to achieve the densest 
possible development yield.  The applicant has added a 200 bed congregate care 
facility on top of the 1746 Equivalent Dwelling Units, stating that because there is only 
one communal kitchen, the huge facility technically doesn’t add EDU’s.   

In this Objective, the County re-brands dense Urban Sprawl as a desired attribute.
The General Plan Alternate does not meet this objective, because it does not have 
Urban Densities. 



This Objective is another example of where the County has structured the 
Objectives of the EIR so narrowly with an planned bias that only the Lilac Hills 
Ranch Project as proposed by the Applicant can fulfill the Project Objectives, 
leading to a self-serving and biased environmental analysis.

Objective 7 – The full text is below:

“Provide the opportunity for residents to increase the recycling of waste.” 

We do not have any issues with this Objective other than to state that having an on-site 
recycling facility is not the only opportunity to increase recycling of waste; with the huge 
amounts of waste the Accretive Urban Sprawl (AUS) creates one is necessary to 
marginally comply with Traffic Standards on trash day. 

All of the Alternatives comply with this Objective equally 

Objective 8 – The full text is below:

“Provide a broad range of educational, recreational, and social uses and economically 
viable commercial opportunities within a walkable distance from the residential uses.” 

Developing the Project at General Plan densities and preserving agriculture and 
residential based businesses (such as the existing Accretive Agricultural Office located 
on 32444 Birdsong Drive) on the same or nearby Parcels achieves this Objective 
perhaps better than the Proposed 1746 EDU Accretive Urban Sprawl Project. 

Summary

The County has structured the Objectives  of the EIR in aggregate  so narrowly that only 
the Lilac Hills Ranch Project as proposed by the Applicant can fulfill the Project 
Objectives, leading to a self-serving and biased environmental analysis. (re- insert 
CEQA and Case cites here) 

.

Sincerely, 



(Your Name) 
(Your Street Address) 
(Your City, State, and Zip) 

Reference A: Escondido Downtown Specific Plan Area 
http://www.escondido.org/Data/Sites/1/media/pdfs/Planning/DowntownSpecificPlan.pdf

Attachment  A: North County Transit District Breeze Bus Routes 388 and 389
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Destinations/Destinos
• Palomar College Escondido Branch
• Regal Cinemas
• Palomar Medical Center
• Harrah’s Rincon Casino

• Pala Casino
• Casino Pauma
• Valley View Casino
• East Valley Community Center
• Highway 76 Park and Ride

388/389 Escondido to Pala
M-F • SA • SU • H



388 Moonday - SSunday
Noorthbound too Pala via Valley Cennter

Escondido
Transit Center

Valley Pkwy. 
&

Midway Dr.

Valley Center 
Rd. & 

Cole Grade 
Rd.

Valley View 
Casino

Harrah’s 
Rincon Casino

Casino 
Pauma

Pala 
Casino

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5:03 5:17 5:33 5:44 5:53 6:07 6:28a
7:03 7:18 7:38 7:50 8:01 8:16 8:46
9:03 9:18 9:35 9:48 10:02 10:22 10:52
11:03 11:20 11:39 11:52 12:03 12:23 12:48p
1:03 1:21 1:40 1:53 2:04 2:23 2:50
3:03 3:21 3:39 3:53 4:05 4:22 4:49
5:03 5:23 5:42 5:54 6:05 6:22 6:49
7:03 7:23 7:42 7:54 8:05 8:20 8:44

388 Moonday - SSunday
Southbbound to Esscondido vvia Valley CCenter

Pala 
Casino

Casino 
Pauma

Harrah’s 
Rincon Casino

Valley View 
Casino

Valley Center 
Rd. & 

Cole Grade 
Rd.

Valley Pkwy. 
&

Midway Dr.
Escondido 

Transit Center

7 6 5 4 3 2 1
7:05 7:25 7:46 8:03 8:12 8:32 8:44a
9:05 9:25 9:46 10:03 10:12 10:32 10:44
11:05 11:25 11:46 12:03 12:12 12:32 12:44p
1:07 1:28 1:48 2:05 2:14 2:36 2:50
3:05 3:25 3:45 4:01 4:11 4:32 4:46
5:04 5:26 5:47 6:01 6:10 6:34 6:48
7:03 7:21 7:41 7:56 8:05 8:27 8:38
9:03 9:22 9:42 9:59 10:08 10:30 10:39
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Bold denotes P.M. times/Horarios en negritas son en la tarde

101388/389 Escondido to Pala

Routes 388 and 389 are funded in part by a federal 5311(c) grant received by the
Reservation Transportation Authority.
Las Rutas 388 y 389 están respaldadas en parte por un subsidio federal 5311(c)
recibido por la Autoridad de Transporte de las Reservas Indígenas.



3889 Monday - Sundaay
Northbound to Pala via Interstaate 15

Escondido
Transit Center

Highway 76
&

Interstate 15
Pala 

Casino

1 8 7
6:03 6:31 6:53a
8:03 8:31 8:53
10:03 10:31 10:53
12:03 12:34 12:55p
2:03 2:32 2:53
4:03 4:33 4:52
6:03 6:33 6:51
8:03 8:32 8:52

3889 Monday - Sundaay
Southbound to Escondido via Inteerstate 15

Pala 
Casino

Highway 76
&

Interstate 15
Escondido 

Transit Center

7 8 1
7:05 7:18 7:45a
9:05 9:17 9:44
11:05 11:18 11:46
1:07 1:20 1:47p
3:05 3:18 3:45
5:04 5:17 5:44
7:03 7:17 7:42
9:04 9:18 9:43
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Bold denotes P.M. times/Horarios en negritas son en la tarde

101388/389 Escondido to Pala

Routes 388 and 389 are funded in part by a federal 5311(c) grant received by the
Reservation Transportation Authority.
Las Rutas 388 y 389 están respaldadas en parte por un subsidio federal 5311(c)
recibido por la Autoridad de Transporte de las Reservas Indígenas.
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DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan 
Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-
12-001 (SP) 
�
2.5�Biological�Resources�–�Comments�
�
2.5.1.2�Vegetation�Communities�
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2.5.2�Analysis�of�Project�Impacts�and�Determination�of�Significance�

2.5.2.1�–�Special�Status�Species�
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�“…less�than�significant�given�the�wide�ranges�of�the�species�and�the�fact�that�the�project�
does�not�contain�a�regionally�significant�population�of�these�species.”��
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�“…be�less�than�significant�considering the�number�of�individuals�of�each�species�to�
remain�after�implementation�of�the�project�would�be�low.”�
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DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment 
and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001 (GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP)

Cultural Resource Report and Addendum: DEIR Lilac Hills Ranch

1. The�Technical�Report�(TR)�and�DEIR�address�the�cultural�features�individually.�In�very�important�
ways,�It�seems�to�fail�to�view�the�Project�area�overall.�DEIR�Section�2.6.3 Cumulative Impact 
Analysis states:  
�
“the confluences of drainages are often major habitation site locations” and that “the San 
Luis Rey river valley comprised a major travel corridor and its confluence with Horse Ranch 
Creek was a focus of prehistoric habitation.” It further states “that Tom-Kav (CA-SDI-682; 
the Pankey Site) is documented in that area.” The DEIR goes on to say that “a similar 
situation is found at the confluence of Moosa Canyon and the South Fork of Moosa Canyon, 
near Gopher Canyon. CA-SDI-5072 and associated sites have been suggested as the 
Luiseño village of Moosa.”                                                                         

The documented presence of artifacts and sites seem to support the richness of the Project site and 
surrounding areas. The proposed mitigations and preservation procedures appear to be piecemeal for 
a project as large and transformative as LHR.  

If approved with a determination of less than significant impact, would not the Project cause the loss 
of individual sites with their information, as well as the basic integrity of the cultural significance of 
the larger area, and squander the opportunity for future generations to study and appreciate it? 

How does the Project plan to determine if such a large center of civilization existed in the Lilac Hills 
Ranch (LHR) project area?  

How will the Project address further necessary consultation given the size (as well as location) of this 
Project? 

How will piecemeal mitigations and procedures be avoided to assure accurate and complete overall 
evaluation of the Project? 

2. The following is stated in the DEIR (2.6.5.1 Archaeological Resources M-CR-1):

“In the event that previously unidentified potentially significant cultural resources are 
discovered, the archaeological monitor(s) shall have the authority to divert or temporarily 
halt ground disturbance operations in the area of the discovery to allow evaluation of 
potentially significant cultural resources.” 

What measures will be used to determine the monitor’s credentials and objectivity? 

Will leading and properly trained tribal members from all local bands of Luiseno native 
Americans be consulted: 1) to determine who the monitor will be; and 2) when a potential 
finding is recognized?  

How might this broad consultation mechanism be put into place?  



�

�

These concerns seem particularly relevant in light of the fact that the TR states that this is 
an area which has the potential for rich archeological findings and that many diverse tribes 
could have inhabited this and surrounding areas, many with different types of settlements, 
yet to be discovered. 

3. 2.6.5.1 Archaeological Resources M-CR-1:
Prior to approval of a Final Map, the applicant shall implement the data recovery program 
prepared by Mary Robbins-Wade (Affinis 2013) for site CASDI-20436. The data recovery 
program shall be implemented prior to the commencement of any grading and/or 
improvements. All data recovery shall include�a�Luiseño�Native�American�monitor.����������
�
Who will the monitor be and will that monitor be acceptable to at least a majority of the tribes 
involved and affected?  

4. Under�2.6.1.3 Methods (DEIR), Appendix H-1.  
Walking parallel transects spaced 10 meters to 15 meters apart appears to be inadequate 
under the circumstances. What is the justification for such a ‘wide net’? 

If review of the justification by the local tribes shows the methodology to be inadequate, 
describe and submit a more rigorous search methodology. 

5. Under 2.6.1.4 Records Search Results:

CA-SDI-4808 was originally recorded during the archaeological survey for the proposed I-
15. It was described as a “small milling site, which may be considered a branch of CASDI-
4807. CA-SDI-4808 was tested in 1978 to determine site boundaries and evaluate 
significance. The report concluded that the assemblage appears to be much too limited to 
make a case for any type of site, which would be distinct from the two villages during San 
Luis Rey II times. The previous survey concluded that no hypothesis can be made at this 
time regarding its function during a possible earlier occupation.”

 The 1978 study is quite old and likely limited.  What is the justification for not requiring a more 
contemporary study that is properly and thoroughly conducted? 

If review of the justification by the local tribes shows the study to be inadequate, describe 
and submit a more rigorous research approach. 

A separate village site from those already known and from a different era could be a significant 
finding. New light would potentially be shed from an up-to-date study.  

6. 2.6.1.4 Records Search Results  

The TR and DEIR propose to use studies that are nearly 35 years old. Should they be re-examined by 
today's standards and in the light of additional information?  

In addition, local tribes have advanced significantly in American society in terms of: finance, 
poverty/wealth and education. Many more Native Americans have been schooled in archeology in 
particular. A more contemporary study, properly and thoroughly conducted would likely yield 
significantly different results. A prime example of the benefits of a more current study would be to 
shed some light upon the potential separate village site, apart from those already known.  
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Isn’t it likely that the involvement of more tribes with members who have more sophisticated 
archeological skills could shed new light upon the current cultural resource picture?  

7. 2.6.1.5 Summary of Survey and Testing Results 
“Eight houses within the project site are potentially over 45 years old based on maps and 
aerial photographs.” 

Could this area be considered an historic district because of the sheer amount of properties over 49 years 
old?

How have these types of settlements been treated regarding archeological significance in other 
circumstances: regionally, in California and in other parts of the United States? 
�
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DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan 
Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001 (GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 
(SP)�
�
2.7�Hazardous�Materials�and�Wild�Fires�–�Comments�
�
2.7.1.1�Regulatory�Setting�
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Controlled�Hazardous�Material�Exposure.�Limit�human�and�environmental�
exposure�to�hazardous�materials�that�pose�a�threat�to�human�lives�or�
environmental�resources.�
�
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Development�Adjacent�to�Agricultural�Operations.�Require�development�
adjacent�to�existing�agricultural�operations�in�Semi�Rural�and�Rural�Lands�to�
adequately�buffer�agricultural�areas�and�ensure�compliance�with�relevant�safety�
codes�where�pesticides�or�other�hazardous�materials�are�used.�
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The�project�would�result�in�a�significant�impact�if�it�would:�
1.�Hazardous�Substance�Handling:�Create�a�significant�hazard�to�the�public�
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2.7.2.1�Hazardous�Substance�Handling�
�
�����	����
��������!������+����������	���������
���	
������������	�0���	���	��
�	
�
���%�2�
�������0�2 (���	����������	�.�
�
Based�on�conformance�with�the�described�requirements�for�hazardous�materials,�
the�project�would�result�in�less�than�significant�impacts�related�to�use�of�
hazardous�substances.�
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DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment 
and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP) 

Fire Protection Plan, Evacuation Study, and DEIR Chapter 2.7 Hazards 

Fire Protection Plan (FPP)
The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch (LHR) Project FPP does not meet the following basic 
requirements identified below by Issue Number: 

1. Of the three Fire Station site Options proposed by the Applicant, none meet the minimum 
acceptance criteria of the Deer Springs Fire Protection District (DSFPD).  The Charter of 
the DSFPD focuses on providing no greater than 5 minute emergency response time to 
the ENTIRE DSFPD, of which the proposed LHR Project is a subset. 

2. The Applicant states in the FPP that the LHR Project fully complies with the DSFPD 
Ordinance No. 2010-01, County of San Diego Consolidated Fire Code, and County of 
San Diego Public and Private Road Standards.  The LHR has factual compliance 
issues with all of these regulations.

3. The FPP focuses nearly exclusively on Wildfire Management and does not sufficiently 
address Structure Fires, Emergency Medical Service (EMS), or perform any Fire Safety 
Zone Analysis whatsoever. 

4. The FPP doesn’t adequately address and analyze the Environmental Impact of the use 
of six electronic road gates on fire access roads.  

5. Fuel Modification Zones (FMZ) – The applicant appears to rely on other property owners 
outside the LHR Subdivision boundaries to comply with the 100 foot FMZ requirement.

Each of the five Issues above is substantiated as follows. 

Issue 1 – Acceptable siting Options for a Fire Station servicing the LHR Project -  The following 
information has been synthesized from the 6/12/13 (Attachment A), 3/5/2013 (Attachment B), 
and 8/7/2013 Draft Letter (Attachment C)  DSFPD Letters.  In addition, Valley Center 
Community Planning Group members had a 2 hour meeting with Chief Amestoy as well as 
telephone conversations with respect to Environmental Impacts of the proposed LHR Project. 
Information from these interchanges are reflected below. 

- The DSFPD Charter is to provide Fire and EMS services for the entire District, including the 
potential LHR Project. 
-DSFPD owns three fire stations (Station 11- 8709 Circle R Drive, Escondido; Station 12 - at 
1321 Deer Springs Road, San Marcos; and Station 13 - at 10308 Meadow Glen Way East, 
Escondido. 

-No existing DSFPD Station has the ability to meet the 5 minute Emergency Response 
Time requirement for Fire Services to the proposed LHR Project. 

-The Miller Fire Station (Station 15) is NOT OWNED BY DSFPD.  IT IS OWNED BY CAL FIRE 
(STATE OF CALIFORNIA).  Station 15 is seasonal, is equipped with a Brush engine that is not 
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suited for Urban Structures fires, and does not have EMS equipment or staff.   

-The District has a policy of a uniform tax rate across all County assessed real property in the 
District.

-The 2013 DSFPD Annual Operating Cost (Recurring cost not including Capital expenditures for 
land, facilities, and equipment) for an operating Fire Station is $ 1.2 Million. 

- The estimated Annual revenue increase to DSFPD from the LHR Project at full build out in 
2013 dollars is $ 0.8 Million.  LHR tax base only provides 2/3 of the Annual Operating Cost to 
fund a Fire Station. 

- DSFPD (not CAL FIRE or any other Fire Authority) must provide 5 minute or less Emergency 
Response Time for Fire and EMS service to all customers in the DSFPD, including the proposed 
LHR Project. The only feasible method for DSFPD to accomplish this is by operating a 
total of 3 Fire Stations, because the LHR Project does not generate sufficient annual 
revenue to cover the operating cost of a 4th DSFPD Fire Station dedicated to the LHR 
Project.

Given the above background and constraints, none of the three options provided on Page 28 of 
the FPP are feasible as substantiated below in bold: 

Option 1: This option includes DSFPD and/or SDCFA and CAL FIRE agreeing that CAL FIRE’s Station 
15 (Miller Station), would provide primary response to project emergencies. This option would include a 
new fire station or a remodel of the existing Station 15 site, and a new Type I engine. This would require 
a new agreement between DSFPD and/or SDCFA, and CALFIRE. This Option is not feasible 
because the Miller Fire Station is not within DSFPD’s Jurisdictional Authority.  The Miller 
Fire Station is owned and controlled by another Governmental Agency that does not 
have the Charter to provide Fire and EMS Services to the entire DSFPD. 

Option 2: This option would include a new separate DSFPD fire station on the CAL FIRE Station 15 site 
in order for such facility to be completely independent from CAL FIRE. This option would include an 
agreement between DSFPD with CAL FIRE to either remodel Station 15 to co-locate and staff a DSFPD 
Type I paramedic engine on the site with CAL FIRE or the construction of a completely separate DSFPD 
station. The new station or remodel would accommodate an engine from station 11 or a new engine 
purchased for the new facility. This would require an amendment to the existing Amador Agreement with 
CAL FIRE. The Miller Fire Station is not within DSFPD’s Jurisdictional Authority.  The 
DSFPD’s mission is to provide Wildfire, Structural, and Emergency Medical Services for 
the District. The Miller Fire Station is owned and controlled by the State of California. The 
primary mission of the California Fire Authority is to provide Wildfire Management for the 
State of California.  The DSFPD does not find it within its Charter and the DSFPD’s 
fiduciary responsibility to the District it serves to enter into a lengthy and complicated 
inter-agency Agreement that alters the Charter and Missions of both Agencies.  This 
option is not feasible. 

Option 3: If an agreement cannot be reached between SDCFA and/or DSFPD and CAL FIRE (Option 1) 
or between DSFPD and CAL FIRE (Option 2), a new fire station would be constructed within the Lilac 
Hills Ranch Project. A Type I paramedic engine would be added at the station. The engine could either be 
reassigned from Station 11 or a new Type I purchased for the Station. The construction of a new fire 
station would be triggered upon the construction of any lot outside the 5 minute response time, equivalent 
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to the 54th unit in Phase 1. If DSFPD agrees, a temporary on-site fire station could be constructed at the 
same trigger. This option is not feasible, because there is not enough DSFPD tax revenue 
generated annually to fund the Annual Operating Cost of a fourth DSFPD Fire Station. 

