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 C1e-1 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator only. The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental 
issue, no further response is required. 

  
C1e-2 Please refer to Global Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA 

Impacts Analysis. (See also FEIR, Chapter 3.0; Appendix W.) 
 
C1e-3 The project proposes a project-specific General Plan Amendment 

(GP 12-001) to: (1) amend the regional Land Use Element map to 
change the existing Semi-Rural Regional Category to a Village 
Regional Category, (2) amend the Valley Center Community Plan 
Map to change the existing land use designation from Semi-Rural 
SR-4 to Village Residential and Village Core (and revise the 
community plan text to include the project as a third village) and 
(3) amend the Bonsall Community Plan to change the existing land 
use designation from Semi-Rural to Village Residential land uses, 
(and revise the community plan text to include the project). The 
General Plan Amendment to change the regional category 
designation of the project site from Semi-Rural to Village is one 
component of the project and has been analyzed and determined to 
be consistent with General Plan Policies LU-1.1 and LU-1.2. Please 
refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2, and FEIR Appendix W.) 

 
 The FEIR frames the General Plan consistency analysis at 

subchapter 1.4 under “Environmental Setting,” and describes its 
current land use planning context (current general plan land uses 
and both community plans). (FEIR, subchapter 1.4) Subchapter 1.6 
describes the General Plan amendment required for approval of the 
project and is analyzed by the FEIR. Also, every chapter of the FEIR 
contains a discussion of the project’s consistency with the existing 
General Plan and whether any physical environmental impacts may 
result. The land use consistency analysis for the entire project as 
proposed is presented in the FEIR subchapter 3.1.4 and in Appendix 
W. The FEIR does conclude that land use impacts would be less 
than significant in that the project would be consistent with the 
General Plan. The FEIR clearly and thoroughly presents analysis of 
the potential physical environmental impacts that would result from 
project approval and the amendment of the Regional Land Use 
Element Map to change the regional land use category from Semi-
Rural to Village.  
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C1e-3 (cont.) 
 The project also includes a General Plan Amendment to the Mobility 

Element to downgrade the segment of West Lilac Road from 
Running Creek Road to Main Street from a 2.2C to a 2.2F road, 
addressed in subchapter 1.6 of the FEIR (See also subchapter 2.3, 
Traffic with respect to West Lilac Road and Road 3). An amendment 
to Table M-4 would also be required because the reduction of West 
Lilac Road from a 2.2C to a 2.2F would result in West Lilac Road 
operating below acceptable levels of service. West Lilac Road is 
being proposed to be added to Table M-4 and exempt from LOS 
standards. This amendment was included as part of the project’s 
circulation design and analyzed in FEIR subchapter 2.3. Subchapter 
2.3.2.3 of the FEIR analyzed the issue of transportation hazards 
with respect to the road network design for the project, and 
determined that overall the road network design for the project would 
provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as 
emergency access and therefore impacts associated with 
transportation hazards would be less than significant. Please refer to 
Appendix W. 

 
C1e-4 CEQA requires an environmental document to analyze any project 

inconsistencies with general plan policies that could result in an 
environmental impact. The proper basis for such analysis is to 
compare the project (which includes the Specific Plan) with the 
existing general plan. (CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d).) Also, a 
proposed project must be compared to the existing physical 
conditions. (See EPIC v. El Dorado, (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350). 
The FEIR properly compares the proposed project to the existing 
physical conditions and analyzes the physical impacts resulting from 
the project to the existing physical environment. Please refer to 
response to comment C1e-3 above. 

 
 Also, Appendix W analyzes the Project to the existing General and 

Community plans to determine whether any inconsistency would 
result in an environmental impact. Although not required by CEQA, 
this Matrix helps to avoid confusion by the public and the reviewing 
body by explaining how the project is consistent with the policies. By 
way of example, in Appendix W Bonsall Community Plan Policy LU-
1.1.1 is analyzed as compared to the Project. Policy LU-1.1.1 
requires development in the community to preserve the rural 
qualities of the area, minimize traffic congestion, and to not 
adversely affect the natural environment. The Project was 
determined to be consistent with this policy because the project 
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 C1e-4 (cont.) 
 was designed to be consistent with the Community Development 

Model that would locate housing close to retail, services, schools, 
and jobs and would preserve open space. This will contribute to the 
retention of the rural setting and lifestyle of the adjacent community. 

 
C1e-5 The project does not propose to amend any guiding principles, 

goals, objectives or policies of the San Diego County General Plan 
adopted August 11, 2011. The project proposes and will require a 
project-specific General Plan Amendment (GP 12-001). Specifically, 
GP 12-001 proposes to: 1) amend the regional Land Use Element 
map to change the existing Semi-Rural Regional Category to a 
Village Regional Category, 2) amend the Valley Center Community 
Plan Map to change the existing land use designation from Semi-
Rural SR-4 to Village Residential and Village Core (and revise the 
community plan text to include the project as a third village), 3) 
amend the Bonsall Community Plan to change the existing land use 
designation from Semi-Rural to Village Residential land uses, (and 
revise the community plan text to include the project), and 4) amend 
the Mobility Element to downgrade the segment of West Lilac Road 
from New Road 3 to Main Street from a 2.2C to a 2.2F road, 
addressed in subchapter 1.6 of the FEIR (See also subchapter 2.3, 
Traffic with respect to West Lilac Road and Road 3) allowing West 
Lilac Road to operate below acceptable levels of service. An 
amendment to Table M-4 would also be required because the 
reduction of West Lilac Road from a 2.2C to a 2.2F would result in 
West Lilac Road operating below acceptable levels of service. West 
Lilac Road is being proposed to be added to General Plan Table M-
4, which lists those roads where a failing level of service has been 
accepted. Since the General Plan Amendment will not amend 
General Plan principles, goals, objectives or policies, it will not 
necessitate countywide environmental review of the General Plan 
Update adopted on August 11, 2011.  

 
C1e-6 Please refer to response to comment C1e-1 and C1e-3 above. 
 
C1e-7 Please refer to response to comment C1e-3 and C1e-5 above. 
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C1e-8 Although the General Plan has directed growth to certain areas 
within the community planning areas of Valley Center and Bonsall for 
development, General Plan Policy LU-1.2 provides a degree of 
flexibility to the General Plan to accommodate additional population 
increases as necessary in a manner that meets the requirements of 
the Sustainable Communities Strategy of the General Plan 
(consistent with Assembly Bill 32) (County of San Diego General 
Plan, adopted August 3, 2011, pp 2-7 through 2-9, which pages are 
incorporated herein by this reference.) The General Plan clearly 
allows for future amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional 
Categories Map and is intended to be a dynamic document and 
provides that amendments will be reviewed to ensure that the 
change is in the public interest and would not be detrimental to 
public, health, safety, and welfare. (County of San Diego General 
Plan, adopted August 3, 2011, page 1-15, which page is 
incorporated herein by reference.). Please refer to Global Response: 
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix 
W for a thorough discussion on related topic. 

