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 C1e-57 The project accounts for the physical constraints and natural hazards 
of the land. With respect to grading, the overall shape of the land 
would remain intact as shown by the grading cross-sections included 
as Figure 68 in the Specific Plan. Grading in all phases, including off-
site improvements, would comply with the Landform Grading 
Guidelines contained in the Specific Plan which will include the 
blending and rounding of slopes, roadways, and pads to reflect the 
existing surrounding contours by undulating slopes and replicating 
the natural terrain. The FEIR includes conceptual grading plans 
showing how the grading would adhere to existing landforms and 
contours. (See also comment C1e-56 above.) With respect to other 
physical constraints and natural hazards: approximately 91 percent 
of the RPO ‘steep slopes’ are avoided and flood prone areas within 
the project are located in open space. The Fire Protection Plan 
analyzes the potential fire safety issues of the project area and 
includes detailed fire prevention measures that have been 
incorporated into the project design. In addition a 50 to 100 foot wide 
fuel modification zone is provided around the internal perimeter of 
the property and along natural open space areas as required by the 
Fire Protection Plan. Additional measures are included to ensure that 
safety is not compromised in those areas in which the 100 feet wide 
fuel modification zone is not met and require the approval of the Fire 
District. (see FEIR Figure 1-6), Ignition resistant construction 
provides additional safety. 
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C1e-58 The project is consistent with Guiding Principle 6 by enhancing the 

connectivity of the County’s transportation network and provides a 
transportation system that supports public transportation. The 
Project’s circulation network was designed to accommodate the 
public traveling from the adjacent public road system while 
maintaining the rural atmosphere and rural theme of the surrounding 
Community. The project will make improvements to widen West Lilac 
Hills Road . Although the transportation system in the unincorporated 
areas of the County will rely primarily on the public road network, the 
Specific Plan reserves a site for a future transit stop in the Town 
Center that could be utilized when the Community reaches a point in 
its development in which the NCTD system will be able to provide 
transit service. The project includes a Transit Demand Management 
Plan that ensures project linkage to the regional transit system 
through implementation of an interim plan and through long-term 
coordination with regional transportation agencies. In addition, the 
TDM includes an interim transit service to transport residents to the 
nearest transit stop until the NCTD establishes a transit route to the 
Project.  

 
 The comment states that the project would build roads to degraded 

standards, have degraded emergency ingress and egress for fire, 
law enforcement and evacuation in event of fire, and detract from 
community development patterns in the existing central Villages. The 
comment also states that the project does not have assurances that 
commercial amenities, schools, and parks will be built until phase 3, 
there are not easement rights for required ingress and egress to 
planned homes, the project’s request to downgrade a portion of 
West Lilac Road from a 2.2.C circulation Element road to a 2.2.F 
Circulation element road would undermine existing connectivity. 

 
 With respect to roads being built to degraded standards. 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. See comment C1e-38 and C1e-39. 

 

C1e-58 
cont. 

C1e-59 

C1e-60 
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 C1e-58 (cont.) 
 The project includes a General Plan Amendment to the Mobility 

Element to downgrade the segment of West Lilac Road from 
Running Creek Road (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). 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 (in the 
General Plan build-out scenario). 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 biological open space. 
Therefore, is would be unlikely that Road 3 would be constructed in 
this location. 

  
 With respect to emergency ingress and egress being degraded, the 

FEIR analyzed the issue of transportation hazards with respect to 
the road network design for the Project, and determined that impacts 
associated with transportation hazards would be less than 
significant. The overall road network design for the project would 
provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as 
emergency access and conform to Goal M-4. The roads within the 
project site were designed to accommodate emergency vehicles and 
allow residents to evacuate efficiently if necessary (Policy M-4.4) and 
the project would provide four connecting points to existing roads 
ensuring that both local and surrounding residents have alternate 
routes (Policy M-4.2). (FEIR, subchapter 2.3.3.3.)  The Evacuation 
Plan examined the existing and the Project’s planned roads and 
determined that it would provide adequate multi-directional primary 
and secondary emergency evacuation routes. 
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 C1e-58 (cont.) 
 With respect to detracting from community development patterns in 

the existing central Villages, see response to comments C1e-8, c1e-
11 and c1e-12.  

 
 The comment is correct in that the commercial amenities, schools 

and parks will be built with phase 3. However, even though the 
project phasing provides flexability, the project requires the 
implementation of each of the mitigation measures identified in the 
FEIR by either phase, building permit issuance or other applicable 
measurement that will ensure construction and provision of services 
commensurate with development impacts. ( For instances, Table 
2.3-24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a mitigation summary for the direct 
and cumulative impacts, respectively, for the project as related to 
traffic by EDUs.)  Therefore the project will be required to build the 
infrastructure needed to serve the project when the project requires 
such facility, such as in the case of the public parks. The project will 
dedicate a public park (P10) to the County and provide the amenities 
in accordance with the County’s Park Lands Dedication Ordinance. 
An interim park will be provided after a period of time has lapsed as 
described in the Specific Plan. With respect to schools, the project 
will be required to pay the appropriate fees at building permit 
issuance. If any impacts cannot be mitigated by the construction of 
the needed infrastructure, the FEIR has fully informed the decision 
maker of such fact for their consideration.   
 