-DSFPD has stated that the following sequence of serial steps needs to occur before a fact 
based determination on how to achieve 5 minute Emergency Response Time can be achieved 
by DSFPD for the proposed LHR Project: 

1. DSFPD needs to hire an expert in Operations Research to model how best to provide 
Services with three fire stations for the entire District, incorporating the large Service 
needs increase of the LHR Project.  The end product would provide the optimum site 
location potentials for a 3 station DSFPD force.  This likely would result in the closure of 
an existing DSFPD Station and re-siting of the Station on a County Circulation Element 
Road outside the boundaries of the LHR Subdivision, because this station would have to 
service other areas in addition to the LHR Project. 

2. There is a high probability that the Study in 1) above will make recommendations that 
require the purchase of land for a different Fire Station Site and the construction of a 
new facility at that site. 

3. It is likely that additional Capital Equipment must be purchased for the new Site in 2) 
above.

4. DSPFP considers items 1, 2, and 3 above to be Direct Development Impacts that are 
entirely attributable to the LHR Project. Therefore Accretive Investments must pay these 
costs in their entirety, not existing DSFPD taxpayers.  

In summary, the FPP as published does not demonstrate any feasible method to provide 5 
minute Emergency Response Service to the Proposed LHR Project.   

This is a factual certain “impact to cause substantial adverse direct and indirect impact on 
human beings” under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the County of San 
Diego must find a Mandatory Finding of Significance.

 Issue 2 – FPP claims of full compliance with Fire Codes and Ordinances; Road Standards 

Fire Codes and Ordinances – DSFPD Ordinance No. 2010-01 is the District’s implementation of 
the San Diego County Consolidated Fire Code.  San Diego County Public Road Standards and 
separate Private Road Standards are the governing compliance documents for Road Design. 
The FPP Section 2.2 states as follows: 
2.2 Fire Apparatus Access Roads 
�“An�additionary�(sic.)�emergency�ingress/egress�road�is�provided�to/from�the�southern�portion�of�the�
project�via�existing�Mountain�Ridge�Road�and�Rodriguez�Road.�Mountain�Ridge�Road�is�accessed�from�
Circle�R�Road,�and�Rodriquez�Road�is�accessed�via�Covey�Lane.�These�roads�will�meet�County�Private�
road�standards�for�fire�apparatus�access�and�will�be�gated.�These�ingress/egress�roads�and�all�the�
interior�project�road�circulation�will�be�constructed�to�San�Diego�County�Private�Road�Standards�and�will�
provide�unimpeded�fire�apparatus�access�throughout�the�project.�Private�Road�Standards�are�similar�to�
public�road�standards�with�few�exceptions.”�

Mountain Ridge Private Road – The existing Mountain Ridge private road has a 16.6% Vertical 
Curve that the Applicant verifies on Sheet 8 of the LHR Master Tentative Map.  This exceeds 
current Private Road Standards as well as being non-compliant with the Consolidated Fire 
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Code.

Mountain Ridge is 2580 feet from the subdivision boundary to Circle R Public Road.  Accretive 
is planning no improvement for Mountain Ridge other than adding 4 feet of paved surface (2 
feet on each side).  The resulting road does not meet San Diego County Consolidated Fire 
Code requirements.  The proposed road is non-compliant in Vertical Curve Requirements 
design and construction and does not meet two San Diego County Private Road 
Standards parameters.  Compliance with San Diego County Road Standards is a requisite 
condition for compliance with the San Diego County Consolidated Fire Code.

The road design for the LHR project is based on receiving approval for two Requests For 
Exemption for Road Standards (RFEFRS) for Mountain Ridge that are not in compliance with 
County Road Standards and therefore Fire Ordinance and Codes..

One RFEFRS (Attachment D)  seeks to lower the Design Speed to 15 MPH from 25 MPH while 
increasing the current traffic load from 250 Average Daily Trips (ADT) to 2250 ADT  with 
proposed LHR Project traffic.  An independent expert review of the Applicant’s Traffic Study has 
found that the Applicant has understated the proposed LHR Traffic Study an overall 11.9%.  
There is a very high likelihood that a fair and balanced Traffic analysis will conclude that the 
cumulative Traffic load of Mountain Ridge Road will exceed the 2500 ADT threshold and will be 
required to be designed and built to more restrictive Public Road Standards to be compliant with 
County Road Standards. 

The other RFEFRS (also in Attachment D) requests to eliminate the need to construct a portion 
of the intersection taper feature at the Circle R intersection.  This taper enables a large vehicle, 
such as a Type I Fire Engine to complete a right hand turn from Circle R Drive to Mountain 
Ridge Private Road. 

The Applicant has submitted the June 25, 2013 Sight Distance Analysis enclosed in Attachment 
E.  This document states that the LHR Project as proposed is only able to achieve Sight 
Distance compliance by using a County Right – that of Prescriptive Easement Access for Brush 
Clearance – this right is not owned by the Applicant.  How does the Applicant propose to legally 
provide Sight Distance compliance at this intersection? 

Covey Lane – The Applicant submitted the June 25, 2013 Sight Distance Analysis enclosed in 
Attachment F for the proposed intersection with West Lilac Lane.  This intersection fails to meet 
Sight Distance requirements.  Question – Please answer how the Applicant expects to gain 
the additional rights required to grade a substantial portion of a parcel of land that they do not 
own rights on to achieve Sight Distance standards compliance. 

Private Road Standards – San Diego County Private Road Standards are SIGNIFICANTLY 
relaxed from Public Road Standards in key Safety related areas such as allowable Sight 
Distance on Vertical and Horizontal Curves and Intersections, road design, and road materials. 
Accretive is placing a large percentage of 5,185 people in potential Wildfire evacuation 
scenarios in smoke filled environments over the same narrow 24 foot roads with Sight Distance 
Lines that fail County Standards.   And Accretive says this is safe? 

 In summary, the FPP as published does not demonstrate proposed LHR Project compliance 
with County and DSFPD Fire Codes and Ordinances or County Public and Private Road 
Standards.  Accretive is creating significant Safety Issues, and not providing mitigation. 
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This is a factual certain “impact to cause substantial adverse direct and indirect impact on 
human beings” under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the County of San 
Diego must find a Mandatory Finding of Significance.

Issue 3 – The FPP focuses exclusively on Wildland fire Hazards – The FPP does not sufficiently 
address either Structure Fires or Emergency Medical Service (EMS) such that Environmental 
Impact and mitigations can be assessed.   

The term “Emergency Medical Services” is stated exactly twice in the FPP and only as a 
reference to a legally required service of the District.  No analysis of the significant EMS 
demand load and response issues associated with the proposed LHR project’s disproportionally 
large Senior Residential Housing population is provided. 

The term “structure fire” is stated exactly once in the FPP and only as a reference to a legally 
required service of the District.  No analysis of any of the many Structure Fire hazards and 
response scenarios that the proposed LHR Ranch induces are performed. 

In the Wildland fire discussion in the FPP and DEIR Chapter 2.7 Hazards, there was not a 
single discussion of Fire Safety Zones (FSZ).  FSZ’s are a critical required element of a 
Wildland Fire Management Plan, indicating areas of topography and fuel load that are unsafe 
for Fire Personnel entry.  

Revise the FPP to include these essential analyses: EMS requirements and response times, 
Structure Fire Hazard analysis, and Wildland fire FSZ analyses and resubmit the FPP and EIR 
with an additional 45 day Public Comment Period. 

Issue 4 – The FPP doesn’t adequately address and analyze the Environmental Impact of the 
use of six electronic road gates on fire access roads - Unsubstantiated assertions and 
conclusions regarding the impacts of use of electronic road gates on fire access roads provided 
in DEIR Chapter 2.7 – “Hazards” needs to be substantiated by supporting analyses in the FPP.   

The inclusion of six electronic gates across fire access roads in Project design is problematic.  
Additional analysis needs to be performed in the FPP.  Particularly troubling scenarios are 
potential routes that have more than one gate to access in series to provide emergency Fire and 
EMS services. 

Why was the FIGURE 2.7-1 Project Gated Access graphic (Attachment G) not included and it’s 
Environmental Impacts with respect to human safety discussed in the FPP? 

Please revise the FPP to include these vital analyses and resubmit with an additional 45 day 
Public Comment Period. 

Issue 5 - Fuel Modification Zones (FMZ) – Section 5.4 Fuel Management Zones on page 42 of
the FPP states “The project includes a few areas where fuel modification zones are less than 
100 feet wide.  Based on even a quick scan of Figure 1.6 from Chapter 1 of the DEIR 
(Attachment H)   the more accurate and true statement is: “The project includes extensive 
areas where fuel management zones are less than 100 feet wide.” 

Why was Figure 1.6 not included, analyzed, and every exception to the 100 foot FMZ 
requirement discussed in the FPP and Chapter 2.7 Subchapter 2.7.3.4 Issue 4: Wildland Fires?  
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Please revise both documents to assess these concerns and recycle for a 45 day Public 
Comment Period so that Environmental Impacts and mitigations can be assessed. 

Evacuation Plan  - The Evacuation Plan does not address the most fundamental evacuation 
issue of the Proposed LHR Project – the limited number of roads for automobile evacuation of 
the 5185 residents of the proposed LHR Project added to the existing area rural and semi-rural 
population. 

The LHR Project has but two Public Roads that provide evacuation routes to the West:  West 
Lilac Road to the north and Circle R Road to the South.  Both are two lane rural Circulation 
Element 2.2 E roads for which Accretive plans no upgrade.  Accretive  is brazenly requesting  
exception to future County upgrade plans for portions of West Lilac Road to be downgraded
from 2.2 C to 2.2 E capacity.   

The LHR Project has but a single evacuation route to the East.  That is the easterly section of 
West Lilac Road that connects to Lilac Road.  It is a Circulation Element 2.2 E two lane rural 
road.  The current as built configuration of this road does not meet current 2.2 E road design 
standards for certain design features, such as paved shoulder width, sight distance, design 
speed, curve radii, etc.    There are no plans to upgrade this road.  Accretive does not propose 
to pay for their direct development impact to this stretch of West Lilac Road. 

Please refer to Figure 1 below that illustrates the proposed LHR Project Evacuation Routes: 
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Figure 1 – Westerly and Easterly Evacuation Routes 

What would happen if a Wildfire from the East driven by Santa Ana winds with the resulting 
large smoke plume required sudden Westerly evacuation of the LHR project?  

 And: 
- In the ensuing panic and with obscured vision, a four vehicle accident involving a two 

axle flatbed truck, a pickup truck with horse trailer, and two cars blocked the West Lilac 
Bridge over I-15.

- Nearly simultaneously, the fire jumped and sections of Circle R Road were involved, 
requiring five Fire Crews with Type 3 and Type 1 Engines to be engaged in suppressing 
the fire, having the effect of blocking Circle R Drive? 

- While the rest of the Valley Center Population to the East of the proposed LHR Project is 
simultaneously attempting  to evacuate to the West using West Lilac Road to I-15. 

However, the FPP has set us straight on what the more probable risk area is: a large Wildfire 
from the West.   

The FPP recognizes the large fuel load immediately to the east of the I-15 Freeway that hasn’t 

Westerly Evacuation 
Routes

Easterly Evacuation 
Route
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burned in more than 50 years.  In steep terrain.  On the Western Border of the proposed LHR 
Project.

The FPP recognizes that the prevailing winds are from the West.   

What would happen in the following scenario? : 

- An event, including but not limited to a sudden wildfire from the high fuel zone 
immediately to the West of the LHR Project requires sudden evacuation of the Project to
the East?

There is but a single exit route for 5185 people – the narrow, twisting West Lilac Road to Lilac 
Road.  If the evacuation event is caused by a large Wildfire from the West, the ensuing smoke 
plume will result in panic evacuation over a single treacherous road.  There are over 40 existing 
residential driveways that intersect this section of West Lilac with semi-rural land uses.   

What happens in a high smoke environment if a large pickup truck towing a horse trailer 
overturns and blocks both travel lanes of this road? 

In summary, the Evacuation Plan ignores the most fundamental Evacuation issues of the 
proposed LHR project.  The LHR Project Evacuation scenarios enumerated above create 
significant Safety Issues that have not, and cannot be mitigated. 

This is a factual certain “impact to cause substantial adverse direct and indirect impact on 
human beings” under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the County of San 
Diego must find a Mandatory Finding of Significance.

DEIR Chapter 2.7 Hazard Analysis – There are two sections of the Hazard Analysis Cumulative 
Impacts that directly relate to Fire Protection and Evacuation Plans for the proposed LHR 
Project:

2.7.3.3 Issue 3: Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans - The Applicant states that 
cumulative impacts are less than significant.  

The Evacuation hazards enumerated in this letter raise factual and compelling Public Safety 
issues with respect to the proposed LHR project.   

The LHR Project has not demonstrated that the project can meet the 5 minute Emergency 
Response requirement for Fire Services. 

Addition of 5185 additional persons requiring automobile evacuation in this area that has one 
easterly and two westerly evacuation routes and no plans to add additional evacuation routes is 
a huge additive cumulative impact. 

This is a factual certain “impact to cause substantial adverse direct and indirect impact on 
human beings” under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the County of San 
Diego must find a Mandatory Finding of Significance.

2.7.3.4 Issue 4: Wildland Fires - The Applicant states that cumulative impacts are less than 
significant.
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The Applicant is correct in stating that the LHR Project eliminates fuel load by paving over wild 
lands and covering the land with asphalt and concrete.  However, the Fire and Wildfire hazards 
enumerated in this letter raise factual and compelling Public Safety issues with respect to the 
proposed LHR project.  The addition  of 5185 additional persons requiring automobile 
evacuation in this area that has one easterly and two westerly evacuation routes and no plans 
to add additional evacuation routes is a huge additive cumulative impact to Wildland fire hazard 
analysis.

This is a factual certain “impact to cause substantial adverse direct and indirect impact on 
human beings” under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the County of San 
Diego must find a Mandatory Finding of Significance.

Sincerely, 

Mark Jackson 
9550 Covey Lane
Escondido, CA 92026 
760-731-7327

Attachment A - June 12, 2012 DSFPD to Slovik Ltr. Re: TM – 5571 &72; LHR Project 
Attachment B - March 5, 2013 DSFPD to Slovik Ltr. Re: LHR Specific Plan 
Attachment C - August 7, 2013 Draft DSFPD to Slovik Ltr Re: LHR Project DEIR (to be replaced 
with final when released Aug 12th or later) 
Attachment D - September 12 and 13, 2012 RFEFRS Mountain Ridge Design Speed and Road  
  Taper 
Attachment E - June 25, 2013 Mountain Ridge Sight Distance Analysis 
Attachment F - June 25, 2013 Covey Lane Sight Distance Analysis 
Attachment G - Figure 27-1 Project Gated Access 
Attachment H – Figure 1.6 Fuel Modification Zones 
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Attachment G - Figure 27-1 Project Gated Access 

 



Attachment   - Figure 1.6 from Chapter 1 – LHR DEIR  
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DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment 
and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001 (GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP)

Lilac Hills Ranch

Geology Report and Supplemental Geology Report 

What is the county rationale for not requiring a final Geology Report as part of the DEIR 
in view of the many undocumented fills still to be investigated referenced in this report? 

Excavation Characteristics 5.1.1 describe the need for blasting which cannot be 
quantified to determine the amount and length of time needed to do removals and 
ultimately placement of fills. Silicates potentially will be a hazard with regard to AQMD 
standards.

Slope Stability and Remediation describe cut slopes 6.2.1 and fill (manufactured) slopes 
6.2.2 in excess of seventy (70) feet in height. There are no seventy foot high 
manufactured slopes existing in this community which makes these proposed slopes 
out of character with the community. 

The off-site proposed improvements include but are not limited to the

Widening of West Lilac roads adjacent the Maxwell Bridge 700 feet, Old Highway 395 
between Gopher Canyon and Circle “R” and Covey Lane from the intersection of West 
Lilac all have had minimal review. 

The installation of approximately 2570 feet of forced sewer main will require additional 
investigation and review once easements are established.

Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) 

Detention basins construction prior to, during and post construction need to be clearly 
described as to how they coordinate with the phasing plan. The grading plans, geology 
reports and HMP have yet to be subject to plan check oversight  and current County 
grading ordinance. The county grading ordinance limits and restricts the quantity of total 
area exposed at any one time.  

Since County environmental restricts percolation of sewer into disturbed material or 
placed fills, what is the county rationale for not requiring clarification in the DEIR of how 
the construction phasing would comply with all county standards. 

3.0 Effects Found Not Significant During Initial Study 
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3.2.24 The project does not introduce a new village but does negatively impact the 
existing village of rural agricultural residences. Existing infrastructure would be lost and 
any new infrastructure would change the entire complexion and burden the “Rural 
Agricultural Economy” that exists. Any new development would restrict accepted 
practices of farming further increasing the fiscal impact. This is not a fringe of an 
existing community which becomes very clear when you review all the impact studies 
which extend to the eastern boundaries of the community. 

Specific Plan & Technical Documents  

Implementing Grading Plan Sheet 1-9 

The plans are preliminary and the general notes lack clarification of detail, i.e.: 

Item 13

Removal of all septic systems. County environmental requires the installation of vertical 
wells into a leach field to replace any loss to existing leach fields if possible. Not all 
easements have been secured to allow for the removal of all septic systems which will 
impact design. 

Item 14 

What is the county rationale for not requiring lighting standards impacting adjacent 
properties to be consistent with the current  use of those properties? 

The existing Village of agricultural businesses do not have light standards that are 
associated with high density bedroom communities. 

Item 15 

What is the county rationale for allowing a reference to a TM plan that does not yet exist 
in the DEIR?

exist where easements have not been vacated, quitclaimed or extinguished is too 
preliminary an exercise to attempt to determine if the plan will work once it is submitted 
to the governing agency for plan check approval. 

Item 16

Regarding the containment of storm water. There

As it is subject to NPDES (National Pollution Discharge Elimination System) and the 
SWPPP (Storm Water Pollution Protection Plan), what is the county rationale for not 
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requiring  a detailed  phasing plan tied directly to the hydromodification management 
plan?