 
C1e-9 General Plan Policy LU-1.1 provides that land use designations on 

the Land Use Map are to be assigned in accordance with the 
Community Development Model and boundaries established by the 
Regional Categories Map. This does not prevent future amendments 
to the Regional Land Use Map; rather the Regional Categories Map 
and the Land Use Maps are graphic representations of the Land Use 
Framework and the related goals and policies of the General Plan.  
The Land Use Maps must be interpreted in conjunction with the 
language of the General Plan’s Goals and Policies which expressly 
provide authority to make future amendments as may be determined 
appropriate by the County Board of Supervisors. (County of San 
Diego General Plan, adopted August 3, 2011, pages 1-18, which 
page is incorporated herein by this reference.)  

 
 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 

Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues. 

C1e-9 

C1e-8 
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C1e-10 The FEIR (subchapter 3.1.7.1) described several alternatives for 
treatment of wastewater, both on and offsite as requested by 
VCMWD. The FEIR also includes alternative routes for wastewater 
transmission lines. The project applicant would implement one of the 
options for wastewater treatment as approved by the VCMWD. The 
ultimate wastewater option would be subect to the approval of the 
VCMWD. VCMWD has conceptually approved the Wastewater 
Management Report for Lilac Hills Ranch which provides additional 
information about all treatment options. As stated in the Project 
Description (Chapter 1.0), if one of the on-site wastewater treatment 
scenarios is selected, the project would require temporary trucking of 
sewage during the initial phases of the project. This is necessary 
because a minimum wastewater flow is needed to operate an on-site 
WRF. For an on-site permanent WRF, trucking would be required for 
up to the first 100 homes (approximately three truck trips per day) to 
allow for a sufficient minimum flow to operate the facility. For a 
smaller on-site interim WRF, trucking would be required until as few 
as 25 homes are occupied. In either case, as soon as sufficient flows 
are available, trucking operators would cease. Truck trips associated 
with interim hauling of wastewater would be associated with 
temporary trips on surrounding roadways. As specified in section 
11.1 of the Traffic Impact Study inlcuded as Appendix E to the FEIR,  
“the project is expected to generate 6 truck trips (equivalent to 15 
vehicle trips) per day from waste water transport activities between 
the project site to the Moosa Water Reclamation Facility located 
along Circle R Drive, just east of Old Highway 395. 

 
 Regarding timing of construction of the WRF, the project has 

provided for a full service facilityto be constructed on-site, pursuant 
to approval of a separate Major Use permit. The existing Lower 
Moosa Canyon WRF currently treats approximately 0.35 mgd and 
has an existing MUP and EIR for up to 1.0 mgd of treatment on-site. 
The timing of construction of the project in relation to construction 
within the Lower Moosa Canyon WRF could be such that the 
VCMWD finds it in the best interest of its customers to construct the 
wastewater capacity needed for the project at the Lower Moosa 
Canyon WRF.  With respect to available right of way, please refer to 
Global Response: Off-Site Improvements - Environmental Analysis 
and Easement Summary Table. 

 

C1e-9 
cont. 

C1e-10 

C1e-11 
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C1e-11 The Community Development Model is a planning model adopted by 
the County that is used in part to assign future land use designations 
on the County’s Land Use Map and for the application of Land Use 
Policy LU-1.2. To assert that the Community Development Model 
can only be applied to those villages that have been established by 
the current General Plan would prohibit the County from amending 
its General Plan in the future to allow for the establishment of any 
new villages. Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency 
with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to 
these issues. The General Plan states that it is intended to be a 
dynamic document and there are numerous policies in the General 
Plan that contemplate that future growth will occur and provide 
direction with respect to its future planning, such as M-2.1 (require 
development projects to provide road improvements), M-3.1 (require 
development to dedicate right-of-way), S-3.1 (Require development 
to be located to provide adequate defensibility) and COS-2.2 
(Requiring development to be sited in least biologically sensitive 
areas). (County of San Diego General Plan, adopted August 3, 2011, 
respectively at PP 4-13, 4-14, 7-8, 5-8 which pages are incorporated 
by this reference.) 

 
 The project is designed to be consistent with the Community 

Development Model by proposing a new “Village” Regional Category 
that is surrounded by Semi-Rural Regional Category lands, which 
transitions to Rural Regional Category areas. The project has been 
designed with the highest intensities (commercial, mixed-use and 
attached residential) within the central portion of the project (Town 
Center) and the lower-intensity residential uses around the perimeter 
of the site (single-family detached residential uses.) The Project is 
anchored by a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use Town Center that 
includes high-density residential, commercial and professional 
offices, various private and public facilities, a park and the 
community trails. Compact residential neighborhoods radiate out 
from the Town Center towards the Project perimeter and support 
several small parks and the community trails. Neighborhood centers 
include clusters of attached homes, commercial and professional 
uses, a 13-acre park and the community trails. The project perimeter 
 

C1e-16 

C1e-15 
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 C1e-11 (cont.) 
 transitions to surrounding semi-rural areas by featuring: wider, 

ranchette-style lots, a 50-foot wide orchard-planted buffer, swaths of 
a 104 acre natural preserve, and the community trails. The road 
network is densest at the Town Center and there are over sixteen 
miles of landscaped, lighted, and signed multi-use community trails 
connecting every part of the community together and to county 
regional trails. (See Specific Plan, Part V.B., pp. v-7 to v-9) Please 
refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2, which addresses comformance with the Community 
Development Model.  

 
C1e-12 The Regional Categories Map and Land Use Maps are graphic 

representations of the Land Use Framework and the related goals 
and policies of the General Plan. (Chapter 3, page 18.) General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2 permits new villages that are consistent with the 
Community Development Model and meet the requirements set forth 
therein. Therefore the language in the General Plan allows for future 
amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional Categories Map. 
Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 
Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W for a thorough discussion on 
related topic. Regardless whether existing village areas are 
considered the “centers” of these communities, the General Plan 
allows for the designation of new villages that meet the criteria of LU-
1.2. The Community Development Model is a planning model 
adopted by the County that is used in part to assign future land use 
designations on the County’s Land Use Map and for the application 
of Land Use Policy LU-1.2. The General Plan states that it is 
intended to be a dynamic document and there are numerous policies 
in the General Plan that contemplate that future growth will occur 
and provide direction with respect to its future planning, such as M-
2.1 (require development projects to provide road improvements), M-
3.1 (require development to dedicate right-of-way), S-3.1 (require 
development to be located to provide adequate defensibility), and 
COS-2.2 (requiring development to be sited in least biologically 
sensitive areas). (County of San Diego General Plan, adopted 
August 3, 2011, respectively at PP 4-13, 4-14, 7-8, 5-8 which pages 
are incorporated by this reference.) 