Implementing Preliminary Grading Plan  & Implementing Tentative Map (Phase 1) 
These proposed plans reflect a permutation of an  existing rural farm “Village” with high 
density housing which does not exist anywhere in the community. 

The plans reflect manufactured slopes from 3’ to 70’ in height. The county grading 
ordinance requires landscaped coverage and limits the amount of open grading activity 
at one time. Q. How will this phasing be accomplished? 

Letters of permission to grade and easements are still outstanding. Q.

What is the county’s rationale for not requiring the project to provide a clear plan to 
accommodate outstanding easements if they are not secured? 

With restrictive grading standards how will “Blue Line”  streams and migratory corridors 
be maintained?

What is the county’s rationale for proceeding with the DEIR review process as the 
geotechnical reports are still incomplete? 

 there are no previsions for vernal pools if they are identified.Q. How  will they be 
preserved?

The plans do not identify any cultural interest or features such as “midden area’s” or 
burial sites. Q. When will these issues be addressed? 

What is the county’s rationale for not requiring the project to provide alternatives 
proposed on the revised plan since the proposed shallow 4” forced main sewer 
meanders thru both private and public land?

Q. With regard to the NPDES, RWQCB, AQMD and Fish and Game, when will the 
SWPPP that typically accompanies the grading plans with plan check submittals be 
available for review?

�



DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment 
and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001 (GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP)

Water Quality Standards and Related Requirements 

We have reviewed the Specific Plan, DEIR and supporting technical studies for the proposed 
Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch 1746 Dwelling unit + 90,000 sq. ft. Commercial + School + Senior 
Congregate Care Facility, and have the following comments and questions regarding Water 
Quality impacts and mitigation measures. 

Water Quality Standards and Requirements 

The DEIR concludes under Issue 1: Water Quality Standards and Requirements in Chapter 
3.0 “Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant” as follows: 

“Through these design features, including the use of permeable pavers, the project would not 
result in the violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Impacts 
associated with this issue would be less than significant.”

We strongly disagree with this finding and conclude that there is high likelihood of potentially 
significant and unmitigable impacts.

Offsite Pipeline Routes/Pipeline Right of Way 

I have performed an analysis of the preferred route (Alternate 3) for the offsite sewer and 
recycled water pipelines.  Accretive Investments does not have legal right-of-way easement 
rights to transport recycled water or sewer pipelines across the route depicted in Figure 3-4
“Offsite Sewer Collection System.”

Please see attachment “A” hereto, a July 8, 2013 Valley Center Municipal Water District 
(VCMWD) to M. Jackson letter confirming that VCMWD has inadequate legal easements
along the route analyzed (Alternate 3). 

In light of this fundamental problem, further due diligence is necessary to determine first of all 
whether the project can actually be built and secondly whether it will be able to utilize even the 
most basic mitigation measures that would ordinarily be required. 

The DEIR should answer the following questions:  

1. What verifiable legal rights of way, if any, do VCMWD and Accretive have for any of the 
proposed sewer and recycled water transport routes indicated?  

Information Required – Please Geo locate on a map all of the easement documents 
across a map of Assessor Parcel Numbers tracing all offsite routes for sewer and 
recycled water pipelines identified in Figures 3-2 and 3-4. 

2. If it is confirmed that VCMWD and/or Accretive do not have full legal right-of-way for the 
proposed pipelines, how does Accretive intend to acquire rights?  Please note the VCMWD 
response in Attachment A with respect to the use of Eminent Domain. Also, there are no 
property owners that we are aware of who are willing to grant the needed easement rights. 



3. Background – nearly all of the VCMWD easements cited by Landmark Engineering for  the 
project are 20 foot easements.  Question – How does Accretive propose to co-locate Sewer, 
Water, and Recycled Water pipelines within the 20 foot easement and comply with all codes 
and regulations? 

Use of the existing Lower Moosa Water Reclamation Facility (LMWRF)  

The study assesses potential use of the LMRWF for a series of alternatives that range from 
interim processing of all sewage during initial phases of the project, to installing a scalping plant 
on-site within the Lilac Hills Ranch Subdivision and transporting sludge to LMRWF for solids 
treatment.

The LMRWF entered operation service in 1974 and provides disinfected secondary treatment of 
reclaimed water only.  Water treated to this standard can be applied to no other beneficial use 
other than percolation back into groundwater aquifers. 

In 1996 the County of San Diego approved a Major Use Permit and the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) approved a permit to double LMWRF capacity to 1.0 Million 
Gallons/Day (MGD) of influent.  This capacity has not been added, nor to the best of our 
understanding have final permits from other Governmental Agencies been approved to 
implement this expansion.  

Question 4).  Please list all permits required by agency and agency contact information for all 
permits not currently granted to VCMWD that enable expansion of the LMWRF from 0.5 MGD to 
1.0 MGD capacity. It appears in fact that expansion will not occur for a variety of reasons. 
Please explain. 

If LMWRF were to be expanded, it is likely that State and Regional Agencies will require 
upgrading the entire LMWRF to Title 22 tertiary water treatment standards so that the recycled 
water could be beneficially used for specific limited uses.  These uses would need to be 
compliant with Title 22 level water and could not further degrade the water quality of the San 
Luis Rey Basin 903 watershed, either for biological or Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) point or non-
point sources. 

The current capacity of LMRWF is 0.5 MGD of sewage influent treatment and is presently at 
0.35 MGD average reclaimed secondary treated water. 

The present ground water percolation pond capacity is  0.44 MGD. 

The present capacity of LMWRF allows addition of a maximum of 450 Equivalent Dwelling Units 
(EDU’s) until secondary percolation ponds are at full permit capacity.  See Graph below: 



Question 5): It is our understanding that the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
may not allow an expansion to the current 0.44 MGD limit on the percolation ponds.  Is this 
correct?  In your response, please provide details of current Basin and Sub Basin capacity, 
present Surface and Groundwater Quality (detail of TDS by element, heavy metals, and 
biological organisms) for relevant Basins and Sub Basins.  Please provide RWQCB’s detailed 
analysis of concerns on any proposed expansion of the LMWRF percolation pond capacity for 
additional disposal of secondary disinfected recycled water beyond the current 0.44 MGD cap.  

Question 6) Assuming the 0.44 MGD percolation pond limit, only 450 maximum EDU of influent 
can be added to LMWRF.  Question: What is the current number of EDU’s of outstanding 
applications for land development permits + EDU’s from permits granted but not yet built from 
the existing LMWRF service area?  For example Castle Creek Condos, Welk Resorts, and 
Champagne RV Park are current processing discretionary permits for the addition of 260 EDU 
within the current LMWRF service area.  Please tabulate all other outstanding EDU’s from 
pending discretionary permits and list the total. This analysis is also appropriate under the 
cumulative impacts section of the DEIR. 

Question 7).What is the estimated schedule duration (in months)  to obtain permits, design, 
construct, and operationally check out the upgraded capacity and water quality of LMWRF at 
1.0 MGD with Title 22 tertiary treatment quality level for the entire LMWRF faciltiy?  To be 
realistic, please include a range of durations with a 75% confidence level using a ”Risk +” (a 
standard Critical Path Method software package) Monte Carlo simulation. 

Question 8) Does VCMWD own enough real estate at the current LMWRF site to host 1.0 MGD 
and Title 22 tertiary treatment quality level capability?   If not, can VCMWD obtain adequate land 
without use of Eminent Domain? 

The Maturity of Project Waste Water Treatment Design is at Concept Level at a time when it 
should be at Critical Design Review (review of point design with an assessment of related 
Environmental Impacts) 



Question 9+).  Please refer to Attachment B – VCMWD and Accretive Investments Inc. Pre 
Development Agreement.  Question: As of July 8, 2013 the VCMWD Board has approved this 
agreement.  This agreement lists a set of phased steps that result in a point design solution for 
the Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch Water and Waste Water solutions. Has Accretive approved this 
agreement and what are the consequences under the agreement if Accretive does not have 
sufficient easement rights? What is the current status of the point design solution? 

Required Beneficial Uses of Recycled Water within the Subdivision’s Boundaries 

It is a policy of the VCMWD for a Major Subdivision to beneficially use the treated recycled 
water from sewage legally and beneficially within the Subdivision boundaries to offset the use of 
imported potable water.   

Question 10). To what specific Title 22 Standards will this Project’s waste water be treated?  “We 
will tell you at a later phase” is not an acceptable answer. Please answer the question directly 
and unambiguously, to allow Environmental Impact to be measured and feasible mitigation 
measures to be identified. 

Question 11). What is the basis of the three set points in Table 5-1?  Please identify these areas 
and geo-locate them on a map.

The proposed Project urban density of housing and commercial uses yields at most 104 acres 
that are identified as total non–developed land within the total 608 Project acreage.  Of these 
104 acres, some are in Clean Water Act Section 404 wetlands and seasonal stream beds.  
Table 5-1 below from the Waste Water Management Alternatives Study arbitrarily distributes 300 
acre feet over three hypothetical cases:  99.9 acres, 85.7 acres, and 74.9 acres at rates of 3, 
3.5, and 4 AFY/acre.  There is no substantiation for these set points. Table 5-1 from  Accretive’s 
Waste Water Management of Alternatives Study is below: 

For reference purposes, 3.25 AFY/acre is the average rainfall that Seattle, Washington receives 
on an annual basis.  Normal rainfall for this area of San Diego is 1.25 AFY/acre. Added together, 
4.5 AFY/acre is proposed as being reclaimed on fewer than 100 acres. 

Is the project proposing growing rice on all land not covered in concrete (or permeable pavers)?  
Is the Project disposing of recycled water with point and non-point source additives into the 
Section 404 waters? 

Question 12). Please Geo locate on a map specific uses for recycled water by use type and 



annual recycled water usage volume the total of 300 AFY used on the entire 608 acre project.  If 
agricultural uses are indicated, specify the crop and the monthly irrigation cycles. 

Question 13). Please Geo locate on a map specific uses for recycled water by use type and 
annual recycled water usage volume the total of 57 AFY used offsite from the project. If 
agricultural, park land, or other recreational uses are indicated, specify the use, the monthly 
irrigation cycles, and if applicable, the crop.  Since this recycled water is property of VCMWD 
and not Accretive, please indicate whether this proposed offsite use is acceptable to VCMWD. 

Question 14).  Effective Rainwater Harvesting on Residential Units relies on fastidious and 
universal maintenance of rain gutter debris. Please re-run a total of two sensitivity calculations 
as part of the Hydro Modification Analyses with a 50% hard failure of rainwater harvesting and 
storage on residential units due to lack of scheduled maintenance (352-176 = 176 EDU 
participating in rainwater harvesting and storage) and a second case of 100% hard failure of 
rainwater harvesting and storage on residential units due to lack of scheduled maintenance (0 
EDU participating in rainwater harvesting and storage). 

Question 15).  The Hydro Modification Study results assume 100% non-hardscape use of 
potential landscape areas of residential lots besides the house slab, diminutive patio and 
driveway.  Please run two excursions of 15% and 30% conversion of “landscaped permeable 
residential landscape areas” to impermeable hardscape. There are a variety of likely real life 
scenarios that will generate this condition that include storage sheds, additional decking and 
walkways, etc. 

Question 16).  Please cumulatively analyze the results of Questions 15 and 16 together. 

Reliance on Permeable Pavers in Streets Design and Construction 

The Hydro Modification Plan states that the baseline state for analysis is to have 23 acres 
(1.002 Million square feet) of Private Roads paved with permeable pavers to permit this dense 
urban development 608 acre to percolate into the soils.  This equates to nearly 4% of the total 
area of the Project covered with permeable paver surface on internal circulation roads. 

The San Diego Consolidated Fire Code together with its reference to Acceptable Road Surfaces 
is contained in Attachment C.  There is no specific mention of concrete pavers (either permeable 
or impermeable) being an acceptable road surface in the Consolidate Fire Code.  However, 
there is a requirement that all road surfaces bear the weight of a 75,000 Fire Engine without 
road failure. 

Question 17) What specific permeable paver product was Accretive planning to use for this 
Project?  On what other San Diego County projects has this material been used in similar (1 
million sq. ft. or larger) roads designed to Public Road standards?  Is the material acceptable to 
the Department of Public Works for Public Road Standard usage as well as being compliant with 
the Consolidated Fire Code? 

Question18+). The notional usage of permeable pavers on streets designed to Public Standards 
depicts a 25 foot wide paved surface with 6 inches of aggregate in two courses with 24 inches 
of No. 2 Stone underlayment for a total of 30 inches of aggregate and rock base.  The 23 acres 
of permeable paving equates to approximately 40,075 linear feet of 25 foot wide paved road 
surface.  The requirement for 30 inches of Road Base equates to approximately 92,766 cubic 
yards of aggregate and stone.  Is this calculation correct?  The 92,766 cubic yards is over 2% of 



the total project grading estimate of 4.000,000 cubic yards.  The total project commits to no 
import or export of fill material.  How is this possible?  Will there be an on-site rock crushing 
plant with all of its Environmental Impact crushing on-site mined rock? What will be the air 
quality impacts associated with the delivery and application of these quantities of materials? 

Question 19).  The Schematics in the Hydro modification Study did not display in the PDF file 
that the County posted on the web site.  Please provide legible, readable copies of these 
important figures and extend the Public Review period for another 45 days after release of this 
information to compensate for this deficiency. 

Question 20).  The County’s Consultant uses the term Low Impact Development (LID) frequently 
in the Hydro Modification Study.  How is this DENSE URBAN development in sensitive surface 
and ground water basins LOW IMPACT?   

Overall, the ratio of impervious soil to undisturbed soils and natural drainage is grossly low.  
Using the unusually expensive technique of very large scale usage of permeable pavers, 
Accretive has put forward an unpersuasive and quite marginal “paper” argument that only 
appears to achieve ANALYTICAL COMPLIANCE.  

Accretive’s  Hydro Modification Design relies on fastidious and grossly overly optimistic 
maintenance of rainwater harvesting and storage practices by residents as well as naive 
projections on residents’ post construction expansion of hardscape footprints on residential lots.   

As the requested sensitivity analyses will show, this project will have major significant 
Environmental impacts  to surface and ground water quality and quantities. 

Storm Water Management Plans (SWMP)  

Accretive’s SWMP for the Tentative Master Map and Implementing Tentative Map contain 
conflicting information and are inconsistent with key values in the Hydro Modification 
Management Plan. 

Storm Water Management Plan for Master Tentative Map (entire 608 acre Project) 

Questions 21 – 23) Please refer to Attachment D – Please answer each of the Questions on 
Storm Water Management Plan for Master Tentative Map (total Project).   

Question 24). In addition to Questions 21-23, it should be noted that the level of detail contained 
in the Storm Water Management Plan for Master Tentative Map is grossly inadequate to 
measure Environmental Impact.  Please provide a current, accurate and complete study that 
comprehensively provides an accurate and realistic Storm Water Management design for the 
entire 608 acre project and quantitatively analyzes compliance with all Storm water 
Management laws and regulations. This follow-up work is necessary because of the 
demonstrated incompleteness, inaccuracy and naïve assertions put forward to date by the 
applicant. Deferral of further due diligence would be tantamount to failing to identify very 
significant environment impacts.  



Storm Water Management Plan for Implementing Tentative Map (First Phase 114.9 Acres and 
352 EDU)  

Questions 25 – 27) Please refer to Attachment E – Please answer each of the Questions on 
Storm Water Management Plan for Master Tentative Map (total Project).  Also, please explain if 
the Applicant and/or the County consider this project a “Priority Project” under MS-4 Policy and 
what the reasons are. 

Question 28).  Please provide a current, accurate, and complete estimate of impervious 
surfaces that will be created by the full build out of the entire proposed 608 acre project by 
element:  Roof tops, housing and commercial pads, impervious streets, parking lots, residential 
hardscape, commercial hardscape, etc.  Please geo locate these areas on a Project Map.   

Accretive cites General Plan Goal 5.2 – Conservation of Open Space – Minimize Impervious 
Surfaces as a rationale for impact reduction of their proposed project.  The full text of Goal COS 
5.2 is below: 

COS-5.2 Minimizing Impervious Surfaces. Require development to minimize the use 
of impervious surfaces. 

It is tortured logic to argue that taking greenfield agricultural and semi rural estate land and 
introducing a dense urban environment that develops 504 of the 608 acres, adding 83 acres of 
road and 68 acres of manufactured slopes is consistent with this policy. 

On the contrary, it is inconsistent with this Goal. Please discuss this inconsistency 

Summary

There are multiple and major questions that need to be addressed as a result of the deficiencies 
of the DEIR. It is respectfully submitted that the DEIR be revised and then re-noticed for public 
comment. Thereafter there can be an orderly and focused comment period leading up to the 
issuance of a final EIR. 

There are simply too many changes and additions to be made to the existing document to try 
and “fix” the problems through responses to comments. 

Attachment A – July 8, 2013 VCMWD to Jackson letter  
Attachment B - VCMWD and Accretive Investments Inc. Pre-Development Agreement 

Attachment C- San Diego County Consolidated Fire Code Acceptable Road Surfaces 

Attachment D – Questions on Storm Water Management Plan for Master Tentative Map (total 
Project)

Attachment E – Questions on Storm Water Management Plan for Implementing Tentative Map 
(first phase – 114.9 acres/352 EDU) 
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Question�21�–Justify�each�of�your�answers�for�each�of�the�indicated�areas�(red�
circles),�in�light�of�contradictory�information�in�Attachment��E���Storm�Water�
Management�Plan�for�Implementing�Tentative�Map��and��Table�6�on�Page�3�of�3�
in�this�Attachment,�and�the�Hydro�Modification�Management�Plan.���
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circles),�in�light�of�contradictory�information�in�Attachment��E���Storm�Water�
Management�Plan�for�Implementing�Tentative�Map��and��Table�6�on�Page�3�of�3�
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Question�23�–�a)�Is�this�a�current,�accurate�and�complete�listing�of�intended�land�
uses�for�the�entire�608�acre�Project?��b).�Please�Geo�locate�these�land�uses�on�a�
map�and�indicate�their�relative�footprint�in�acreage�for�residential�and�square�
footage�for�commercial.��c)�Expand�and�comprehensively�explain�each�of�the�
“potential”�footnotes�with�data.�
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Question�25�–�Justify�each�of�your�answers�for�each�of�the�indicated�areas�(red�
circles),�in�light�of�contradictory�information�in�Attachment��D���Storm�Water�
Management�Plan�for�Master�Tentative�Map��and��Table�6�on�Page�3�of�3�in�this�
Attachment,�and�the�Hydro�Modification�Management�Plan�

�

�

�



Attachment�E�–�Storm�Water�Management�Plan�for�Implementing�Tentative�
Map�(114.9��Acre/352�EDU�First�Phase)�–�Page�2�of�3�

Question�26�–�Justify�each�of�your�answers�for�each�of�the�indicated�areas�(red�
circles),�in�light�of�contradictory�information�in�Attachment��D���Storm�Water�
Management�Plan�for�Master�Tentative�Map��and��Table�6�on�Page�3�of�3�in�this�
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From�Hydro�Modification�Impervious�Area�after�Construction:�

EDU� � � Basin/Sub�Basin� Acreage�

282� � � 903/100� � 11.65�

��38� � � 903/200� � ���1.57�

��32� � � 903/300� � ���1.32�

Sub�total�Added�impervious� � � �14.54�

Existing�impervious� � � � �11.60�

Total� � � � � � �26.14�
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file:///S|/.../Public%20Review%20Comments/VCCPG/Public%20Services/BSD%20Review%20of%20Lilac%20Hills%20Ranch%20DEIR.txt[9/5/2013 9:27:19 AM]

From:   Smith, Oliver
Sent:   Wednesday, August 07, 2013 7:03 PM
To:     'bsdsup@gmail.com'
Subject:        BSD Review of Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR
Attachments:    GPA12001-DEIR-Chap3-070313.pdf

Janice,

I apologize but it appears I never sent you an email as I promised with the Draft EIR for the Lilac Hills 
Ranch development project in Valley Center information for you to review.  I would like Bonsall School 
District to review the relevant sections of the document relating to Bonsall schools and confirm the 
accuracy and completeness of the applicant’s submission.  

Attached DEIR Chapter 3 section 3.1.5 deals with Public Services of which the Bonsall School District is a 
part. The complete DEIR can be viewed and downloaded from:

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/regulatory/docs/LILAC_HILLS_RANCH/LILAC-HILLS-RANCH.html 

Please feel free to send any comments and concerns directly to the county or to me as the Planning 
Group would be happy to include them in our response, planned for mid-next month.

Regards,

Oliver Smith
Chair, VCCPG



file:///S|/...20Review%20Comments/VCCPG/Public%20Services/RE%20DSFD%20review%20of%20Lilac%20Hills%20Ranch%20DEIR.txt[9/5/2013 9:27:20 AM]

From:   Smith, Oliver
Sent:   Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:11 PM
To:     'tgeiser@dsfd.sdcoxmail.com'
Cc:     Margarette Morgan
Subject:        RE: DSFD review of Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR
Attachments:    Fire_Protection_Plan.pdf

Tim,

I neglected to include the attached Fire Protection Plan that the applicant submitted with the DEIR.

From: Smith, Oliver  
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 9:04 AM 
To: 'tgeiser@dsfd.sdcoxmail.com' 
Cc: Margarette Morgan 
Subject: DSFD review of Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR

Tim,

As we talked about on the phone this morning, the Lilac Hills Ranch project released their Draft EIR 
earlier this month.  In it, they stated that the Deer Springs Fire Protection District was the applicable 
agency for fire protection services for the project.  I would like to have the Deer Springs Fire Protection 
District review the relevant sections of the Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR relating to fire services and comment 
on the accuracy and completeness of the applicant’s submission.  

Attached DEIR Chapter 3 section 3.1.5 deals with Public Services of which the fire district is part. Fire 
services are also addressed in attached DEIR Chapter 1 section 1.2.1.3.   Please feel free to send any 
comments and concerns directly to the county or the Valley Center Community Planning Group would 
be happy to include them in our response, planned for mid-next month.

Regards,

Oliver Smith
Chair, VCCPG
(760) 918-7331 (work)
(760) 703-1455 (cell)



file:///S|/...0Review%20Comments/VCCPG/Public%20Services/RE%20Library%20Review%20of%20Lilac%20Hills%20Ranch%20DEIR.txt[9/5/2013 9:27:21 AM]

From:   Jarman, Charles <Charles.Jarman@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Sent:   Thursday, August 01, 2013 5:36 PM
To:     Smith, Oliver
Cc:     Kane, Janice
Subject:        RE: Library Review of Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR

Mr. Smith,

The draft EIR indicates that the Valley Center branch library, given its current size, can 
accommodate the expected residential growth resulting from this development project.  We 
certainly agree with that.  However, there is perhaps a better way to phrase this than using the 
term “surplus” of space.

I’ve excerpted the paragraph in question below (page 3-81) and inserted comments and 
proposed changes in red.

The Valley Center branch library is located at 29200 Cole Grade Road. As disclosed in the GPU 
FEIR, the minimum facility requirement for Valley Center is 6,856 square feet based on a 
population of 13,759 [comment: SANDAG’s 2012 estimated population for Valley Center is 
15,234; using this figure, the minimum facility requirement would be 7,617 square feet] 
residents. The existing facility is 14,068 square feet, representing a surplus of 7,212 square feet 
in library facility services exceeding the minimum space requirement and able to accommodate 
future residential growth, including this proposed development project.

Please let me know if you have any questions.  Thank you for the opportunity to review.

Regards,

Charles Jarman
Facilities Manager
San Diego County Library
858-694-2439
Charles.Jarman@sdcounty.ca.gov

From: Kane, Janice [mailto:Janice.Kane@sdcounty.ca.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 10:25 AM 
To: Smith, Oliver 
Subject: RE: Library Review of Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR

Good morning,

The library staff will review the draft EIR for the Lilac Hills Ranch development project and will respond 
to you by August 2.  

Thank you for contacting us with your request.  

Janice Kane
Administrative Secretary IV
San Diego County Library
5560 Overland Avenue, Suite 120



file:///S|/...0Review%20Comments/VCCPG/Public%20Services/RE%20Library%20Review%20of%20Lilac%20Hills%20Ranch%20DEIR.txt[9/5/2013 9:27:21 AM]

San Diego, CA  92123
858-694-3152

From: Smith, Oliver [mailto:oliver.smith@philips.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 1:55 PM 
To: Kane, Janice 
Subject: FW: Library Review of Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR

Janice,

As I indicated on the phone this morning, the Draft EIR for the Lilac Hills Ranch development project in 
Valley Center.  was released for review earlier this month.  I would like San Diego County Library 
Department to review the relevant sections of the document relating to libraries and confirm the 
accuracy and completeness of the applicant’s submission.  

Attached DEIR Chapter 3 section 3.1.5 deals with Public Services of which libraries are a part. The 
complete DEIR can be viewed and downloaded from:

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/regulatory/docs/LILAC_HILLS_RANCH/LILAC-HILLS-RANCH.html 

Please feel free to send any comments and concerns directly to the county or to me as the Planning 
Group would be happy to include them in our response, planned for mid-next month.

Regards,

Oliver Smith
Chair, VCCPG

The information contained in this message may be confidential and legally protected under applicable law. The 
message is intended solely 
for the addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, forwarding, 
dissemination, or reproduction of 
this message is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
by return e-mail and 
destroy all copies of the original message.



























































file:///S|/...w%20Comments/VCCPG/Public%20Services/RE%20SD%20Sheriff's%20review%20of%20Lilac%20Hills%20Ranch%20DEIR.txt[9/5/2013 9:27:22 AM]

From:   Smith, Oliver
Sent:   Sunday, July 28, 2013 9:47 PM
To:     'Martinez, Kelly'
Subject:        RE: SD Sheriff's review of Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR

Lt Martinez,

Thanks for your help and quick response.

Oliver

From: Martinez, Kelly [mailto:Kelly.Martinez@sdsheriff.org]  
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2013 10:49 AM 
To: Smith, Oliver 
Subject: FW: SD Sheriff's review of Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR

Sorry,

I re read this and it's probably not clear.  The Sheriff's Department won't have any comments or 
concerns for addition.  Thanks.

Kelly 

From: Martinez, Kelly  
Sent: Friday, July 26, 2013 10:45 AM 
To: 'Smith, Oliver' 
Subject: RE: SD Sheriff's review of Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR

Thank you Oliver for the opportunity to review the DEIR for the Lilac Hills Ranch project.  Since the 
quality and quantity of law enforcement service is not a consideration of the DEIR at this time, it's my 
understanding that only changes that require new facilities (buildings) to be built are considered on the 
DEIR?  Thank you and have a great weekend.

Kelly 

From: Smith, Oliver [mailto:oliver.smith@philips.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 1:09 PM 
To: Martinez, Kelly 
Subject: FW: SD Sheriff's review of Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR

Lt. Martinez,

As we talked about on the phone this morning, the Lilac Hills Ranch project released their Draft EIR 
earlier this month.  In it, they stated that the San Diego Sheriff’s Dept was the applicable agency for law 
enforcement services for the project.  I would like to have the San Diego Sheriff’s Dept review the 
relevant sections of the Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR relating to law enforcement services and comment on the 
accuracy and completeness of the applicant’s submission.  

Attached DEIR Chapter 3 section 3.1.5 deals with Public Services of which the law enforcement services 
is part. The impact on law enforcement services by the circulation (roads) changes proposed would also 
seem to be something that could affect response times and access assumptions used by the Sheriff’s 
Dept in developing their previous response to the applicant.  I have included the attached DEIR Chapter 
2 Traffic Analysis map for review.   Please feel free to send any comments and concerns directly to the 



file:///S|/...w%20Comments/VCCPG/Public%20Services/RE%20SD%20Sheriff's%20review%20of%20Lilac%20Hills%20Ranch%20DEIR.txt[9/5/2013 9:27:22 AM]

county or the Valley Center Community Planning Group would be happy to include them in our 
response, planned for mid-next month.

Regards,

Oliver Smith
Chair, VCCPG
(760) 918-7331 (work)
(760) 703-1455 (cell)

The information contained in this message may be confidential and legally protected under applicable law. The 
message is intended solely 
for the addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, forwarding, 
dissemination, or reproduction of 
this message is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
by return e-mail and 
destroy all copies of the original message.



DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan Amendment 
and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001 (GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP) 

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Project Alternatives 

The County’s Project Alternatives Analysis in Chapter 4 of the Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR is 
grossly defective in meeting CEQA requirements in five areas that are summarized 
below:

1. The DEIR Objectives against which the Alternatives are judged for Environmental 
Impacts are biased and should be changed to equitable Objectives, from which 
compliance against can be fairly measured. 

2. The Project does not meet its own Objectives, when fairly assessed. 
3. There is a valid offsite Alternative – the Downtown Escondido Specific Plan Area 

(SPA) that needs to be included as an Alternative. 
4. The Reduced Footprint, Reduced Intensity, and 2.2 C Hybrid are not valid 

Alternatives.  These three “Alternatives” are density variations of the Project. 
These Alternatives are also not described in enough detail to provide informed 
Environmental Impact Analysis. 

5. The Alternatives were not fairly assessed in the DEIR by the Applicant. 
6. When all eight Alternatives are fairly assessed, the Downtown Escondido SPA 

meets more Objectives than the Project or any Alternatives. 

Overview

The Lilac Hills Ranch Project Alternatives from Chapter 4.0 of the DEIR are below: 

1. No Project/No Development Alternative 
2. No Project / Existing Legal Lot Alternative (49 EDU + no commercial) 
3. General Plan Consistent Alternative (110 EDU + no commercial) 
4. Reduced Footprint Alternative (1251 EDU + 6 acres of commercial) 
5. Reduced Intensity Alternative (881 EDU + 5.6 acres of commercial) 
6. 2.2C (Hybrid) Alternative (1365 EDU + 15.3 acres of commercial) 

There are no issues with the either the selection as an Alternative or analysis performed 
for the No Project/No Development Alternative, No Project / Existing Legal Lot 
Alternative, and General Plan Consistent Alternatives. 

There is a full Environmental Impact for these Alternatives provided by the San Diego 
County General Plan dated August 3, 2011.  All three of these alternatives were in the 
baseline (or close enough for measurement error) for the General Plan.  The relevant 
Environmental Impact has been disclosed and analyzed in sufficient detail as part of the 
recent General Plan process. 



The Communities of Bonsall and Valley Center support the General Plan Consistent 
Alternative as the proper land use and zoning for this Project.  The 110 unit residential 
density with A70 zoning is the maximum density land use that the Circulation Element 
Road Network will support without Direct Development Impact. 

1- DEIR Objectives are biased and should be changed 

The legal adequacy of selecting many of the eight Project Objectives does not conform 
to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Our detailed 
analysis is enclosed in Attachment A – DEIR Project Objective Issues letter dated July 
29, 2013.

2 - The Project does not meet its own Objectives, when fairly assessed 

Consistency with Objective One – THE PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT WITH 
OBJECTIVE ONE 

The full text of Objective One is below: 

“Develop a community within northern San Diego County in close proximity to a major 
transportation corridor consistent with the County’s Community Development Model for 
a walkable pedestrian-oriented mixed-use community.”  

The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch Subdivision is a classic urban sprawl development.  All 
of the transportation will be via automobiles, and the existing and proposed Project 
post-construction road infrastructure does not support the 9 fold increase in traffic and 
related Direct Development Impact the Project generates to the public road network. 

A fundamental premise of Smart Growth is to lower automobile dependency as 
compared to average Development. The Accretive proposed Lilac Hills Ranch 
Development does not comply with Smart Growth Principles.

The SANDAG average miles/trip for all of San Diego County is 5.8 miles/trip. 

The Accretive Urban Sprawl (AUS) project is proposing an automobile based urban 
sprawl community that even with exceedingly high internal trip rates is 47% higher than 
the San Diego County average ( 8.52/5.8) trip distance.

How is the Lilac Hills Ranch proposed development Smart Growth?

The ONLY mass transit that exists is the North County Transit District (NCTD) Bus 
Routes 388 and 389.  The closest access is at SR 76 and Old Highway 395, a minimum 
4 mile trip north from the project site. These routes run eight times a day and mainly link 
the Pala, Pauma, Rincon and Valley View Casinos to the Escondido Transit Center.  If 



you are going to a regional shopping center or work center, you must take a 30 minute 
bus ride to the Escondido Transit Center and transfer to another route.  The mass 
transit system only works if you are a Casino patron. 

This Project is not consistent with the San Diego County Community Development 
Model.  It is Inconsistent with the Community Development Model which a subset of the 
San Diego General Plan.  Why does the first Objective ignore the balance of the 
General Plan?  Because the Proposed Project is patently inconsistent with the San 
Diego County General Plan, as well as the Community Development Model within the 
General Plan. 

Consistency with Objective Two – THE PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT WITH 
OBJECTIVE TWO 

The full text with comment areas is below: 

“Provide a range of housing and lifestyle opportunities in a manner that encourages 
walking and riding bikes, and that provides public services and facilities that are 
accessible to residents of both the community and the surrounding area.”

“in a manner that encourages walking and riding bikes” -   With 10 Exceptions to Road 
Standards, the Covey Lane/West Lilac and Mountain Ridge/Circle R intersections, and 
the traffic load the Project will throw on internal and external roads, who is gonna risk 
taking a walk or riding a bike?

“public services and facilities that are accessible to residents of both the community and 
the surrounding area” – There are two issues with this statement.   

The first issue: what are the public services and facilities in this Project?  A vague 
statement about a K-8 school site without any commitment to financing or endorsement 
by the School District, a vague description of the minimum acreage of Parks the County 
requires?  Does the undefined Commercial content include a Supermarket or 
community market?  A restaurant of any kind?  A retail gasoline service station? 

The second issue: “accessible to residents of both the community and the surrounding 
area” – Accretive’s Traffic Impact Study does not show an influx of non-residents to the 
area. Is this because the Applicant is overly optimistically portraying the true 
Traffic Impact and related Direct Development impact of this Project? 

Consistency with Objective Three – THE PROJECT AND ALL ALTERNATIVES 
INCLUDING THE OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE ARE EQUALLY CONSISTENT WITH 
OBJECTIVE THREE 

The full text is below:



“Provide a variety of recreational opportunities including parks for active and passive 
activities, and trails available to the public that connect the residential neighborhoods to 
the town and neighborhood centers.” 

All Alternatives are required to have a Discretionary Permit approved (including a Map 
approval for the General Plan Compliant Alternative) that must comply with this 
Objective.

Consistency with Objective Four – THE PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT WITH 
OBJECTIVE FOUR 

“Integrate major physical features into the project design, including major drainages, 
and woodlands creating a hydrologically sensitive community in order to reduce urban 
runoff.”  

There are three issues with this Objective.  The first issue is that the Objective is so
vague and subjective that compliance is not measurable. 

The second issue is with the statement: “Integrate major physical features into the 
project design, including major drainages, and woodlands” 

How is taking 608 acres of Rural Land primarily involved in Agriculture, disturbing 440 
acres, and creating large areas of impermeable surfaces consistent with this Objective?
The Project includes 83 acres of road surface and 68 acres of manufactured slopes.  Is 
it desirable to increase storm water runoff volume and velocity with impermeable 
surfaces?  Does introduction of large quantities of urban surface water runoff Total 
Dissolved Solids and Pathogens benefit the woodlands? 

The third issue is with the statement that follows: “creating a hydrologically sensitive 
community in order to reduce urban runoff.” 

Accretive is proposing disturbing 440 acres of 608 total acres of rural farm land and 
populating a high percentage of the 440 acres with impermeable surfaces. Is this what 
a hydrologically sensitive community is? 

Consistency with Objective Five – THE PROJECT AND ALL ALTERNATIVES 
INCLUDING THE OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE ARE CONSISTENT WITH OBJECTIVE 
FIVE

The full text is below:

“Preserve sensitive natural resources by setting aside land within a planned and 
integrated preserve area.” 

Any Project required to have a Discretionary Permit approved (including a Map approval 
for the General Plan Compliant Alternative) must comply with this Objective. 



Consistency with Objective Six – THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH OBJECTIVE 
SIX BECAUSE THE OBJECTIVE IS BIASED IN FAVOR OF THE PROJECT 

The full text with comment areas highlighted is below:

“Accommodate future population growth in San Diego County by providing a range of 
diverse housing types, including mixed-use and senior housing.”  

In this Objective, the County re-brands dense Urban Sprawl as a desired attribute.
The General Plan Alternative does not meet this objective, because it does not have 
Urban Density mixed use and senior housing. 

This Objective is another example of where the County has structured the 
Objectives of the EIR so narrowly with an intended bias such that only the Lilac 
Hills Ranch Project as proposed by the Applicant can fulfill the Project 
Objectives.  This approach leads to a self-serving and biased environmental 
analysis. 