 
 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 

Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on this related topic. 
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 C1e-13 The project is designed to be consistent with the Community 
Development Model by proposing a new “Village” Regional Category 
that is surrounded by Semi-Rural Regional Category lands, which 
transitions to Rural Regional Category areas. The project has been 
designed with the highest intensities (commercial, mixed-use and 
attached residential) within the central portion of the project (Town 
Center) and the lower-intensity residential uses around the perimeter 
of the site (single-family detached residential uses.) The Project is 
anchored by a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use Town Center that 
includes high-density residential, commercial and professional 
offices, various private and public facilities, a park and the 
community trails. Compact residential neighborhoods radiate out 
from the Town Center towards the Project perimeter and support 
several small parks and the community trails. Neighborhood centers 
include clusters of attached homes, commercial and professional 
uses, a 13-acre park and the community trails. The Project perimeter 
transitions to surrounding semi-rural areas by featuring: wider, 
ranchette-style lots, a 50-foot wide orchard-planted buffer, swaths of 
a 104 acre natural preserve, and the community trails. The road 
network is densest at the Town Center and there are over sixteen 
miles of landscaped, lighted, and signed multi-use community trails 
stitching every part of the community together and connecting to 
county regional trails. (See Specific Plan, Part V.B., pp. v-7 to v-9) 
Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 
General Plan Policy LU-1.2, which addresses comformance with the 
Community Development Model.  

 
C1e-14 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and response to comments C1e-9, C1e-
11, C1e-12, and C1e-13 above. 

 
C1e-15 Please refer to subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR, which provides the 

analysis of the project’s impacts to roads, intersections and Caltrans’ 
facilities and is based on the Traffic Impact Study, attached as 
Appendix E to the FEIR. A complete synopsis of the Significant 
Direct and Cumulative impacts related to the Project can be found in 
subchapter 2.3.S.1. Table 2.3-24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a 
mitigation summary for the direct and cumulative impacts, 
respectively, for the project. Please also refer to comment C1c- 18 
for a description of the roadway improvements. The project includes 
ten requests for exceptions to County Road Standards as part of this 
project and are described in Figures 1-4A and 1-4B. All of the 
exceptions being requested for the roadway improvements were 
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 C1e-15 (cont.) 
 included as part of the project’s circulation design and considered as 

a part of the analysis for each subject area discussion within the 
FEIR. The exceptions could be granted by the County where 
capacity and safety are not unduly affected. (FEIR, subchapter 
2.3.2.3.)  The proposed roadway exceptions would not affect road 
capacity. As detailed in Table 1-2 of Chaper 1 of the FEIR, four of 
the 10 proposed roadway exception requests would affect design 
speed and two of those roads are internal to the project site.  
 

 The project also includes a change to the Mobility Element 
classification of West Lilac Road (between Main Street and New 
Road 3) from 2.2C to 2.2F. This change would reduce required right-
of-way and shoulder width but would not impact road capacity. The 
project would include improvements to 2.2F standards subject to an 
exception request (#5) that would allow construction of a modified 
half-width 2.2F Light Collector improvement widening the existing 24 
feet of pavement to 26 feet. Road Design Alternative 5 analyzes 
alternative options for improvements to West Lilac Road along the 
project frontage including (A) follow the existing pavement and build 
to classification 2.2F, (B) follow the existing pavement and build to 
classification 2.2C, and (C) follow the SC-270 alignment and build to 
classification 2.2C. With any of these options, the road would 
function adeqately with implementation of the project improvements. 
The FEIR does not identify significant and umitigated impacts to any 
segments of West Lilac Road.  
 

 West Lilac Road Improvements between Old Highway 395 and Main 
Street would be required to meet the General Plan Mobility Element 
classification 2.2C, subject to exceptions as approved by the County. 
Refer to subchapter 2.3 and Appendix E of the FEIR for details on 
the analysis of impacts and proposed improvements along West 
Lilac Road. The analysis shows that project impacts to West Lilac 
Road would be fully mitigated to below a level of significance.  
 

 Also see Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on the related topic of the 
community development model. The availability of water 
infrastructure is addressed in FEIR subchapter 3.1.7. Also, with 
respect to wastewater please refer to response to comment C1e-10 
above. 
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 C1e-16 The comment quotes a portion of the General Plan relating to Village 
areas, with the point of asserting that the existing areas designated 
as Village in the Community plans for Bonsall and Valley Center are 
village cores within a community development model. 

 
 Regardless whether existing village areas are considered the “village 

cores” of these communities, the General Plan allows for the 
designation of new villages that meet the criteria of LU-1.2. Please 
refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues. 
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C1e-17 Regarding growth inducement, subchapter 1.8 of the FEIR was 
revised to conclude that the intensification of land uses on-site could 
encourage intensification in the immediate project vicinity and thus 
be growth inducing. However, potential impacts are too speculative 
for evaluation in the FEIR because the specific nature design and 
timing of future projects are unknown at this time. Any direct and 
cumulative impacts that could be associated with the identified 
growth inducing features of the project would be evaluated at the 
time future projects are identified and processed. 

 
C1e-18 Regarding growth inducement, subchapter 1.8 of the FEIR was 

revised to conclude that the intensification of land uses on-site could 
encourage intensification in the immediate project vicinity and thus 
be growth inducing. Please refer to response to comment C1e-17 
above. 

 
C1e-19 Please refer to response to comment C1e-17 above. 
 
C1e-20 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. 
Please refer to response to comment C1e-2 above regarding 
consistency with General Plan. 