Consistency with Objective Seven – THE PROJECT AND ALL ALTERNATIVES 
INCLUDING THE OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE ARE CONSISTENT WITH OBJECTIVE 
SEVEN

The full text is below:

“Provide the opportunity for residents to increase the recycling of waste.” 

Having an on-site recycling facility is not the sole opportunity to increase recycling of 
waste. The huge amounts of waste the Accretive Urban Sprawl (AUS) requires creation 
of a recycling center to reduce trash truck route miles such that the project perhaps 
marginally complies with Traffic Level of Service on trash day. 

All of the Alternatives comply with this Objective equally. 

Objective Eight - THE PROJECT AND MOST ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE OFF-
SITE ALTERNATIVE ARE CONSISTENT WITH OBJECTIVE EIGHT 

The full text is below:

“Provide a broad range of educational, recreational, and social uses and economically 
viable commercial opportunities within a walkable distance from the residential uses.” 

Developing the Project at General Plan densities and preserving agriculture and 
residential based businesses (such as the existing Accretive Agricultural Operations 
Office located on 32444 Birdsong Drive) on the same or nearby Parcels achieves this 



Objective perhaps better than the Proposed 1746 EDU Accretive Urban Sprawl 
Project.

3 - A valid offsite Alternative – the Downtown Escondido Specific Plan Area (SPA) has 
been deficiently ignored. 

There exists a reasonable off-site CEQA compliant Alternative to this Project – the 1746 
EDU and 90,000 sq. ft. mixed use Escondido Downtown Specific Plan Area (SPA) 
Project.

The City of Escondido SINCE 2007 has been developing an infill redevelopment mixed 
use Downtown Specific Plan Area (SPA) less than 14 miles south from the proposed 
Lilac Hill Ranch project.  The Escondido Downtown SPA has a (City of Esconido) 
General Plan build-out  Equivalent Dwelling Unit increase (EDU) of 5,275 EDU plus 
additional mixed use commercial uses.

Unlike the Accretive Project, the Downtown 1746 EDU Escondido Equivalent Project 
meets Smart Growth and LEED-ND location requirements, because it is an infill 
development with requisite infrastructure truly within walking distance of the 
Escondido Transit Center which has access to the Sprinter Train as well as being a 
hub for North County and Metropolitan Bus lines.  Additionally, this location is less than 
a mile from access to I-15. 

The project has existing medical, school, fire, police, and most importantly, Circulation 
Element Roads and mass transit.  The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas impacts of 
siting the project in Downtown Escondido are orders of magnitude less than the 
proposed project site in rural greenfield agricultural lands. 

The impact on Biology, Agriculture, and Community are non-existent.  The Escondido 
Downtown SPA supports a project of equivalent size to the proposed Accretive Lilac 
Hills Ranch project and is consistent with both the City of Escondido General Plan and 
the County of San Diego General Plan.

The Downtown Escondido SPA also provides a more viable solution for senior living 
facilities, including Assisted Living, because it is within two miles from the two Palomar 
Hospitals and major medical facilities. 

The Downtown Escondido SPA document is available at the following link, that is also 
provided as Reference  A. 
http://www.escondido.org/Data/Sites/1/media/pdfs/Planning/DowntownSpecificPlan.pdf

Please also compare the Escondido Downtown SPA level of specificity and 
completeness of design to that of the Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan.  The 
interim Escondido Downtown SPA is more complete than the Accretive Lilac Hills 
Ranch Specific Plan. 



The EIR for this project cannot exclude the Downtown Escondido SPA Alternative and 
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. 

4 - The Reduced Footprint, Reduced Intensity, and 2.2 C Hybrid are not valid 
Alternatives

These three “Alternatives” are density variations of the Project. These Alternatives are 
also not described in enough detail to provide informed Environmental Impact Analysis. 
Table 1 below displays all of the information provided in the DEIR with the exception of 
a one page map for each Alternative: 

Land�Use
Gross�
Acreage

Units/
Sq.�Ft.

Gross�
Acreage

Units/
Sq.�Ft.

Gross�
Acreage

Units/
Sq.�Ft.

Gross�
Acreage

Units/Sq.�
Ft.

Single�Family�Detached 158.8 903 142.1 783 275.5 881 177.0 792
Single�Family�Senior 75.9 468 71.1 468 0 75.9 468
Single�Family�Attached 7.9 164 0 0 4.3 105
Commercial/Mixed�Use 15.3 211 6.0 5.6 15.3
Water�Reclamation 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4
RF/Trailhead 0.6 0 0.6 0.6
Detention�Basin 9.4 5.4 5.5 5.5
School�Site 12.0 9.0 0 12.0
Private�Recreation 2.0 0 0 2.0
Group�Residential/Care 6.5 0 0 6.5
Institutional 10.7 10.7 10.7 10.7
Park���HOA 11.8 10.0 3.0 11.8
Park���Dedicated�to�County 12.0 6.0 9.0 12.0
Biological�Open�Space 103.6 168.8 102.7 103.6
Non�circulating�Road 45.7 45.7 41.5 43.1
Circulating�Road 37.6 37.6 21.5 30.0
Common�Areas/Agriculture 20.2 20.2 65.0 45.0
Manufactured�Slopes 67.5 67.5 65.0 50.0
Other/Accretive�Math�Error* 8.1 5.5 0 0.3
�������Total 608.0 1746 608.0 1251 608.0 881 608.0 1365

sq.�ft.�=�Square�Feet���
HOA�=�Homeowner's�Association

Project
Reduced�
Footprint

Reduced�
Intensity 2.2�C�(Hybrid)

Table�1��Scant�Attributes�of��3�Alternates�Provided

*�Table�4�1�from�DEIR�Chapter�4�Project�Alternatives�has�the�
indicated�arithmatic�errors

The major observation from independent experts is that these three Alternative are 
linear scaled variants of the project with inadequate detail to assess Environment 
Impact.

These Alternatives are described inadequately.  The Applicant’s information has 



multiple math errors (refer to Attachment B – Table 4-1 from DEIR Chapter 4 Project 
Alternatives).  The only other information provided is a one page Map that in two 
Alternatives did not even perform lot allocation (Attachment C- Reduced Footprint Map 
and Attachment D- Reduced Intensity Map). 

This is a deficient level of detail to assess Environmental Impact. There is no definition 
of Commercial uses and zoning.  Despite the naïve arm waving in DEIR Chapter 4, 
traffic impacts are not linear mathematical relationships.  And the list of similar issues to 
Traffic is very long. 

In the interest of brevity, this is inadequate information to make an informed 
Environmental decision.

5 -  The Alternatives were not fairly assessed in the DEIR by the Applicant. 

Table 2 below rates scoring of Alternatives against the Applicant’s biased eight 
Objectives.  The rationale for assessing the Project is contained in Item 2.  The three 
variant Alternatives are scored the same as the Project, except for the 2.2C Hybrid 
Alternative.  The 2.2 C Hybrid Alternative includes Senior Housing, so it scores one 
Objective higher than the other two. 



Objectives Project

Downtown�
Escondido�

SPA

No�
Project/No�
Development

No�
Project/Legal�
Lot

General�
Plan�
Consistent

Reduced�
Footprint

Reduced�
Intensity

2.2�C�
Hybrid

1��Develop�a�community�within�northern�San�
Diego�County�in�close�proximity�to�a�major�
transportation�corridor�consistent�with�the�
County’s�Community�Development�Model�for�a�
walkable�pedestrian�oriented�mixed�use�
community No Yes No No No No No No
2���Provide�a�range�of�housing�and�lifestyle�
opportunities�in�a�manner�that�encourages�
walking�and�riding�bikes,�and�that�provides�
public�services�and�facil ities�that�are�accessible�
to�residents�of�both�the�community�and�the�
surrounding�area No Yes No No No No No No
3���Provide�a�variety�of�recreational�
opportunities�including�parks�for�active�and�
passive�activities,�and�trails�available�to�the�
public�that�connect�the�residential�
neighborhoods�to�the�town�and�neighborhood�
centers Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
4���Integrate�major�physical�features�into�the�
project�design,�including�major�drainages,�and�
woodlands�creating�a�hydrologically�sensitive�
community�in�order�to�reduce�urban�runoff No Yes No No No No No No
5���Preserve�sensitive�natural�resources�by�
setting�aside�land�within�a�planned�and�
integrated�preserve�area Yes N/A No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
6���Accommodate�future�population�growth�in�
San�Diego�County�by�providing�a�range�of�
diverse�housing�types,�including�mixed�use�and�
senior�housing Yes Yes No No No No No Yes

7���Provide�the�opportunity�for�residents�to�
increase�the�recycling�of�waste Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

8���Provide�a�broad�range�of�educational,�
recreational,�and�social�uses�and�economically�
viable�commercial�opportunities�within�a�
walkable�distance�from�the�residential�uses Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Total�Number�of�Objectives�Met �5/8 �7/8 �2/8 �2/8 �4/8 �4/8 �4/8 �5/8

Alternates
TABLE�2���COMPARISON�TO�PROJECT�OBJECTIVES

Clearly, the least Environmental Impact even to these biased Objectives is the 
Downtown Escondido SPA Alternative. 

Summary and Conclusion 
The County’s Project Alternatives Analysis in Chapter 4 of the Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR is 
grossly defective in meeting CEQA requirements. 

Objectives 1 and 6 need to be changed to eliminate the bias that the Applicant has 
intentionally created. 

Additional information and studies need to be performed on the Reduced Footprint, 
Reduced Intensity, and 2.2 C Hybrid Alternatives. 



The Downtown Escondido SPA Alternative accomplishes the same Objectives as the 
Project with orders of magnitude less Environmental Impact. This Alternative is fully 
informed in the City of Escondido Downtown SPA Specific Plan and related documents, 

Reference A: Escondido Downtown Specific Plan Area 
http://www.escondido.org/Data/Sites/1/media/pdfs/Planning/DowntownSpecificPlan.pdf

Attachment  A: DEIR Project Objective Issues letter dated July 29, 2013 

Attachment B – Table 4-1 from DEIR Chapter 4 Project Alternatives 

Attachment C – 1251 EDU Reduced Footprint Map 

Attachment D – 881 EDU Reduced Intensity Map 

Attachment E – 1351 EDU 2.2 C Hybrid Map 



DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan 
Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001(GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001
(SP),

EIR Project Objectives 

The County’s Project Objectives from the DEIR for the proposed Accretive Investments 
Lilac Hills Ranch Subdivision are 

below:

The County has structured the first Objective of the EIR so narrowly that only the Lilac 
Hills Ranch Project as proposed by the Applicant can fulfill the Project Objectives, 
preventing analyses of alternative sites that meet San Diego County General Plan 
objectives and leading to a self-serving and biased environmental analysis. (Insert
CEQA and Case cites here) 

The substantiation of this assertion is provided below. 



Objective 1 – The full text of Objective One with comment areas highlighted is below: 

“Develop a community within northern San Diego County in close proximity to a major 
transportation corridor consistent with the County’s Community Development Model for 
a walkable pedestrian-oriented mixed-use community.”  

Develop a community within northern San Diego County in close proximity to a major 
transportation corridor – The County General Plan, approved just two years ago, 
already accommodates more growth than SANDAG projects. There is no requirement to 
convert land that is designated by the Community Model for agriculture, large animal 
keeping and estate residential in order to accommodate an additional Village with urban 
densities in Northern San Diego County.  

The City of Escondido SINCE 2007 has been developing an infill redevelopment mixed 
use Downtown Specific Plan Area (SPA) less than 14 miles south from the proposed 
Lilac Hill Ranch project.  The Escondido Downtown SPA has a target Equivalent 
Dwelling Unit increase (EDU) of from 2,000 to 5,000 EDU.

Unlike the Accretive Project, the Escondido Project meets Smart Growth and LEED-
ND location requirements, because it is an infill development with requisite 
infrastructure  truly within walking distance of the Escondido Transit Center which 
has access to the Sprinter Train as well as being a hub for North County and 
Metropolitan Bus lines.  Additionally, this location is less than a mile from access to I-15.

The Escondido Downtown SPA also provides a more viable solution for senior living 
facilities, including Assisted Living, because it is within two miles from the two Palomar 
Hospitals and major medical facilities. 

The Escondido Downtown SPA document is available at the following link, that is also 
provided as Reference  A. 
http://www.escondido.org/Data/Sites/1/media/pdfs/Planning/DowntownSpecificPlan.pdf

Please also compare the Escondido Downtown SPA level of specificity and 
completeness of design to that of the Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan. 

Accretive also makes an unsubstantiated assertion that the Valley Center’s Village, 
designated by SANDAG as a “Smart Growth Opportunity Area”  is not in close proximity 
to a major transportation corridor – this is patently false.  Both the North and South 
Village nodes are traversed by Valley Center Road which was improved at a cost of $50 
Million to facilitate intensified commercial and residential development of Valley Center’s 
central valley.  A traditional crossroads since the late 1800s when Valley Center was 
homesteaded, the Community Plan has designated this area for compact village 
development since the first community plan in the 1960s. Valley Center Road is a 4 lane 
road with raised medians, specifically a Circulation Element 4.1A Major Road from 
Woods Valley Rd south to the city of Escondido, and from Lilac Rd. to Miller Rd.  The 
other segments of Valley Center Road through the North and South Villages are 4.2A 



Boulevard roads.  This slightly lower classification reflects the traffic impacts of 
interconnection with North and South Village traffic flows. 

The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch Project contemplates overburdening 2.2 E and F two 
lane, narrow winding country roads to Level of Service E and F and requests ten
Exemptions to County Road Standards  for the 1 ½  to 3 miles the Project needs to 
connect the 25,000 plus trips for  this automobile based urban sprawl project with I-15. 

Accretive does not have legal right-of-way to use Mountain Ridge and Covey Lane 
private roads for the purposes that Accretive proposes for the Project. 

Accretive does not own legal right of way, nor can they achieve legal right-of-way 
without the use of Eminent Domain, to build the proposed Covey Lane/West Lilac Road 
intersection in compliance with minimum County Sight Distance Line standards. 

Accretive does not have legal right of way for offsite sewer and recycled water pipelines 
that they indicate on their Preferred Route 3 to the Lower Moosa Water Reclamation 
Facility. 

For the County to state that this Project is in close proximity of a major transportation 
corridor without an analysis of the ability of this Project to safely manage its traffic 
burden and pay for the direct off-site impacts of the Project’s congestive Level E and F 
Level of Service that the Project will directly cause is misleading at best and not in 
compliance with CEQA  and related State and County policies and Regulations. 
(Insert State  CEQA and Subdivision Map Act issues; County Subdivision Ordinance 
and DPW Public and Private Road Design Standards) 

 As is discussed below, in the new General Plan, unincorporated communities including 
Valley Center and Bonsall already accommodate more than their fair share of County 
growth.  In keeping with the “Smart Growth” vision and guiding principles that are 
essential foundations for the entire County General Plan, growth in these communities 
has purposefully been re-directed to enlarged Village areas where road and sewer 
infrastructure is in place. Conversely, the new General Plan directs growth away from 
the more rural countryside.

The new County General Plan has applied this two-part vision to ensure that 
Valley Center and Bonsall absorb more than a fair share of San Diego County 
General Plan growth -- without overdeveloping green field areas. 

The General Plan growth in housing units across the entire County of San Diego is 
summarized in Table 1-1 below.



Table 1-1 San Diego County General Plan Housing Unit Forecast 2010-2050 

Please note that the Lilac Hills Ranch project is a General Plan Amendment, and is not 
included in the estimate of projected Housing Units in Table 1-1, which is based on the 
August 2011 San Diego County General Plan.

For the entire County of San Diego Housing Units are increasing 32 % from 2010 to 
2050.

Valley Center Housing Units as reflected in the August 2011 General Plan are growing 
102% from 2010 to 2050, more than 3 times the rate of the County overall.  This 
growth is largely in the North and South Villages, which are located where suitable 
infrastructure is (Roads, Sewers, Schools) located in Valley Center.  There are no 
provisions in the General Plan to provide the requisite infrastructure in the remote 
proposed site of Lilac Hills Ranch to support urban village land use densities.  The two 
central Villages in the San Diego County General Plan and the Valley Center 



Community Plan located in the traditional town center is the logical place for Valley 
Center to provide more than its fair share of housing for the County. 

Bonsall Housing Units as reflected in the August 2011 General Plan are growing 59% 
from 2010 to 2050, nearly 2 times the rate of the County overall.  Growth is also 
planned at the traditional town center, close to the intersection of SR-76 and Mission 
Road, where necessary infrastructure for dense, urban development is in either on the 
ground or planned (and funded) to be added shorty.

The combined composite effects of adding Lilac Hills Ranch in addition to General Plan 
growth is provided in Table 1-2 below: 

Table 1-2 Bonsall and Valley Center Composite Housing Unit Analysis 

Housing Units 
% Growth from 2010 

 2010 2020 2030 2050  2010 to 
2020 

2020 to 
2030 

2010 to 
2050 

Bonsall 3,875 4,320 5,149 6,151  11.5% 19.2% 58.7% 
Valley Center 6,638 7,627 9,795 13,411  14.9% 28.4% 102.0% 
    Subtotal 
General Plan 

10,513 11,947 14,944 19,562  13.6% 25.1% 86.1% 

         
Lilac Hills 
Ranch (LHR) 

  746 1,746 1,746        

             
Total with LHR 
included 

10,513 12,693 16,690 21,308  20.7% 31.5% 102.7% 

         
Reference: SD 
County growth 

1,158,076 1,262,488 1,369,807 1,529,090  9.0% 8.5% 32.0% 

Accretive states that the Project is “in close proximity” to the I-15 freeway.  Reality is 
that the granite hills require a twisting, slow 1 ½ mile trip to I-15 south and 3 miles north 
to I-15 North, from the closest northern point of their development. 

From the south at Circle R Drive it is 3.0 miles of the lowest grade of public road in the 
County to reach I-15 at Gopher Canyon. 

The proposed Lilac Hills Ranch Subdivision is a classic urban sprawl 
development.  All of the transportation will be via automobiles, and the road 
infrastructure does not support the 9 fold increase in traffic. 

The ONLY mass transit that exists is the North County Transit District (NCTD) Bus 
Routes 388 and 389 (Attachment A).  The closest access is at SR 76 and Old Highway 
395, a minimum 4 mile trip north from the project site. These routes run eight times a 
day and mainly link the Pala, Pauma, Rincon and Valley View Casinos to the Escondido 



Transit Center.  If you are going to a regional shopping center or work center, you must 
take a 30 minute bus ride to the Escondido Transit Center and transfer to another route.
The mass transit system only works if you are a Casino patron. 

consistent with the County’s Community Development Model – This Project is not 
consistent with the San Diego County Community Development Model. It is 
Inconsistent with the Community Development Model which a subset of the San 
Diego General Plan.  Why does the first Objective ignore the balance of the 
General Plan?  Because the Proposed Project is patently inconsistent with the 
San Diego County General Plan, as well as the Community Development Model 
within the General Plan. 

The General Plan states (San Diego County General Plan: Land Use Framework; 
Community Development Model, p.3-6): “The Community Development Model directs 
the highest intensities and greatest mix of new uses to Village areas, while directing 
lower-intensity uses such as estate-style residential lots and agricultural and agricultural 
operations to Semi-Rural areas .... To facilitate a regional perspective the Regional 
Categories of Village, Semi-Rural and Rural Lands have been applied to all privately-
owned lands …”

First, as the above statement in the County General Plan makes clear, the Community 
Development Model is not a moveable abstract concept. If this were true then Village 
“puzzle pieces” could be dropped into Semi-Rural and Rural lands anywhere in the 
County and pronounced consistent with the Community Development Model.  

Rather, the Community Development Model reflects a complex of planning principles 
and ideas that are expressed through the General Plan’s Regional Categories. It is the 
assignment of a particular Regional Land Use Category to a particular piece of land that 
this SP/GPA proposes to amend. The proposal therefore is inconsistent with the 
Community Development Model. Again, consistency would be achieved only by 
amending the General Plan to fit the project.

� In the General Plan (p 3-7) “Village areas function as the center of community 
planning areas and contain the highest population and development densities. 
Village areas are typically served by both water and wastewater systems. Ideally, a 
Village would reflect a development pattern that is characterized as compact, higher 
density development that is located within walking distance of commercial services, 
employment centers, civic uses, and transit.”

� The proposed site is designated not for Village development but for large semi-rural 
parcels (SR 10 and SR-4). This proposal to plop a Village into the middle of an area 
that the Community Development Model designates for Semi-Rural and Rural 
development requires AMENDING the Community Development Model.

� Further, the site abuts SR-4, SR-10 and Rural-40 acreage. The Community 
Development Model, which has been applied in Valley Center’s central valley and 



which this proposal defies, requires a “feathering” of residential densities from 
intense Village development to SR-0.5, SR-1, SR-2, SR-4, and so forth. 

� This SP/GPA is located many miles from areas that the Community Development 
Model designates for Village development: miles from employment centers, 
shopping, entertainment, medical services, and civic organizations and activities.

� As for infrastructure, there are few existing roads in the area and they are built and 
planned to service Semi-Rural and Rural development, as is the current plan. 
Despite proposing intense Village development, the proponents also propose to 
retain or reduce capacities of these roads. Water infrastructure serves 50 homes 
and agricultural irrigation. There is no wastewater service. 

� The intent of the Community Development Model for Villages is to intensify 
development in existing Villages -- not to create NEW Villages through the 
destruction of Semi-Rural and Rural lands. The Community Development Model was 
applied in Valley Center during the General Plan update process. Village boundaries 
were drawn. Village densities were planned to feather from the commercial and 
mixed use core to meet the Semi-Rural designations. The majority of the Valley 
Center community’s future development is now planned for the “Village” areas in the 
center of the Valley Center Planning Area, at the community’s traditional 
“crossroads” where road, water and wastewater infrastructure, as well as schools, 
churches, shops and businesses are already in place. 

a walkable pedestrian-oriented mixed-use community.   There are two issues with this 
part of Objective 1.  The first issue is that the Specific Plan is so NON-SPECIFIC on 
what the Commercial, Schools, and Parks content of this Project is that one cannot 
assess whether anyone walking would reach a desired service of any kind.   

The second issue is that “walkability” is usually defined a ½ mile one way trip.  The 
large majority of the Commercial zoning is in the Northern town center, which is a 1 ½ 
mile one way trip form the Southern boundary of the Project.  People in the South (1 ½ 
mile) and Middle (1 mile) of this project won’t walk to the town center, and the two small 
commercial areas planted in the Middle and South to create a façade of “a walkable 
pedestrian community” are not credible walkable destinations. In fact, this creates 
Urban Sprawl internal to the Lilac Hills Ranch Subdivision. 

Summary and Conclusion – Objective One   
The County has structured the first Objective of the EIR so narrowly that only the Lilac 
Hills Ranch Project can fulfill the Project Objectives, leading to a self-serving and biased 
environmental analysis. 

(CEQA  and Case cites that back the conclusion statement) 



Objective 2 – The full text with comment areas highlighted is below: 

“Provide a range of housing and lifestyle opportunities in a manner that encourages 
walking and riding bikes, and that provides public services and facilities that are 
accessible to residents of both the community and the surrounding area.”

in a manner that encourages walking and riding bikes -   With 10 Exceptions to Road 
Standards, the Covey Lane/West Lilac intersection, and the traffic load the Project will 
throw on internal and external roads, who is gonna risk taking a walk or riding a 
bike?

public services and facilities that are accessible to residents of both the community and 
the surrounding area – There are two issues with this statement.   

The first issue: what are the public services and facilities in this Project?  A vague 
statement about a K-8 school site without any commitment to financing or endorsement 
by the School District, a vague description of the minimum acreage of Parks the County 
requires?  Does the undefined Commercial content include a Supermarket or 
community market?  A restaurant of any kind?  A retail gasoline service station? 

The second issue: “accessible to residents of both the community and the surrounding 
area” – Accretive’s Traffic Impact Study does not show an influx of non-residents to the 
area. Is this because the Applicant is overly optimistically portraying the true 
Traffic Impact of this Project?

Summary and Conclusion – Objective Two 
The project does not meet its own Objective for Objective Two. 

Objective 3 – The full text is below:

“Provide a variety of recreational opportunities including parks for active and passive 
activities, and trails available to the public that connect the residential neighborhoods to 
the town and neighborhood centers.” 

We do not have any issues with this Objective other than to state that any Project 
required to have a Discretionary Permit approved (including a Map approval for 
the General Plan Compliant Alternative) would have to comply with this Objective. 

Objective 4 - The full text with comment areas highlighted is below:
“Integrate major physical features into the project design, including major drainages, 
and woodlands creating a hydrologically sensitive community in order to reduce urban 
runoff.”  



There are three issues with this Objective.  The first issue is that the Objective is so
vague and subjective that compliance is not measurable. 

The second issue is with the highlighted statement: “Integrate major physical features 
into the project design, including major drainages, and woodlands” 

How is taking 608 acres of Rural Land primarily involved in Agriculture, disturbing 440 
acres, and creating large areas of impermeable surfaces consistent with this Objective?
The Project includes 83 acres of road surface and 68 acres of manufactured slopes.  Is 
it desirable to increase storm water runoff surface water velocity in concrete channels 
that increase siltation in the runoff?  How does this benefit the woodlands? 

The third issue is with the highlighted statement that follows: “creating a hydrologically 
sensitive community in order to reduce urban runoff.” 
From our analysis of the Accretive Hydromodification Design, we find the analysis is 
marginal; requiring rainwater collection and storage from rooftops and a total of 23 
acres of permeable paving to meet Hydrology requirements with the indicated 
preliminary design.  The truth of the matter is that Accretive is proposing covering large 
areas of rural farm land with impermeable surfaces.  If the Hydro design is compliant, it 
achieves compliance only in the most optimistic scenarios with scant margin.  Is this 
what a hydrologically sensitive community is? 

Summary and Conclusion – Objective Four 
The project does not meet its own Objective for Objective Four 

Objective 5 – The full text is below:

“Preserve sensitive natural resources by setting aside land within a planned and 
integrated preserve area.” 
We do not have any issues with this Objective other than to state that any Project 
required to have a Discretionary Permit approved (including a Map approval for 
the General Plan Compliant Alternative) would have to comply with this Objective. 

Objective 6 – The full text with comment areas highlighted is below:  
“Accommodate future population growth in San Diego County by providing a range of 
diverse housing types, including mixed-use and senior housing.”  

The mixed-use and senior housing are included in the Project to achieve the densest 
possible development yield.  The applicant has added a 200 bed congregate care 
facility on top of the 1746 Equivalent Dwelling Units, stating that because there is only 
one communal kitchen, the huge facility technically doesn’t add EDU’s.   

In this Objective, the County re-brands dense Urban Sprawl as a desired attribute.
The General Plan Alternate does not meet this objective, because it does not have 
Urban Densities. 



This Objective is another example of where the County has structured the 
Objectives of the EIR so narrowly with an planned bias that only the Lilac Hills 
Ranch Project as proposed by the Applicant can fulfill the Project Objectives, 
leading to a self-serving and biased environmental analysis.

Objective 7 – The full text is below:

“Provide the opportunity for residents to increase the recycling of waste.” 

We do not have any issues with this Objective other than to state that having an on-site 
recycling facility is not the only opportunity to increase recycling of waste; with the huge 
amounts of waste the Accretive Urban Sprawl (AUS) creates one is necessary to 
marginally comply with Traffic Standards on trash day. 

All of the Alternatives comply with this Objective equally 

Objective 8 – The full text is below:

“Provide a broad range of educational, recreational, and social uses and economically 
viable commercial opportunities within a walkable distance from the residential uses.” 

Developing the Project at General Plan densities and preserving agriculture and 
residential based businesses (such as the existing Accretive Agricultural Office located 
on 32444 Birdsong Drive) on the same or nearby Parcels achieves this Objective 
perhaps better than the Proposed 1746 EDU Accretive Urban Sprawl Project. 

Summary

The County has structured the Objectives  of the EIR in aggregate  so narrowly that only 
the Lilac Hills Ranch Project as proposed by the Applicant can fulfill the Project 
Objectives, leading to a self-serving and biased environmental analysis. (re- insert 
CEQA and Case cites here) 

.

Sincerely, 



(Your Name) 
(Your Street Address) 
(Your City, State, and Zip) 

Reference A: Escondido Downtown Specific Plan Area 
http://www.escondido.org/Data/Sites/1/media/pdfs/Planning/DowntownSpecificPlan.pdf

Attachment  A: North County Transit District Breeze Bus Routes 388 and 389
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Attachment C – 1251 EDU Reduced Footprint Map

�



Attachment D – 881 EDU Reduced Intensity Map 
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Attachment E – 1351 EDU 2.2 C Hybrid Map 
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DEIR Public Comment to the Proposed Accretive Lilac Hills Ranch General Plan 
Amendment and Specific Plan PDS2012-3800-12-001 (GPA),PDS2012-3810-12-001 

(SP)

Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan 
Valley Center Community Planning Group – Comments

Introduction
This set of comments is the fourth prepared for the Lilac Hills Ranch [the Project] 
Specific Plan in little over a year. Typically, that would mean that there has been 
a healthy exchange of ideas and concerns between the community and the 
Project applicant over the course of that time. And, such an exchange would 
result in a project that more closely resembles what the community says it wants 
in the General Plan and Valley Center Community Plan. However that is not the 
case. Instead, the applicant has chosen to be insulated from the public forums 
established by the Valley Center Community Planning Group, choosing to select 
supporters to attend private, invitation-only promotional meetings, and calling 
them public. This has resulted in a Project that is at odds with the vision for the 
community expressed by the community in the San Diego County General Plan 
and Valley Center Community Plan. 

According to the “Community Design and Operation Goals” of the Specific Plan, 
this Project intends to

“Ensure the orderly and sensitive development of land uses within Lilac Hills Ranch 
Specific Plan to safeguard and enhance the appearance, quality, and value of 
development in the Valley Center and Bonsall Community Planning Areas.”

 The language is lofty and seemingly respectful of the community that surrounds 
the Project. However, rather than respect the productive agriculture of the area, 
or the remaining natural habitat of the area, or the community’s vision for the 
area, the applicant is focused on land uses and the value of development. For 
developers, this stance is not surprising. What is surprising is that, as so-called 
professionals, they have chosen to ignore the County’s General Plan for the area 
and the specific Valley Center and Bonsall Community Plans that purportedly 
govern land use and development in the area. This flagrant disregard for the 
General Plan and the community plans comes only two years after the 12-year, 
nearly $20 million effort to implement them. It causes one to wonder if conditions 
in north San Diego County have changed so much in two years that such 
changes could conceivably be warranted? In fact, nothing has changed since the 
General Plan and community plans were adopted. However, as the first major 
leapfrog development planned in San Diego County since the adoption of the 
General Plan, if approved, this Project could set a precedent that would 
reverberate throughout the unincorporated countryside of the County.
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In the section of the Specific Plan titled, “Community Design and Operation 
Policies,” the applicant continues to feign respect for the General Plan: 

“Limit development to those uses permitted by and in accordance with development 
standards contained in the County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance, the County General 
Plan, the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan and future detailed approvals and permits for 
the property. The Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan is intended to further implement the 
policies and development standards set forth in the County General Plan, and the Valley 
Center and Bonsall Community Plans provided however, in cases where there are 
discrepancies or conflicts between the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan and the County’s 
development regulations or zoning standards, the provisions of the Lilac Hills Ranch 
Specific Plan shall prevail.” 

The applicant says they will develop in accordance with the development 
standards of the San Diego County Zoning Ordinance and the County General 
Plan – but only after they have significantly changed them to conform to this 
Specific Plan and its diametrically opposed urban – rather than rural – standards. 
Further, to avoid future disagreements with the General Plan and the Community 
Plans, they propose to usurp the authority of those documents and allow their 
own Specific Plan to supersede them. Most property owners in the County would 
like to be able to supersede the General and Community Plans from time to time, 
but, instead the entire unincorporated area of San Diego County came together 
and agreed to update the General Plan in a way that applies to everyone equally 
– or so we thought. 

Under “Specific Plan Goals,” the applicant states the desire to: 

“Create a mixed-use pedestrian oriented sustainable Community for an area on the 
outer boundaries of the Bonsall and Valley Center community planning areas. This new 
Village will augment the several other large scale projects adjacent to this section of I-15 
between Escondido and Fallbrook by introducing new mixed-use pedestrian oriented 
land uses with a variety of housing types and create employment, retail and service 
opportunities that are not currently present.” 

The words “mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented, and sustainable” are charming until 
the realization sets in that ‘mixed-use’ means urban densities where rural ones 
exist; that ‘pedestrian-oriented’ can only make sense on the smallest scale given 
the vertical curves, elevation changes and distances within the Project; and that 
‘sustainable’ was added because it pleases planners not because the 5000+ 
residents of the Project will be able to find well-paying jobs within the Project. 
This Project straddles Bonsall and Valley Center planning area boundaries. They 
are two existing rural communities identified in the General Plan. Adding this 
urban Project is an attempt to encroach on agricultural lands with low-density 
land use designations and will result in growth inducement as well as 
undermining the planned town centers for both communities. Housing, retail 
employment, and service opportunities are not currently present within the 
Project area because it was planned that way and the plan already accounts for 
those things in the town centers of Bonsall and Valley Center. 
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Finally, “Specific Plan Goals” summarizes: 

“Overall, the specific plan seeks to balance population and housing needs with open 
space, agricultural land use, and the development of infrastructure for the Community.” 

And yet, the General Plan has already accounted for the population and housing 
needs of the future within Bonsall and Valley Center without the Project, so there 
is no additional need to be met. This Project will essentially destroy or disrupt 
608-acres of open space and agricultural land, so there will be no balance. And, 
according to the General Plan Principles, such trade-offs between development 
and agriculture/open space are to be avoided. 

Once again, we have listed our concerns below, as we have listed them three 
times before. Our hope is that these concerns will be addressed in a way that is 
consistent with the Valley Center Community Plan and the County’s current 
General Plan. We emphasize that these present concerns should be understood 
to include the previously submitted concerns of July 9, 2012, October 22, 2012, 
and March 11, 2013, where they still apply.

Major Concerns 

1. The Lilac Hills .Ranch Project [the Project] is too large and too dense for 
Valley Center and it is improperly located– Placing 1,746 homes and 5,000+ 
people on 608 acres with densities as high as 20+ dwelling units [DU] per acre is 
simply incompatible with the rural, agricultural location in which the Project has 
been sited. 

2. Roads and Traffic– The nature of the roads that must carry traffic generated 
by the Project is one of the most fraught and difficult topics associated with this 
Project.  The area has been able to move cars across winding, two lane roads 
that pass through hilly landscape only because of its present rural density. With 
the addition of 1,746 homes extensive new road construction plus considerable 
widening and straightening of existing roads, will be required to safely and 
efficiently handle the additional 5,000+ individuals who will populate the 
development.  The County’s very limited road construction budget is already 
over-taxed, and unlikely to provide for the huge influx of automobiles created by 
The Project.  Questions of the cost of off-site road construction, evacuation 
needs, and acquisition of rights-of-way over existing private roads by the 
applicant, are also extremely challenging. 
�
3. Compliance with the General Plan– The Project’s Specific Plan threatens to 
overturn virtually every element in the County’s new General Plan adopted in 
2011 after 12 years of discussion, compromise and community involvement, 
nearly $20 million in government expenditures and countless hours of effort on 
the part of local citizens. Approval of this Project will require damaging 
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amendments to the General Plan and the Valley Center and Bonsall Community 
Plans that will be growth inducing, particularly in the western portion of Valley 
Center.  If the Project is allowed to proceed, one has to question if there is any 
development that would be rejected because it violated the principles and 
policies of the General Plan and Community Plans.  In the context of this Project, 
it is unclear that the General Plan is anything more than a placeholder until the 
next change is proposed.

4. Services and Infrastructure - Water, Schools, Fire, Waste Treatment–
Infrastructure is expensive.  Putting in new roads, adding additional lanes to a 
bridge, building a fire station, putting up a new school, installing sewer and waste 
treatment plants and building trails all cost large amounts of money.  A principal 
reason why the General Plan Update strongly favors “compact, town center 
developments” while stating that it intends to limit “growth in areas without 
adequate roads, water and sewer service” is because of the demands on the 
public purse for building and then maintaining these infrastructure items over and 
over.

The Project is seeking to build a city the size of Del Mar, CA that will require an 
almost entirely new infrastructure–new roads, schools, sewer systems and a 
broad range of other infrastructure items. These infrastructure expansions are 
why the Valley Center Community Plan designates the north and south villages 
at the core of Valley Center for such housing and commercial densities. The 
Community Development Model also directs that kind of concentration of density 
and infrastructure not at the outer edge of the community as this Project 
proposes, but at the Valley Center core.