 
C1e-21 The comment states that the size of the project will result in 8 miles 

of edge effects that will threaten surrounding agricultural uses and 
the sprawling shape will also be growth inducing. As discussed in 
FEIR subchapter 2.4.6 or Section 3.4 of the Agricultural Resources 
Report (Appendix H) of the FEIR; the project would include on-site 
biological open space, common open space, and LBZ, as well 
Mitigation Measures 2, 3, and 4, in order to ensure that 
urban/agriculture compatibility conflicts are less than significant. A 
minimum of 50 foot buffer with two rows of orchard trees are 
required at all of the agricultural adjacency (AA) areas regardless of 
the crop type grown within the off-site parcel. In addition to the 50-
foot buffer, most of the AA areas are also required to implement 
fences, Fuel Modification Zone restrictions, and nighttime lighting 
requirements. The FEIR Agricultural Resources Report includes 
mitigation measures to ensure that no significant unmitigated 
impacts to existing agriculture will occur, such as: 1. 50-foot wide 
buffers planted with two-rows of citrus, avocado, or olive trees (M-
AG-1). 2. Installing 6-foot high fencing to protect adjacent  
 

 

C1e-17 

C1e-18 

C1e-19 

C1e-20 

C1e-21 

C1e-22 

C1e-23 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-257 

 C1e-21 (cont.) 
 agricultural activities from unwanted intrusions by people and 

domestic pets (M-AG-2). 3. Prohibiting habitable structures as well 
as any structure that could attract residents, visitors, or children to 
congregate nearby (M-AG-3). 

 
 With respect to growth inducing, see response to comment C1e-17 

above. 
 
C1e-22 Please refer to comment C1e-13 above and Global Response: 

Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough 
discussion on this topic.  

 
C1e-23 The goal of creating a walkable and mixed-use community can be 

achieved in a number of different ways; the project proposal is an 
example of a compact design which encourages residents to walk to 
amenities and service, and all residential units will be within a one-
half mile from either the mixed-use Town Center or from one of the 
two Neighborhood Centers.  

 
Please also see Global Response: Project Consistency with General 
Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on this topic. 
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C1e-24 and C1e-25 
 1. Fire hazard. The FPP evaluated the fire hazard of the area and its 

potential effect on the project as well as the potential increased 
hazard that may result from the proposed project. A wildland Fire 
Behavior Assessment was included in the FPP to provide four worst-
case scenarios for wildland fires. (See Section 3.3.2 of the FPP) As 
a result of the findings of the fire modeling, project design features 
were incorporated into the Project in order to reduce the risk of fire 
hazard, including fuel modification zones, use of ignition resistant 
building materials, and the provision of secondary emergency 
access roads. The project would also meet all fire and building code 
requirements, and an adequate supply of water for fire hydrants was 
deemed available (See Appendix T). The Draft FEIR analyzed each 
of the design features to determine whether the features would 
reduce the risk of exposure of people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death from wildland fires. The FEIR found that 
with the adoption of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1, impacts to wildland 
fires would be reduced to less than significant. (FEIR, subchapter 
2.7.2.4, and subchapter 2.7.3.4 of the FEIR also identified that the 
project’s contribution to a potential cumulative impact would be less 
than cumulatively considerable with respect to wildland fire hazards 
based on implementation of the FPP, associated landscaping plans. 

 
 The Evacuation Plan (FEIR Appendix K) considers both evacuation 

and first responders’ traffic, as shown by it stating the following: 
“[d]uring an emergency evacuation from the proposed Lilac Hills 
Ranch development, the primary and secondary roadways will have 
to be shared with responding emergency vehicles…” As indicated in 
the FEIR subchapter 2.7.6, impacts associated with emergency 
response and evacuation plans would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is warranted. The contingency plan provides that 
evacuations will be implemented in phases based on predetermined 
trigger points, so smaller percentages of the evacuees are on the 
road at the same time. When a wildfire occurs, if it reaches a 
predetermined trigger point, then the population segment located in 
a particularly vulnerable area downwind of that trigger point would be 
evacuated. Then, when the fire reaches the next trigger point, the 
next phase of evacuation would occur. This would allow smaller 
groups of people and correspondingly fewer vehicles to more freely 
evacuate areas. The Evacuation Plan determined that the location of 
the project and the existing and planned roads provide adequate 
multi-directional primary and secondary emergency evacuation 
routes (Evacuation Plan, page 8).  

C1e-23 
Cont. 

C1e-24 

C1e-25 

C1e-26 
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 C1e-24 and C1e-25 (cont.) 
 2. The comment asserts that the FPP does not sufficiently address 

structure fires or emergency medical services such that the impact 
and mitigation can be assessed. The Fire Response Capabilities 
Assessment, prepared by Dudek and Hunt, dated May 24, 2014, 
(“Capabilities Assessment”), evaluated three separate response 
scenarios, including a structure fire, a wildland fire with structural 
threat, and a medical aid response. The response routes included 
one from each of the four existing stations providing service to 
DSFPD (Stations No. 11, 12, 13, and 15). ( See Capabilities 
Assessment, attached as an Appendix to the Specific Plan, Section 
2.3, page 50.) In addition, structure fires are included in analyzing 
the call load data and was included in the call volume and is a part of 
the evaluation. The data indicated that a very large volume of 
responses for DSFPD is for medical aid (37%), traffic collisions 
(11%), and cancelled calls (17%). Based on this data, and the 
information presented in the Capabilities Assessment, the FPP 
concluded that DSFPD would have the existing capacity to respond 
to all of these types of expected calls from the proposed Lilac Hills 
Ranch project (see FPP APPENDIX ‘K’ - 2005–2011 Response Data 
for Deer Springs Fire Protection District). (See also Section 4.1 of 
the FPP) Also, the project included design features for new 
development in WUI areas to minimize structural ignitions as well as 
providing adequate access by emergency responders. (See Section 
1.1.2 of the Capabilities Assessment.)  Fire protection measures for 
individual commercial/structure and other public facilities will be 
established in accordance with the requirements of the County 
Consolidated Fire Code and California Building Code. (Section 4.9 of 
the FPP) The County of San Diego and the DSFPD will review all 
proposed building plans for compliance with the requirements of fire 
codes and this Fire Protection Plan. Also the FPP includes specific 
requirements, for commercial, industrial, school, age-restricted 
community, and other public facilities structures on the project site.  

 
 3. The comments from DSFPD that are referred to herein do not 

reflect the most recent comment letter provided by DSFPD, dated 
July 28, 2014. See Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for 
a thorough discussion of this topic. 

 
 The comment states that the project is insconsistent with LEED-ND 

Certification standards and that there is no recognized equivalent to 
LEED-ND. Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency 
with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
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C1e-26 through C1e-37 
 Comments C1e26 through 37 apply the specific requirements for 

LEED-ND to the project. Please refer to Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion 
relevant to these issues. 

 
 

C1e-26 
cont. 

C1e-27 

C1e-28 

C1e-29 
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cont. 
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C1e-38 and C1e-39 
 The project does include ten requests for exceptions to County Road 

Standards as part of this project and are described in Figures 1-4A 
and 1-4B. The purpose of the exceptions being requested are to 
reduce traffic speeds to support traffic calming measures. 
 