5. LEED-ND/Sustainable and Walkable Community�This Project still has not 
meaningfully addressed the requirements for LEED-ND development, although it 
continues to be described as “expected to meet the standards of the LEED-ND or 
an equivalent program.” There is no equivalent program cited and the Project 
fails to meet any of the site location and linkage requirements listed in the LEED-
ND pre-requisites and standards 
[https://www.nrdc.org/cities/smartgrowth/files/citizens_guide_LEED-ND.pdf]. The 
Project also cites its consistency with the Guiding Principles and the Community 
Development Model in the General Plan for San Diego County. However, even a 
cursory examination of those principles and the model show that, rather than 
being consistent, the Project is conversely inconsistent with both the Guiding 
Principles and Community Development Model. The ‘community’ that needs to 
be addressed is the Valley Center community, and the Project should be 
understood as an element of that community. The General Plan presently applies 
the Community Development Model to the Valley Center community and the 
zoning and land use patterns within Valley Center are consistent with that model. 
The same is true for the Bonsall community. The proposed addition of the LHR 
Project in the western portion of the Valley Center community flouts the intention 
of the Community Development Model by establishing high-density development 
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away from the community center, away from needed infrastructure, and in a 
designated agricultural area. The Project is leapfrog development and it does not 
qualify as a LEED-ND community under any reasonable interpretation of those 
standards.

The claim is made that all 1746 dwelling units will be within one-half mile of at 
least one of the three proposed commercial nodes in order to support the 
concept of ‘walkability’. However, the three commercial services areas are not of 
equal size, and will not have equivalent services available. The bulk of the 
commercial services will be available only in the northern node with substantially 
fewer services available in the other two nodes. In addition, the changes in 
elevation from one end of the Project to the other will tend to discourage walking, 
especially for senior citizens. Thus, residents in the central and southern sectors 
will likely still drive the one to two miles north for more than convenience store 
services.
�

 6. Agriculture– The General Plan Update of 2011 has set aside the area where 
The Project would be built as a place for agriculture and other rural and semi 
rural uses.  In contrast to the claims made by the Project applicants, the area is 
not characterized by historical agricultural activity.  It is a present-day agricultural 
area with a long, continuous history of agriculture.  Avocado, citrus, cactus 
commercial nurseries and other farm operations are located in and around the 
Project areas.  These agricultural uses attract insect and fungal infestations, 
which mean that aerial spraying is often necessary.  Spraying could pose a 
danger to individuals living in the area. On the other hand, prohibiting spraying 
would make farming nearly impossible.  Building The Project at the planned site 
would greatly damage many currently productive and successful agricultural 
operations. [see Table 1 and Figure 1]�

7. Twists of meaning and lack of clarity in the plan– One of the most difficult 
aspects of the Project’s Specific Plan is the extent to which it makes misleading 
claims. They would have us believe that they are building a LEED-ND or 
equivalent development even though The Project violates nearly all LEED-ND 
standards for site selection and linkage; that adding 5,000 residents to a rural, 
agricultural area actually improves traffic over narrow, winding rural roads; that 
grading and moving 4.4 million cubic yards of earth (enough to build a path 4-feet 
wide around the equator of Earth) preserves natural resources and habitat for 
animals. 

In addition, after criticizing three previous iterations of the Specific Plan, this 
version continues to use conditional and indefinite language to describe aspects 
of the Project that should be, at this stage, unconditional and definite. It seems as 
if the applicants want us to review and approve a suggestion, or an idea rather 
than a definitive plan that correctly describes their intentions.  
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Other Concerns 

Distribution of Land Uses
Table 1.  The County General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element 
established goals of 10 acres of local parkland and 15 acres of regional parkland 
per 1,000 persons. The little over 20 acres proposed for public and private parks 
in this Project falls well short of this goal. 

Water Resources
While the Specific Plan notes that imported water usage by the proposed project 
will be equal to or less than the usage by the present agricultural uses, the 
proposed imported water usage will not produce a significant amount of 
agricultural products. So water consumption will be about the same but 
production will be drastically lower. 

General Plan Conformance 
The Project’s Specific Plan, in several sections, addresses the General Plan and 
Valley Center Community Plan. Yet the Project’s Specific Plan fails to adequately 
acknowledge the fact that both of these thoughtfully constructed governing 
documents intend a completely different set of uses for the Lilac Triangle of west 
Valley Center, and fails to provide justification for the dramatic changes it 
proposes. The area was zoned for and intended to accommodate agricultural 
activities and large-acreage residential uses. The proposed Project is clearly 
incompatible with these intended uses. Both the General and Valley Center 
Community Plans designate other areas for land-uses such as the Project 
proposes. If one were to propose and construct a residential project of this 
magnitude that would be useful to society in general and this region in particular, 
they would apply their efforts to the central village area of Valley Center. The 
current Project, as proposed, is a cynical endeavor.

The applicant plans to locate up to 2.9 units per acre on land that currently 
allows, under the new County General Plan, 1 dwelling until per four acres (for 
400 of the acres) or 1 dwelling per 10 acres (for 132 of the acres).  Thus the land 
on which the applicant wishes to build 1,746 homes is reserved in the General 
Plan for much lower density.  The applicant would increase the density more 
than 13 times the present allowable density.   Thirteen times the allowable 
density indicates callous disregard for community character and community 
concerns.

Consider the 10 guiding principles that the San Diego County General Plan 
outlines for development: 
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1. Support a reasonable share of projected regional population growth. 
2. Promote health and sustainability by locating new growth near existing and 

planned infrastructure, services, and jobs in a compact pattern of 
development.

3. Reinforce the vitality, local economy, and individual character of existing 
communities when planning new housing, employment, and recreational 
opportunities.

4. Promote environmental stewardship that protects the range of natural 
resources and habitats that uniquely define the County’s character and 
ecological importance. 

5. Ensure that development accounts for physical constraints and the natural 
hazards of the land. 

6. Provide and support a multi�modal transportation network that enhances 
connectivity and supports community development patterns and, when 
appropriate, plan for development which supports public transportation. 

7. Maintain environmentally sustainable communities and reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions that contribute to climate change. 

8. Preserve agriculture as an integral component of the region’s economy, 
character, and open space network. 
9. Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and correlate their 
timing with new development. 

10. Recognize community and stakeholder interests while striving for consensus.�

Can anyone who has read the Project’s Specific Plan submission believe that it 
does not violate at least 8 or 9 of them?    It requires the development of new 
roads, a new sewer system, and new water sources—all of them described 
vaguely and many of them resources to which the applicant does not have clear 
title or a well developed plan for acquiring.  It moves over 4 million cubic yards of 
earth by grading and by blasting.  It is far from the heart of Valley Center where 
denser development is being accommodated.

Parcel Size Distribution.
The applicant seems to be suggesting that the Lilac Triangle is already more 
densely developed than they propose for their Project.  In the One-mile Radius, 
figure 6, the applicant suggests that 81% of lots are smaller than the General 
Plan allows. This use of percentages is misleading.  36% of all the lots in the 
One-mile radius  [according to the applicant’s analysis] are 2 to 4-acres and were 
consistent with the previous General Plan minimum parcel size. Additionally, by 
the applicant’s analysis, 46% of parcels are larger than 4-acres, many much 
larger. And, viewed another way, 73% of all lots are 2-acres or more within the 
one-mile radius of the Project. The present General Plan was adopted two years 
ago, and many of the smaller lots were “allowed” under previous plans. More 
importantly, it is more instructive to look at the acreage in each parcel-size 
category to describe the character of the neighborhood. Clearly most of the 
acreage is in parcels larger than 4-acres, and that is a more equitable way to 
assess neighborhood character.  The present General Plan intentionally takes a 
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less intense approach in this area in an effort to retain existing agricultural land, 
most of which is represented by fewer, larger parcels. This is consistent with the 
Community Development Model, since higher density development is focused at 
the Valley Center community center along Valley Center Road.  

Some of what the applicant chooses not to recognize is that, in the Five-mile 
Radius, figure 5, many of the developments they cite are clustered developments 
with an underlying density of 1 DU per 2-acres [i.e. Circle R Ranch, Lake Rancho 
Viejo] and not developments with lots as small as or smaller than those proposed 
for The Project. Further, developments like Welk Resort are not single-family 
developments, but resort/timeshare clustered developments, also with an 
underlying 1 DU per 2-acres density. The present distribution of parcel sizes 
should not be misused to justify the proposed development. 

It should be remembered that the recently adopted General Plan and the 
associated community plans are the defining factors in describing the desired 
plan for the community rather than the parcel size analysis of the applicant. 

Relationship to General Plan 
Consistency with the recently adopted General Plan is a fundamental first step in 
proposing a development of this magnitude…a step that this Project continues to 
stumble over. 

The degree of change proposed by this Project will grossly change the character 
of the existing rural, agricultural area of the Lilac Triangle and the larger 
communities of Valley Center and Bonsall. 

Development Approvals Needed 
Apart from the need to amend the General Plan, and the Valley Center and 
Bonsall Community Plans, the applicant is asking for approval of a site plan for 
“V” and “D” special area regulations. Setback designator “V” allows for very close 
urban spacing of buildings, spacing that is grossly inconsistent with the General 
Plan as it relates to Valley Center and, consequently, the Valley Center 
Community Plan. 

Special Area Regulator ‘D’ has several Site-Plan criteria that this Project fails to 
adequately address: 

“a. Building Characteristics. The dimensions, color, architectural design 
of the proposed buildings and structures shall be compatible and in 
keeping with those existing in the designated area.”  

The proposed Project intends to inject a sweepingly new architectural 
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treatment to the designated area. The types, dimensions, densities and 
architectural design being proposed are not consistent with the Lilac 
Triangle.

“b. Building and Structure Placement. The placement of buildings and 
structures shall not detract from the visual setting or obstruct significant 
views.”

The density and heights of proposed buildings and other architectural 
features will dramatically and adversely impact the present rural, natural 
and agricultural setting of the area. This impact cannot be mitigated 
under the provisions set forth in this specific plan and will irrevocably 
deprive existing residents of their expectation of a rural, natural life style 
and environment. 

“c. Landscaping. The removal of native vegetation shall be minimized 
and the replacement vegetation and landscaping shall be compatible with 
the vegetation of the designated area and shall harmonize with the 
natural landscaping. Landscaping and plantings shall be used to the 
maximum extent practicable to screen those features listed in 
subsections “d” and “e” of this section and shall not obstruct significant 
views, either when installed or when they reach mature growth.”

The Project proposes to excavate and fill over 4 million cubic yards of 
earth in pursuit of building sites and common areas on a total of 582.2 
acres. Nearly all of the native and agricultural vegetation will be removed 
and existing agricultural areas will be severely diminished and completely 
altered on those acres as a result. The proposed plan will leave narrow 
strips, of so-called, biological open space that will be of little or no use to 
wildlife due the edge effects of human intrusion, invasive plants, night 
lighting, domestic dogs and cats, and fuel modification zones. 

“d. Roads, Pedestrian Walkways, Parking and Storage Areas. Any 
development involving more than one building or structure shall provide 
common access roads and pedestrian walkways. Parking and outside 
storage areas shall be screened from view, to the maximum extent 
feasible, by existing topography, by the placement of buildings and 
structures, or by landscaping and plantings.”

The roadways proposed do not provide adequate ingress and egress for 
the proposed housing and commercial areas. The applicant has failed to 
provide substantive documentation of legal rights to develop adequate 
access routes for evacuation requirements. Further, the trail network 
proposed appears to depend on access along Covey Lane, a private 
easement for which the applicant has demonstrated no legal right. 
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“e. Grading. The alteration of the natural topography of the site shall be 
minimized and shall avoid detrimental effects to the visual setting of the 
designated area and the existing natural drainage system. Alterations of 
the natural topography shall be screened from view by landscaping and 
plantings which harmonize with the natural landscape of the designated 
area, except when such alterations add variety to or otherwise enhance 
the visual setting of the designated area.”   

As noted earlier, the Project proposes to move nearly four and a half 
million cubic yards of earth on the 608-acre site, with blasting required for 
about 20% of that total. Obviously, this will not result in minimal alteration 
and it will detrimentally affect, in the grossest way, the visual setting of 
this rural, agricultural area. 

“f. Signs. The number, size, location, and design of all signs shall not 
detract from the visual setting of the designated area or obstruct 
significant views. Subsequent to the site plan review and approval, any 
alteration to signs other than general maintenance shall be subject to a 
new Site Plan or an Administrative Permit.” 

The only reference to signage found concerns the monuments at the 
entrances to the Project and a standard for other signage is not defined 
except as to possible locations. The monuments description in the 
specific plan is more nearly marketing language than specific details 
about construction design and materials. A conceptual design is 
provided, but it is merely suggestive and provides no assurance that it is 
consistent with the Valley Center Design Guidelines. Clearly, the Specific 
Plan should defer to the existing Valley Center Design Guidelines, and 
those guidelines should be acknowledged in this plan to direct the 
implementation of signage for the Project as a whole, but especially for 
the commercial areas within the Project. 

“g. Lighting. The interior and exterior lighting of the buildings and 
structures and the lighting of signs, roads and parking areas shall be 
compatible with the lighting employed in the designated area.”

Since the designated area is presently rural and agricultural and subject 
to the Valley Center Design Guidelines, the Project and its specific plan 
should recognize those guidelines as the authority for all lighting 
implementation. Generally, little lighting is used in this area presently, so 
any change will be a significant departure from what exists and will 
severely challenge the present conditions. It will also exacerbate the light 
in the night sky that is such a challenge for the Palomar Observatory and 
their 200-inch telescope, a national asset. No matter how “sensitive” such 
street, architectural and signage lighting attempts to be, it all adds to the 
light “noise” in the night sky, obscuring views of the stars, and creating an 
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urban atmosphere where a darkened rural one should exist. 

The applicant is changing course again by deferring to the judgment of the Valley 
Center Municipal Water District [VCMWD] for a wastewater treatment plan and 
the need or no need for an on-site wastewater treatment facility.  The Specific 
Plan, quite non-specifically, offers two alternative concepts for such an on-site 
treatment plant. The first is an on-site water reclamation facility with solids 
treatment. The second is a scalping plant that skims water from the sewage, 
while the remaining sewage liquid and solids would be piped off-site. VCMWD 
apparently prefers another alternative, which is to transport sewage through a 
forced main a few miles to the south to its Lower Moosa Canyon treatment 
facility. This facility is capable of only secondary-treatment, so any reclaimed 
water would be percolated back into the ground rather than applied to golf 
courses or other landscaping, unless the plant is upgraded. A significant problem 
for this approach is the fact that sufficient right-of-way does not exist to construct 
the sewage forced main or recycled water lines. This Specific Plan should specify 
which approach is to be undertaken rather than offer options, especially options 
fraught with intractable hurdles. 

Another approval needed by the applicant is for the vacation of two existing 
biological open space easements totaling 3.64 acres. These two easements 
were at one time considered important set-asides for maintaining regional 
biological resources – resources that cannot be turned on and off and still retain 
significance. The applicant will be setting aside 103 acres of open space for the 
same purpose. It would seem prudent and reasonable to include the two existing 
easements in addition to the proposed easements for this Project. 

Specific Plan Goals 
The applicant suggests that their Project will “augment” the several other large-
scale projects along I-15 between Escondido and Fallbrook. A thoughtful analysis 
of the referenced projects will show that the only other project that compares with 
this Project is Lake Rancho Viejo at Highway 76, a clustered development with 
an underlying density of 1 DU per 2 acres.  The other projects were approved 
under an older General Plan and the two largest projects, Castle Creek and 
Lawrence Welk Resort, are actually clustered developments with an associated 
open space component of about 40% of the total acreage, unlike this Project, 
which is currently expressing only a 16% open space component.  

That being said, a guiding principal of the current General Plan [principle #2] is to 
permit high-density development within or next to already developed property so 
that the infrastructure requirements can be more easily met.  The goal is not to 
spread dense development to outlying rural areas where infrastructure must be 
extended and expanded to meet those needs, as is the case with this Project. 

As a leapfrog type of development, the proposed Project must meet the LEED-
ND certification or equivalent requirements as specified in the General Plan, 
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which it fails to do. Clearly, the County’s Community Development Model applies 
to, and is consistent with, the present General Plan and Valley Center 
Community Plan for the entire Valley Center community. It is a misrepresentation 
of the intent of the General Plan and the Community Development Model to 
suggest that the proposed Project conforms to those concepts, models and 
plans. The proposed Project is ignoring the Valley Center community in order to 
focus attention within its boundaries. 

Sustainable Community Goals/Policies 
In this iteration of the specific plan the applicant has chosen to diminish their 
commitment to sustainability by making some of their once ‘earnest’ goals and 
features decidedly optional. The recycling facility will be built “if feasible.” 
Shouldn’t the Specific Plan decide feasibility in such cases?  It is a hollow feature 
otherwise. The use of existing Green Building standards already adopted by the 
County will be implemented as required, but builders of the Project will be 
required only to “offer homeowners the option of installing energy efficient 
fixtures and appliances.” The applicants have abandoned completely their earlier 
commitment to implementing structural systems that achieve high performance 
thermal efficiency in buildings. And, they will only “Encourage the use of feasible 
best management practices to maintain the current level of water runoff 
[discharge] leaving the site close to pre-development levels.” These sagging 
goals seem disingenuous. They are long on ‘encouragement’ but short on 
commitment, determination and requirement. [Underlines added] 

Circulation Plans and Policies 
�The applicant is asking for road standard modifications to downsize rights–of-
way, road, and lane widths required for off-site and on-site roads. These 
amendments are moving in the wrong direction for safety. Further, the five 
restricted gated access points are problematic for safe egress from the southern 
portion of the Project. The Valley Center Community Evacuation Route Study 
determined that locked gates on proposed evacuation routes were too unreliable 
in an emergency situation when there is a shortage of fire fighting and sheriff’s 
department personnel available to open gates. 

The maps contained within the Specific Plan show an off-site location for a 
private road ostensibly to be used for internal, on-site circulation purposes. It 
extends roughly from the western end of Covey Lane westward across land that 
is outside the Project boundary. Does the applicant have rights to use that path 
for the road? Also, the road from the eastern edge of the central part of the 
Project south to Covey Lane continues to be unexplained. Does the applicant 
have rights to that route? Does the applicant own that route? If the applicant 
owns that route, which County records seem to indicate, why is it not included 
within the Project boundaries? 