 All of the exceptions being requested for the roadway improvements 
were included as part of the project’s circulation design and 
considered as a part of the analysis for each subject area discussion 
within the FEIR. The exceptions could be granted by the County 
where capacity and safety are not unduly affected. (FEIR, 
subchapter 2.3.2.3.)  The proposed roadway exceptions would not 
affect road capacity As detailed in Table 1-2 of Chaper 1 of the 
FEIR, four of the 10 proposed roadway exception requests would 
affect design speed. Two of those roads are internal to the project 
site.  

 
 Subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR provides the analysis of the project’s 

impacts to roads, intersections and Caltrans’ facilities and is based 
on the Traffic Impact Study, attached as Appendix E to the FEIR. A 
complete synopsis of the Significant Direct and Cumulative impacts 
related to the Project can be found in subchapter 2.3.S.1. Table 2.3-
24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a mitigation summary for the direct and 
cumulative impacts, respectively, for the project. There are two 
significant and unavoidable impacts to County roadways. The 
remaining significant and unavoidable impacts are to Caltrans 
facilities. Significant impacts to County roads include: the segment of 
Pankey Road, between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76 (identified in the 
FEIR as Impact TR-16) and the segment of Gopher Canyon Road 
between E. Vista Way to Little Gopher Canyon Road (identified in 
the FEIR as Impact TR-12) . Mitigation for these road segements is 
determined infeasible, as discussed in section 6.4 of Appendix E of 
the FEIR, because the cost to construct the improvement is not 
roughly proportional to the impact of the project. Mitigation measures 
must be roughly proportional to the environmental impacts caused 
by the project. These significant and unmitigable impacts are fully 
disclosed in the FEIR for consideration by the Board of Supervisors. 
In addition, the segment of Pankey Road is currently required to be 
improved to the Mobility Element Road Classification of 4.2B as a 
condition of the previously approved  

C1e-37 
cont. 

C1e-38 

C1e-40 

C1e-39 
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 C1e-38 and C1e-39 (cont.) 
 Campus Park and Meadowood projects. While the General Plan has 

a desired LOS standard for Mobility Element roads, the General Plan 
does not prohibit projects from having significant and unmitigable 
impacts on County roadways. Subchapter 2.3.2.3 of the FEIR 
analyzed the issue of transportation hazards with respect to the 
road network design for the Project, and determined that overall the 
road network design for the Project would provide adequate ingress 
and egress for residents as well as emergency access and therefore 
impacts associated with transportation hazards would be less than 
significant. A number of exceptions pertain to the roundabouts that 
are proposed along W. Lilac Road and Main Street. The 
roundabouts help to calm traffic, improve safety, and increase 
roadway capacity, thereby enhancing the comfort and safety of both 
cyclists and pedestrians. 

 
 The resulting effects on roadway capacity of each of the design 

exceptions are also described in the TIS. All of the exceptions being 
requested for the roadway improvements, were included as part of 
the project’s circulation design and considered as a part of the 
analysis for each subject area discussion within the FEIR. None of 
the proposed exception requests to road standards would affect the 
capacity of the roadways, including Mountain Ridge Road in which it 
was concluded that Mountain Ridge Road could accommodate the 
project’s 1,190 ADT. (Subchapter 1.2.3 of the TIS, attached as 
Appendix X.) 

 
 The project also includes a Road Design Alternative in Chapter 4.0 

of the FEIR that evaluates the proposed project without each of the 
exception requests. Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will decide 
whether to approve the proposed project or pick and chose from the 
excetion requests analysized in the alternative. 

 
C1e-40 The project includes a General Plan Amendment to the Mobility 

Element to downgrade the segment of West Lilac Road from New 
Road 3 to Main Street from a 2.2C to a 2.2F road, addressed in 
subchapter 1.6 of the FEIR (See also subchapter 2.3, Traffic with 
respect to West Lilac Road and Road 3). Under the General Plan 
Build-out condition (see FEIR, subchapter 2.3.3.2), an amendment to 
Table M-4 would also be required because the reduction of West 
Lilac Road from a 2.2C to a 2.2F would result in West Lilac Road 
operating below acceptable levels of service. As described under  
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 C1e-40 (cont.) 
 Goal M‐2, there are instances where the County considers it more 

appropriate to retain a road classification that could result in a LOS 
E/F rather than increase the number of travel lanes where the 
County has determined that the adverse impacts of adding travel 
lanes does not justify the resulting benefit of increased traffic 
capacity. These instances are based on criteria established under 
Policy M‐2.1. 

 
 West Lilac Road is being proposed to be added to Table M-4 and 

exempt from LOS standards because improvements to General Plan 
standards of 2.2C would adversely affect active agricultural 
operations and mature oak woodland habitat. Additionally, the 
improvement of West Lilac Road to 2.2C width would require the 
condemnation of private land on the northern side of West Lilac 
Road. West Lilac Road would be improved in compliance with the 
County Public Road Standards, unless road exceptions are granted 
by the County. The section of West Lilac Road proposed to be 
downgraded to a 2.2F Mobility Element road will operate at LOS D or 
better in every scenario except with Road 3 as shown on the current 
Mobility Element. As noted in the TIS, Section 9.2.3, SANDAG has 
purchased the 902 acre Rancho Lilac property, through which Road 
3 runs for permanent biological open space. Therefore, is would be 
unlikely that Road 3 would be constructed in this location. (See 
FEIR, subchapter 2.3,Traffic.) 
 

 With respect to TIF fees, said fees are established by the County 
and are assessed in order for developers to pay their fair share for 
cumulative impacts to roadway network when warranted.  
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C1e-41 The comment asserts that the roadway exceptions are being 
requested for the reasons listed in the comment. The purpose of the 
exception requests are to avoid impacts to surrounding properties 
and to support traffic calming measures. See comment C1e-38-39 
above. See also Global Response: Project Consistency with General 
Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
C1e-42 Please refer to response to comment C1e-38, C1e-39 and C1e-40.  
 
 A complete synopsis of the Significant Direct and Cumulative 

impacts related to the traffic impacts of the Project can be found in 
subchapter 2.3.S.1. Table 2.3-24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a 
mitigation summary for the direct and cumulative impacts, 
respectively, for the project. There are two significant and 
unavoidable impacts to County roadways. The remaining significant 
and unavoidable impacts are to Caltrans facilities. Significant 
impacts to County roads include: the segment of Pankey Road, 
between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76 (identified in the FEIR as 
Impact TR-16) and the segment of Gopher Canyon Road, between 
E. Vista Way to Little Gopher Canyon Road(identified in the FEIR as 
Impact TR-12) . Mitigation for these road segements is determined 
infeasible, as discussed in section 6.4 of Appendix E of the FEIR, 
because the cost to construct the improvement is not roughly 
proportional to the impact of the project. Mitigation measures must 
be roughly proportional to the environmental impacts caused by the 
project. These significant and unmitigable impacts are fully disclosed 
in the FEIR for consideration by the decision maker. In addition, the 
segment of Pankey Road is currently required to be improved to the 
Mobility Element Road Classification of 4.2B. While the General Plan 
has a desired LOS standard for Mobility Element road, the General 
Plan Table M-4 identifies those roads where a lower LOS has been 
accpted due to various factors.  

 
 The cost of improving Mobility Element roads is not passed on to the 

taxpayer. The project applicant will mitigate direct impacts through 
construction of improvements as noted in the FEIR, Chapter 1.0 and 
as required through mitigation measures in subchapter 2.3. 
Cumulative impacts will be mitigated through the payment of TIF, 
whenever available and feasible to mitigate the cumulative impacts. 
Table 2.3-24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a mitigation summary for the  

C1e-41 

C1e-42 

C1e-43 

C1e-44 
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 C1e-42 (cont.) 
 direct and cumulative impacts, respectively, for the project as related 

to traffic by equivalency dwelling units (EDUs). If any impacts cannot 
be mitigated, the FEIR has fully informed the decision maker of such 
fact for their consideration.  

 
C1e-43 Please refer to the Global Response: Easemensts (Covey Lane and 

Mountain Ridge Roads) for a thorough discussion on this topic. 
 
C1e-44 The commenter raises a concern about project fire response times. 

Please refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a 
thorough discussion on related topic. 

 
C1e-45 The FEIR (subchapter 3.1.7.1.) described several alternatives for 

treatment of wastewater, both on and offsite as requested by 
VCMWD. The project applicant would implement one of the options 
for wastewater treatment as approved by the VCMWD. See 
comment C1e-10 above. 

 
 With respect to the comment related to having sufficient right of way 

to construct the sewer force main or recycled water lines, a fourth 
alternative pipeline location has been added to Appendix S of the 
FEIR (Wastewater Management Alternatives Report). This 
alternative would utilize public road rights-of-way along Covey Lane 
(upon acceptance of the IODs ), West Lilac Road and Circle R Road 
to reach the Lower Moosa Wastewater Treatment Facility. This 
alternative does not have any new impacts to undisturbed land 
because the pipeline would be located within existing roadways. This 
alternative would require the County acceptance of an existing IOD 
and for the County to grant additional right of way to VCMWD for the 
construction of the pipeline. FEIR subchapters 1.2.1.7 and 3.1.7.2 
have been revised after receipt of public review comments to clarify 
that additional alternative routes for sewer lines have been 
considered and analyzed. Locating the pipeline along a public road 
right of way is consistent with VCMWD Administrative Regulations 
Sec. 200.4 provides that under normal circumstances, sewer and 
water lines are to be located in a maintained roadway. 
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 C1e-45 (cont.) 
 With respect to the comment regarding the lack of legal viability of 

the other options because of lack of right of way, VCMWD has stated 
that in order for the project to use three of the four routes additional 
right-of-way may need to be secured.  VCMWD Administrative 
Regulations Sec. 200.3[d] provides that properties requiring an 
offsite line extension that do not have adequate easements to extend 
water lines may petition the VCMWD Board of Directors to initiate 
proceedings to acquire the easements through eminent domain. 
Ultimately it is in the discretion of the Board of Director’s to decide 
whether to initiate proceedings to acquire the easements. California 
law also grants local public agencies the ability to impose conditions 
on private development requiring the construction of public 
improvements located within land not owned by the developer. (See 
Government Code Section 66462.5) Therefore none of the four 
alternatives are infeasible because of easement restrictions in that 
such rights may be legally obtained.  
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C1e-46 Regarding project consistency with the General Plan ten guiding 

principles, all of the goals and policies of the General Plan are based 
upon the ten guiding principles that are set forth in Chapter 2 of the 
General Plan. (General Plan, pp.-6) The FEIR analyzes whether the 
project meets the ten guiding principles by its analysis of the 
appropriate policies that implement those principles throughout each 
of the subchapters of the FEIR and in Appendix W to the FEIR. 
Please also refer to Global Response: General Plan Amendment 
CEQA Impacts Analysis and Global Response Project Consistency 
with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. (See also FEIR, Chapter 3.0.)  

 
 

C1e-44 
cont. 
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C1e-47 The proposed project does comply with Guiding Principle one in that 
it would help contribute to the County-wide need for housing. 
Although the ccommenter notes that Valley Center already 
accommodates increases in population as forecasted under the 
current General Plan, the County population forecast model was 
intended to forecast population at a regional scale, and did not 
consider individual property boundaries or individual property 
constraints. The model identified the number of future residential 
units that would be allowed at build-out according to the proposed 
land use map and derived the forecasted population for the various 
community plan areas.  (County of San Diego’s General Plan Update 
Final Program EIR, Section 1.13.1, page 1-27 which page is 
incorporated by reference into this response.) In other words, the 
population of the various community planning areas were theoretical 
projected at build out but no adjustments were made for actual 
physical constraints (such as setbacks, slope, terrain, water 
availability, and other physical limitations) or constraints related to 
actual market availablity of land parcels. The numbers and actual 
location of growth are not certain in that it is impossible to anticipate 
all the circumstances that can affect development nor the reduction 
of units that may result due to such constraints. Actual development 
in any city or county is a result of market forces, population growth 
(including birth rates and immigration) as well as phsyical 
constraints, availablity of resources and other federal , state and 
local regulations. The County has only limited control over growth 
and cannot control external factors such as market demands and the 
intent of individual property owners, businesses and citizens.  While 
population growth and associated development through the horizon 
year of the General Plan can be considered reasonably foreseable, 
potential development on any particular parcel is not certain at a 
general plan level. In fact the North and South Villages of the Valley 
Center Community Plan were found to pose a number of constraints 
and limitations as described in comment C1c-6. 

 
 

C1e-46 
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C1e-48 
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 C1e-47 (cont.) 
 Although the General Plan has directed growth to certain areas 

within the community planning areas of Valley Center, General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2 provides flexibility to the General Plan to 
accommodate population increases as necessary in a manner that 
meets the requirements of the Sustainable Communities Strategy of 
the General Plan. (consistent with Assembly Bill 32) The General 
Plan clearly allows for future amendments to the Land Use Map and 
Regional Categories Map and is intended to be a dynamic document 
and provides that amendments will be reviewed to ensure that the 
change is in the public interest and would not be detrimental to 
public, health, safety, and welfare. (General Plan, page 1-15) See 
also comment C1c-6. The project is amending the General Plan by 
adding a new Village that meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2. and 
would provide housing within the Valley Center and that would 
contribute to the forecasted growth of Valley Center. Please refer to 
Global Reponses: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues. 