County Land Use Regulations 
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The applicant has not justified their proposed general plan amendment to amend 
the Regional Land Use Element Map changing the Regional Category 
Designation of their property from Semi-Rural to Village and Commercial 
designations. To build what the applicant proposes, it is necessary for the 
designation to change, but they have offered no compelling justification for the 
change. Such changes to the County’s General Plan as well as the Valley Center 
Community Plan and the Bonsall Community Plan should be justified. The point 
of such plans is to guide development in a direction that is consistent with the 
community’s desires and the communities’ commitments to the County for 
growth. The present General Plan, Valley Center Community Plan, and Bonsall 
Community Plan were written to address the needs for anticipated future growth 
within the County and in particular Valley Center and Bonsall. The proposed 
Project is not needed to fulfill growth commitments in either community. 

Development Standards and Regulations/Design Concept 
The applicant’s specific plan suggests that the Project will help support the area’s 
reasonable share of projected population growth. However, that is a specious 
assertion given that Valley Center’s reasonable share of growth is 905 dwelling 
units [only 755 more than the existing General Plan already provides] and more 
than that number have been accounted for in the plans for the north and south 
villages within Valley Center. There is no apparent need for the 1746 units being 
proposed by the applicant, especially as they are proposed for an area remote 
from community infrastructure.  

Land Use Plan 
The Land Use Plan shows some considerable changes based on the shifting 
acreages among the different types of land uses in the Project. However, the 
phase descriptions continue to be very conceptual rather than specific. The 
question continues to be: at what point will the specific plan become specific 
rather than merely suggestive, contingent or conceptual? There continues to be 
only one Tentative Implementing Map for phase one with the others for phases 2 
through 5 not scheduled to appear for some length of time after approval of the 
Project. This is rather like buying a pig in a poke. 

Distribution of Land Uses 
Table 1 – Land Use Summary, shows that proposed public parkland in the 
Project decreased from 21 acres in a few public parks to 12 acres in a single 
public park since the previous iterations of the specific plan. And, private 
parkland increased from 4.4 to 13.8 acres in 14 small and pocket parks and a 
private recreation center. The County General Plan Conservation and Open 
Space Element established goals of 10 acres of local parkland and 15 acres of 
regional parkland per 1,000 persons. The little over 20 acres proposed for public 
and private parks falls well short of this goal. It seems the numbers are moving in 
the wrong direction. Further, larger parks would serve the Project better than the 
multitude of pocket parks described. 
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Town Center/Neighborhood Centers 
The bed and breakfast of earlier specific plans has become a substantially sized, 
50-bed Country Inn. Commercial Mixed-use square footage has been increased 
from 75,000 sq. ft. to 90,000 sq. ft. (see Table 1: 61,500 sq. ft.– Specialty 
Commercial; 28,500 sq. ft. Office). Rather than scaling back the Project for rural 
compatibility as the VCCPG has suggested in previous comments, the current 
specific plan is expanding and extending commercial and office areas.  The 
language used to describe these ‘centers’ continues to be vague and loose and 
non-specific.

Residential Component 
In the first two drafts of the specific plan, the applicant claimed an overall density 
of 2.9 du/ac, which is apparently the smallest applicable category the County 
recognizes for overall density [the calculation is 1746 du divided by 608 acres]. 
But, that density has been revised in the third draft, and reported to be an overall 
density of 2.36 du/ac [the result of dividing 1371 dwelling units on 582.2 acres]. 
However, that density yield seems specious. The 582.2 acres used in that 
calculation include open spaces, roads, parks and schools, areas that do not play 
much of a role in the perception of density. Oddly, the 582.2 acres does not 
include the areas with the C-34 designation or the 375 du that are a part of it.

Looking at the 375 dwelling units in the Project that occupy 23.8 acres in the C-
34 zoned areas, reveals urban densities in excess of 13 du/ac and, of that total, 
nearly 8 ac would have an urban density in excess of 20 du/ac.

And those densities exclude the 200-bed assisted living facility that questionably 
doesn’t factor into the number of dwelling units. 

As we noted in earlier comments, densities of this magnitude [13.8 du/ac and 
20.75 du/ac and even the overall density of 2.9 du/ac] are more comparable to 
large urban centers than the rural, agricultural areas that surround the Project 
property.

Senior Citizen Neighborhood 
Although not apparent to the applicant, the designation of 468 dwelling units for 
an age-restricted Senior Citizen Neighborhood with a 200-bed assisted 
living/care facility could present a significant problem for prospective residents of 
those units who may need emergency health care.  Presently, emergency 
services cannot respond to the Project within the guidelines required for such 
service. In addition, the nearest hospital is about 17 miles distant. To have a 
neighborhood facility for such a potentially fragile population without emergency 
medical services close at hand may prove problematic and will likely add 
significantly to the volume of emergency service calls to the Deer Springs Fire 
Protection District. 
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Earlier versions of the Project’s Specific Plan called for the 200-unit assisted 
living facility to provide a kitchen for each unit. That proposal would have run 
afoul of the definition of a dwelling unit and increased the density of the Project to 
3.9 DU/a.  However, even without the kitchens, these units are a density 
deception. 

Parks 
It should be noted that the County General Plan Conservation and Open Space 
Element established goals of 10 acres of local parkland and 15 acres of regional 
parkland per 1,000 persons  [local parks include: mini parks or tot lots, 
neighborhood parks, community parks, school parks, and specialty parks, 
containing both active and passive park uses]. The Project proposes adding over 
5000 new residents, which should generate 50 acres of local parks and 750 
acres of regional parks. Neither goal is close to being achieved by this specific 
plan. 

Open Space/Conservation Policies 
The Project’s conservation goal of sparing the most sensitive habitats on the 
property presents itself well on first hearing. However, as laudable as saving 
sensitive habitat is [and it is required], the Project will be excavating and 
mounding the remainder of the Project site [that’s about 1.5 cubic yards of earth 
moved for every square yard of the Project property]. Further, the applicant has 
abandoned the notion of developing any off-site mitigation of sensitive habitat in
the nearby MSCP PAMA. So, restoration of habitat could occur almost anywhere 
else but the Project site or its immediate neighborhood. This prospect is 
dismaying in that the destruction of habitat in Valley Center may lead to 
restoration of habitat elsewhere in the county without benefit to Valley Center. 
The applicant should be required to mitigate losses of biological resources as 
close to the Project site as possible. 

Community Recreational Elements 
The trails network is somewhat changed from previous versions of the specific 
plan, but the trail standards for the various types of trails continue to be an issue. 
The Project should be required to comply with the standards and guidelines set 
forth in the county’s Community Trails Master Plan, including those applicable to 
the Valley Center Planning Area.  Pathways and trails should be a minimum of 
12 feet wide unless topographically impossible. The standards for the Project’s 
‘public’ trails allow the tread area to narrow to as little as 3 feet, an unacceptable 
width for new trails.

Circulation Goals & Policies/Street System 
The circulation goals/policies have changed little from the previous version of the 
specific plan, except in one respect. There is apparently no further interest in 
integrating private road development in the Project’s Specific Plan with existing 
land uses in the surrounding areas and the regional transportation network. This 
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appears to mean that the circulation system in the Project will be effectively 
closed except for the “Main St.” bypass to West Lilac Road. This has implications 
for the Special Area Regulation “D” designation site plan considerations.  

Both figures 14 [Specific Plan Map] and 24 [Project Internal Circulation Map] 
show what is available of the internal road system, but continue to fail to show 
residential private roads in any of the residential phases.  The maps are unclear 
about the connection of the two halves of the Lilac Hills Ranch Road in the 
vicinity of Covey Lane.  The maps also show a residential private road arrow 
traversing over property outside the Project boundary with no explanation of right 
of way. 

West Lilac Road forms much of the northern border of the Project and is a county 
mobility element road. The current specific plan changes the West Lilac Road 
Mobility Element Classification from a 2.2C light collector to a 2.2F light collector. 
It is unacceptable to make that change to accommodate the aims of the applicant 
to divert traffic through their commercial center along ‘Main St.’ without regard to 
the existing community.  The 2.2C light collector classification provides better 
traffic flow and greater traffic capacity because it includes dedicated turn lanes. 
These are essential characteristics for a mobility element roadway.  The 2.2F 
light collector classification has a reduced two-foot shoulder, a rolled curb with 
graded pathway and a narrow right of way. Figure 25 of the specific plan shows a 
street section for the proposed change to West Lilac Road with an 8-foot 
minimum meandering pathway alongside. However, the standard should be a 10-
foot minimum pathway.

The same concerns generated by earlier versions of the specific plan regarding 
roads that are graded to the natural contours with minimal disturbance to the 
natural terrain continue in this version. The lack of rural compatibility and 
sensibility in this specific plan extends to the residential architectural standards 
as well as the roads. 

On-site Water Reclamation Facility 
There continues to be ambiguity concerning the water reclamation facility being 
proposed. The specific plan states that Valley Center Municipal Water District will 
direct trucking of wastewater to an off-site treatment facility for the initial 
development [presumably phase one], and that wastewater from up to 100 
dwelling units may be trucked off-site on a regular basis. However, phase one 
consists of 350 units, which may necessitate additional trucking of wastewater 
over narrow twisting roads.

The Project will not build a wastewater treatment plant during the initial phase of 
development, but, it is not clear from the specific plan when the facility is to be 
built. The current version of the specific plan has reverted to an earlier proposal 
of collecting and trucking the effluent to an off-site facility for treatment, making it 
unavailable for irrigation. This procedure will add numerous daily trips to and 
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from the Project, trips that could go on for a lengthy but undetermined period. 
The last proposal was to construct a temporary 26,000-foot [5 miles] four –inch 
force main sewer line where effluent would be pumped from a temporary 
pumping station. While the current specific plan mentions treating the trucked 
effluent, it does not mention if the reclaimed water would be transported back to 
the Project, which would double the daily trips to and from the Project. 

The specific plan has not defined the proposed Project’s wastewater 
management system beyond a platitudinous discussion of top-level options. But, 
it does appear that a wastewater reclamation plant for recycling of wastewater is 
proposed on-site to the Project.

In what location will sewage treatment occur with a process description of the 
level of treatment and methodology for disposal of residual solids including long-
term agreements if other agencies are involved in solid waste handling? 

Services and Infrastructure (Water, Schools) 
The applicant asserts that it is “looking at” four sources of water to meet the 
Projects needs in addition to Valley Center Municipal Water District [VCMWD] 
water, including “ground water, rain water harvesting, grey water and reclaimed 
water.” Apart from the existing water wells on-site for ground water, which will be 
subject to VCMWD guidelines, the applicant is vague about the other sources 
and specifically how they will be employed. The applicant says cisterns and roof 
collection systems are “allowed” on single-family dwellings, but does not commit 
to employing them. Grey water systems are an “allowed use”, but there is no 
commitment to employ them. And, the applicant suggests that recycled water will 
be obtained from the VCMWD, although the VCMWD has no off-site easements 
for recycled water from its Lower Moosa Canyon treatment plant. This is all too 
fuzzy for a Specific Plan. 

The issue of which school districts will be serving the proposed Project continues 
to be unresolved. The latest Specific Plan proposes a twelve-acre site for a K-8 
school, but there is no Project Availability Form from Valley Center-Pauma 
Unified School District, or Bonsall Union School District agreeing to manage the 
school.  Further, the applicant has excluded the Fallbrook Union High School 
District from their current specific plan even though the Project is still partially 
within that district and potentially will be served by that district [Bonsall is still 
going through the process of unification]. The issues of school location and 
school district choice matter because it fundamentally affects the Project’s 
required traffic study.  Are students to go to school in Valley Center and be 
bussed or driven over that set of highly impacted roads or are they to go to 



�

� EF

school in Bonsall or Fallbrook and be transported that way?  Where traffic will be 
directed affects where roads will be impacted and need improvement. 

Neither Bonsall nor Valley Center has presently indicated a willingness to 
manage an additional school. How, then, are the community or other decision 
makers to know which roads will be impacted and by how many children (will we 
need to consider K-12 or just high school students) or how to evaluate the data 
provided in the traffic study? 

Sign Plan 
The Project’s sign plan should incorporate standards already in place in the 
Valley Center Design Review Board’s guidelines. A single standard should be in 
use throughout Valley Center. 

Sustainable Community Design�
�The applicant cites General Plan Guiding Principles #2 & #9, but fails interpret 
them correctly or to provide the context of the other eight guiding principles.
Guiding Principle #1 states, “Support a reasonable share of projected regional 
population growth. The Community Plans of Bonsall and Valley Center, which 
are integral to the County’s General Plan, already provide for their share of the 
projected growth well into the future, without the Project. 
Guiding Principle #2, already stated in the Specific Plan, is meant to bear on the 
entire community of Valley Center, not merely within the boundaries of the 
Project. This Project, as proposed, is isolated in an area designated for large 
parcel agriculture in contradiction to this guiding principle. Rather than 
concentrating density at the center of  Valley Center as the General Plan does, 
this Project will hopscotch density into an area where it is not intended, defeating 
this principle. 
Guiding Principle #3, which states, “Reinforce the vitality, local economy, and 
individual character of existing communities when planning new housing, 
employment, and recreational opportunities.” The proposed Project does not 
reinforce the existing community, but instead divides the community by 
attempting to establish a competing town center.
Guiding Principle #4 states, “Promote environmental stewardship that protects 
the range of natural resources and habitats that uniquely define the County’s 
character and ecological importance.” This Project will remove natural and 
agricultural habitat from the swiftly diminishing inventory in San Diego County.  
Guiding Principle #5 states,” Ensure that development accounts for physical 
constraints and the natural hazards of the land.” This project is proposing to cut 
and fill nearly four and half million cubic yards of earth and rock to support the 
development of buildings and infrastructure. There is no recognition of, nor 
deference to, the hilly and sometimes steep, topography of the site.
Guiding Principle #6 states, “Provide and support a multi/modal transportation 
network that enhances connectivity and supports community development 
patterns and, when appropriate, plan for development which supports public 
transportation.” While the Project does have a system of trails and roads, most of 
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these are private and internal to the Project with only very limited connection to 
the existing public trails and roads of the Valley Center community.
Guiding Principle #7 states, “Maintain environmentally sustainable communities 
and reduce greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change.” The 
Project’s Traffic Study strains unsuccessfully to make the greenhouse gas 
emissions generated by the Project to fit into the standard established by the 
State of California. 
Guiding Principle #8 states.” Preserve agriculture as an integral component of 
the region’s economy, character, and open space network.” This Project destroys 
agricultural lands and urbanizes them. The claims that the Project will preserve 
certain remnants of orchards is more of a nod to a landscaping theme than a 
serious interest in preserving agriculture. 
Guiding Principle #10 states, “Recognize community and stakeholder interests 
while striving for consensus.” There has been minimal exchange between the 
applicant and the Valley Center community on this Project, despite numerous 
public planning group and subcommittee meetings devoted in whole or in part to 
this project.  On all the previous versions of the Specific Plan for this Project, very 
little concession has been made to the concerns of the elected officials 
representing Valley Center. So-called “public meetings” organized by the 
applicant have been by invitation only and only invited a very thin segment of the 
Valley Center community.  

The General Plan requires Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design for 
Neighborhood Development (LEED-ND) certification or equivalent in order to 
mitigate the type of leap-frog development this Project represents. The 
prerequisite for such certification requires that site location and linkage be done 
on brown fields or infill sites, not green field, rural or agricultural sites. While the 
applicant may eventually build houses and buildings with LEED-ND building 
standards, they fail to meet the prerequisite of good site selection. The applicant 
continues to tout the Project’s town center as consistent with the Community 
Development Model, ignoring the surrounding community of Valley Center and its 
consistency with the Community Development Model and General Plan'�
�
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Location Agricultural Product Owner/Business Name 
1 Cactus Britsch - Western Cactus 
2 Avocados Purdy 
3 Lemons/Avocados Covey Farms 
4 Avocados Accretive 
5 Figs Padilla Guadalupe 
6 Cactus Richard Thompson 
7 Avocados Accretive 
8 JR Organic Farms (Produce) Accretive 
9 Flowers   
10 Avocados   
11 Proteas Accretive 
12 Worm Castings   
13 Flowers LaChapelle 
14 Avocados & Palms   
15 Wholesale Nursery & Green Houses   
16 Flowers   
17 Avocados   
18 Cactus Far West 
19 Cactus & greenhouses Altman Plants 
20 Avocado Groves (very large grove)   
21 Avocados & citrus   
22 Avocados (Calavo growers)   
23 Avocados   
24 Cactus & succulents   
25 Tropical Plants Ben's Subtropicals 
26 Proteas & Eucalyptus   
27 Greenhouse - succulents   
28 Flowers   
29 Avocados & citrus   
30 Organic Produce & Hydraponic G.H. Archies Acres Farms 
31 avocado   
32 palms (shade cloth greenhouses   
33 avocado/citrus   
34 citrus   
35 king palms   
36 avocados   
37 avocados   
38 succulents & green houses   
39 tangerines   
40 avocados   
41 citrus   
42 avocados   
43 avocados   
44 flowers   
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45 JR Organic Farms (Produce)   
46 greenhouses   
47 avocado, citrus & flowers   
48 avocados   
49 avocados & kiwis   
50 avocados   
51 avocados   
52 avocados   
53 produce   
54 flowers   
55 avocados   
56 flowers   
57 produce   
58 avocados   
59 avocados   
60 avocados Kamp Kuper Youth Retreat Ctr. 
61 avocados   
62 pomegranates/avocados   
63 cactus/green houses   
64 Avocados/pomegranates/ loquats   
65 avocados   
66 avocados   
67 pomegranates   
68 palm nursery   
69 avocados   
70 avocados   
71 Wholesale Nursery    
72 Palm Nursery   
73 Eucalyptus   
74 avocados   
75 avocados   
76 avocados   
77 palm nursery   
78 green houses Euro American 
79 avocados   
80 avocados   
81 avocados   
82 avocados   
83 palm/cactus/ornamentals Poncianos nursery 
84 avocados   
85 avocados   
86 avocados   
87 avocados   
88 avocados   
89 avocados   
90 avocados   
91 avocados   
92 avocados   
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93 quarry (rocks)   
94 avocados   
95 palm nursery   
96 orchids Reids Orchids 
97 flowers   
98 citrus   
99 citrus   

100 avocados   
101 Sunnataran Residence Retreat 
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