 
C1e-48  Additional information was added to subchapter 3.1.4.1 of the FEIR, 

to include a project consistency analysis with relevant policies of 
SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and its Sustainable 
Community Strategy (SCS).  Information was also added to 
subchapter 3.1.4.1 pertaining to the Regional Comprehensive Plan 
(RCP) adopted by the SANDAG Board of Directors in 2004, which 
serves as a blueprint for the region’s future growth and development. 
SANDAG is currently working on an effort to merge the RCP with the 
2050 RTP and the SCS. This effort is known as San Diego Forward: 
The Regional Plan and is scheduled for adoption in 2015.  As 
explained in subchapter 3.1.4.1, the project would not be in conflict 
with the objectives of the 2050 RTP/SCS and RCP.  Potential 
impacts associated with plans or policies would thus be less than 
significant.  

 
Please note that SANDAG’s SCS, including the forecasted 
development pattern, is not intended to regulate the use of land, as 
explicitly provided by the California Legislature when enacting SB 
375. Rather, pursuant to Government Code section 65080(b)(2)(K), 
the SCS does not regulate the use of land; does not supersede the 
exercise of the land use authority of cities and counties within its 
region; and, does not require that a city’s or county’s land use 
policies and regulations, including its general plan, be consistent with 
it. 
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C1e-49 Please refer to response to comment O9-60. 
 
C1e-50 The comment asserts that this project will eliminate the need for 

1,746 homes that would otherwise have been built in a city. There is 
no support or documentation for this assertion. SANDAG projects 
the need for 388,000 new homes of all types in all areas of the 
county (including cities) by 2050. The project will provide a very 
small portion of these homes. See Table 3.2 – 2050 Regional 
Growth Forecast Projections, available at 
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/2050RTP/F2050rtp_all.pdf, which is 
incorporated herein by this reference. 

 
C1e-51 through C1e-53 
 Section 4.1 of the TIS (attached Appendix E to the FEIR) describes 

the commercial center as consisting of commercial retail uses which 
may include a 25,000 square foot general store-local serving, small 
scale and boutique style specialty retail – nothing of the nature that 
would raise the issue of blight as suggested by the commenter. Also, 
it is unlikely that the proposed project would pull commercial uses 
from other existing commercial areas, the FEIR, subchapter 2.3, and 
Table 2.3-10, shows a maximum of 920 trips on any segment of 
Camino Del Rey at project buildout. With two phases of the project 
built, prior to any commercial within the project, less than 300 trips 
are added to any segment of Camino Del Rey (TIS Table 5.7). In 
short, very few residents are driving to Bonsall with or without onsite 
commercial uses. In the town of Valley Center, the project only adds 
80 trips to Valley Center Road between Woods Valley Road and 
Lilac Road at build out (TIS Table 5.3). This is the location of the 
North and South Villages. In short, few project residents will be 
driving to the commercial areas in central Valley Center.  

 
 While economic and social effects ordinarily need not be discussed 

in an EIR, physical changes, such as blight, are secondary impacts 
that must be analyzed if they are significant. The potential for 
commercial uses in the project blighting other parts of the community 
planning areas is too speculative. The commercial uses intended for 
the project will be sized to meet the needs of the project. The 
Specific Plan design guidelines for the Town Center and 
Neighborhood Centers specifically exclude big box type commercial 
uses within the project area. In addition, the lead agency is not 
obligated to assess indirect impacts resulting from urban decay 
merely because the project includes a commercial center and  
  

C1e-49 
cont. 

C1e-50 

C1e-51 

C1e-52 

C1e-53 

C1e-54 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-273 

 C1e-51 through C1e-53 (cont.) 
 therefore no economic study is required by CEQA. (Melom v. City of 

Madera (2010) 183 Cal.App4th 41.) The project does not include a 
supercenter and the commercial uses would not have hours of 
operation or traffic concerns that would be similar to these types of 
uses. No substantial evidence to the contrary has been presented by 
the comment. 

 
C1e-54 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with 

Guiding Principle 2, raising specific concerns about infrastructure, 
compact development and feathering. The project is amending the 
General Plan by adding a new Village in accordance with the criteria 
of Policy LU-1.2. See Global Response: Project Consistency with 
General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a more detailed discussion on these 
topics. 

 
 The project includes several methods of transitioning from the 

denser uses onsite to the less dense uses surrounding the property. 
These include the use of the biological open space to separate the 
project from adjacent uses and buffers where adjacent to existing 
agricultural areas. The Specific Plan also requires the use of wider 
lots and certain grading techniques to further separate the project 
from adjacent uses. The Project is anchored by a pedestrian-
oriented, mixed-use Town Center that includes high-density 
residential, commercial and professional offices, various private and 
public facilities, a park and the community trails. Compact residential 
neighborhoods radiate out from the Town Center towards the Project 
perimeter and support several small parks and the community trails. 
Neighborhood centers include clusters of attached homes, 
commercial and professional uses, a 13-acre public park and the 
community trails. The Project perimeter transitions to surrounding  
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 C1e-54 (cont.) 
 semi-rural areas by featuring: wider, ranchette-style lots, a 50-foot 

wide orchard-planted buffer, a 104 acre natural preserve, and the 
community trails. The road network is densest at the Town Center 
and there are over sixteen miles of landscaped, lighted, and signed 
multi-use community trails stitching every part of the community 
together and connecting to county regional trails. (See Specific Plan, 
Part V.B., pp. v-7 to v-9) 

 
 The comment also refers to the existing Villages that are designated 

in the Bonsall and Valley Center Community Plans as “village cores” 
within the community development model and contends that the 
project will destroy these existing Villages’ design and complaince 
with the Community Development Model. The General Plan allows 
for the designation of new villages that meet the criteria of LU-1.2. 
The project will have little impact on either town as is documented by 
the number of trips that will be added to the roads. (See comment 
C1e-51-53 above.) 
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C1e-55 With respect to the comment that the proposed project fails to 
analyze the impact of the Project on the existing and proposed 
central Village economy and character, the project is located 10-12 
miles away from the town centers of Valley Center and Bonsall. The 
project will have little impact on either town as is documented by the 
number of trips that will be added to roads. The FEIR, subchapter 
2.3, Table 2.3-10, shows a maximum of 920 trips on any segment of 
Camino Del Rey at project buildout. With two phases of the project 
built, prior to any commercial within the project, less than 300 trips 
are added to any segment of Camino Del Rey (TIS Table 5.7). In 
short, very few residents are driving to Bonsall with or without onsite 
commercial uses. In the town of Valley Center, the project only adds 
80 trips to Valley Center Road between Woods Valley Road and 
Lilac Road at build out (TIS Table 5.3). This is the location of the 
North and South Villages. In short, few project residents will be 
driving to the commercial areas in central Valley Center.  

 
 Section 4.1 of the TIS describes the commercial center as 

consisting of commercial retail uses which may include a 25,000-
square-foot general store-local serving, small scale and boutique 
style specialty retail nothing of the nature that would raise the issue 
of blight as may be suggested by the commenter. The potential for 
commercial uses in the project blighting other parts of the 
community planning areas is too speculative. The commercial uses 
intended for the project will be sized to meet the needs of the 
project. The Specific Plan design guidelines for the Town Center 
and Neighborhood Centers specifically exclude big box type 
commercial uses within the project area. In addition, the lead 
agency is not obligated to assess indirect impacts resulting from 
urban decay merely because the project includes a commercial 
center and therefore no economic study is required by CEQA. The 
project does not include a supercenter and the commercial uses 
would not have hours of operation or traffic concerns that would be 
similar to these types of uses. (See Melom v. City of Madera (2010) 
183 Cal.App4th 41.)  

 
 The commenter raises concern about the project dividing an 

established community. As the FEIR discusses the project will not 
divide an established community (FEIR, subchapter 3.2.4) because 
the project site is at the western edge of Valley Center and does not 
serve as a connecting point between community areas. The 
roadways on-site provide access to the on-site uses but do not 
provide a connection between community areas. Since the project 
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 C1e-55 (cont.) 
 does not serve as a connection point between community areas, the 

project would not significantly disrupt or divide an established 
community. However, the FEIR, subchapter 3.2.4 has been clarified 
after public review to explain that the project site is currently a mix of 
undeveloped open space, agricultural uses and rural residences. 
The project site is located along the western fringe of the rural 
community of Valley Center. On site, the project consists of rural 
residential uses and agricultural land. Although the proposed Project 
would not divide an established community, the project addressed its 
relationship to existing and planned land uses with adjacent 
properties. Subchapter 3.1.4.2 evaluated the project’s compatibility 
with surrounding off-site land uses and the project’s internal 
compatibility with existing and planned land uses on site. 
Compliance with the goals and policies of both Valley Center and 
Bonsall community plans are detailed in the General Plan 
Consistency Analysis (see Appendix W) and in subchapter 3.1.4.2. 
Compliance with the project’s design guidelines and other provisions 
of the Specific Plan assures the project’s compatibility with the 
adjacent off-site land uses and within the project. Overall, the project 
is consistent with the relevant policies of both the Bonsall 
Community and Valley Center Community Plans and land use 
impacts associated with policy inconsistencies would be less than 
significant. 

 
C1e-56 The project would not result in significant impacts to biological 

resources. The property is not located within a proposed Pre-
Approved Mitigation Area and impacts to upland vegetation will be 
mitigated through the dedication of appropriate habitat. (Subchapter 
2.5 of the FEIR.) The project design incorporates the preservation of 
104.1 acres of open space, the on-site creation of 6.0 acres of 
wetland habitat for wildlife use, and the enhancement of 12 acres of 
existing disturbed riparian habitat to native riparian habitat for wildlife 
use. See FEIR, subchapter 2.5 and Biological Resources Report, 
Section 8.0 and Table 10. 

 
 The biological open space being preserved on the project site 

conserves the local important wildlife corridors. See Figures 14a and 
14b of the FEIR, subchapter 2.5 and Biology Resource Report. In 
addition, see Section 8.0 and Table 10 for a summary of impacts and 
mitigation measures. Mitigation measures will protect raptor foraging 
habitat, will restore, enhance, and maintain open space subject to a 
reviewed Resource Management Plan, funded through an 
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 C1e-56 (cont.) 
 endowment or community facilities district, will enhance and create 

wetlands, under the jurisdiction of local, state, and federal resource 
agencies, and will include a Revegetation Plan, with numeric 
success criteria, and subject to local, state, and federal review and 
approval prior to issuance of wetland and the first and all subsequent 
grading permits. The FEIR shows impacts on agriculture will be 
mitigated by the preservation of off-site agricultural land. The project 
incorporates mitigation measures and project design features to 
assure the protection of agricultural operations. Specifically, on-site 
prime and statewide importance soils that would be converted to 
non-agricultural uses would be mitigated through the purchase of 
agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio. Additionally, 42.2 
acres of agricultural buffers and agricultural open space are included 
as part of the project design, and ongoing agricultural cultivation 
would be allowed to continue in these areas. (Subchapter 2.4.6 of 
the FEIR.)  

 
 The commenter raises concerns about grading. Grading for the 

project maintains the overall general contour of the property, 
requiring 2,300 cubic yards of grading per home (which would 
require a minor grading permit on an individual lot basis). This is 
consistent with projects of this size. As discussed in FEIR 
subchapter 2.1, contour grading techniques are utilized to protect the 
undeveloped character of existing hillsides. The project has been 
designed to reflect the existing topography with streets and 
neighborhoods following the natural layout of the land. The FEIR 
includes conceptual grading plans showing how the grading would 
adhere to existing landforms and contours. The project Grading Plan 
is at FEIR Figure 1-15. 

 
 The Specific Plan, Ch. III, Section G, includes guidelines for grading 

all areas of the project beginning on page III-51. Grading in all 
phases, including off-site improvements, would comply with these 
Landform Grading Guidelines as contained in the Specific Plan, 
which will include the blending and rounding of slopes, roadways, 
and pads to reflect the existing surrounding contours and undulating 
slopes, replicating the natural terrain. Therefore the project’s grading 
would conform to the natural contours of the land and would not 
substantially alter the profile of the site as shown by the grading 
cross-sections included as Figure 68 in the Specific Plan. In addition, 
approximately 99.7 percent of the RPO ‘steep slopes’ are avoided. 
All graded areas will be landscaped with drought-tolerant plantings  
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 C1e-56 (cont.) 
 that are compatible with the surrounding environment as well as the 

theme of the project. 
 
 No more than 50 acres of the project site will be actively graded at 

any one time. See FEIR, Table 1-4 for grading phasing. Please refer 
to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of project 
consistency with General Plan Land Use policies.  
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