 With respect to the commercial center, the commenter is correct in 
that there is no requirement that all phases of the project will be 
constructed at a certain point in the project or that the town center be 
operational within a specific period of time. Please refer to comment 
C1c-173.  
 

 With respect to the comment that there are not easement rights for 
required ingress and egress to planned homes, please refer to 
Global Responses: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge 
Roads) and the Off-site Improvements - Environmental Analysis and 
Easement Summary Table regarding rights-of-way included in these 
response to comments.  
 

C1e-59 The comment states that the project does not provide any support 
that the project meets the requirements of sustainable development. 
The underlying premise of the General Plan is to conserve natural 
resources and develop lands and infrastructure more sustainably in  
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 C1e-59 (cont.) 
 the future. (General Plan, p.1-16) The General Plan identifies such 

goals and policies that contribute to achieving this premise as listed 
in Table I-1.  

 
 The FEIR analyzes whether the project meets all of the relevant 

policies listed in Table I-1, including the “sustainable development” 
linchpin principles of LU-1.2 and the Community Development 
Model, as described throughout each of the appropriate subchapters 
of the FEIR and in Appendix W to the FEIR. See also response to 
comment C1e-48 above. With respect to GHG, please refer to 
response to comments O9-60. 

 
C1e-60 The comment states that the project conflicts with the Guiding 

Principle 8 by removing 504 acres of productive agricultural lands 
from use, uses an inappropriate model to devalue existing productive 
agriculture and ignores reality that the project site and surrounding 
area contain some of the most unique and valuable agriculture 
operations in the region.  

 
 The project does not conflict with Guiding Principle 8. The site is 

currently located in an area of agricultural and rural residential uses. 
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. 
As discussed in subchapter 3.2.3 of the FEIR, the project would 
include on-site biological open space, common open space, LBZ 
buffers, as well as Mitigation Measures M-AG-2, M-AG-3, and M-AG-
4, which would ensure that urban/agriculture compatibility conflicts 
are less than significant. 

 
 Please see Appendix W for response to Policy 7.1, which discusses 

protection of agricultural lands with lower denisty land use 
designations that support continued agricultural operations. 
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C1e-61 The comment states that project will increase public infrastructure 
costs while minimizing the applicant’s infrastructure costs. 

 
 The project would be responsible for funding the construction/ 

improvement of public facilities including wastewater, recycled water, 
and imported water infrastructure, which would be sized to serve the 
project’s population. Infrastructure improvements will follow the 
phasing plan outlined in the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan. In 
addition, the applicant would be required to meet various 
commitments prior to approval of each Tentative Map such as 
providing landscaping, street improvements, parks, open space 
dedications, and satisfying the mitigation measures included in the 
FEIR. This will ensure that adequate infrastructure is available to 
each phase of development at the appropriate time as required to 
implement the project.  

 
 The project would be responsible for the construction/improvement 

of roadways and provision/extension of public facilities, which would 
be sized to serve the project.  Please refer to subchapter 2.3 of the 
FEIR for the analysis the project’s impacts to roads, intersections 
and Caltrans’ facilities based on the Traffic Impact Study, attached 
as Appendix E to the FEIR. The project includes numerious 
improvements to area roadways both as design features and 
required as mitigation measures. Specifically, as detailed in 
subchapter 1.2.1.4, the project includes the construction of a number 
of off-site roadway improvements to several roadway segments in 
the project’s vicinity. These improvements include the widening, 
repaving, and restriping of portions of the following existing 
roadways: 

 
• West Lilac Road 
• Covey Lane 
• Rodriquez Road 
• Mountain Ridge Road 

 
 
 

C1e-63 

C1e-62 

C1e-61 
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 C1e-61 (cont.) 
 
Additionally, the project includes the following intersection improvements:  
 

• Installation of traffic lights at the following intersections: Gopher 
Canyon Road and I-15 ramps; Highway 395 and Circle R Drive; 
Highway 395 and West Lilac Road, Highway 395 and East 
Dulin Road, and Miller Road and Valley Center Road.  

• Dedicated right-turn lanes at the westbound Gopher Canyon 
Road approach and the northbound East Vista Way approach 
to East Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road intersection.  

• Intermittent turn lanes at major access locations along Lilac 
Road from Old Castle Road to Anthony Road including the 
segment between Robles Lane and Cumbres Road, and the 
intersection of Sierra Rojo Road and Lilac Road.  

 
 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 the segment 
of Pankey Road between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76 (identified in 
the FEIR as Impact TR-16), the segment of Gopher Canyon Road 
bewteen 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 required 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 2.1A as a condition of the 
previously approved Campus Park and Meadowood projects. While 
the General Plan has a desired LOS standard for a Mobility Element 
road, the General Plan does not prohibit projects from having 
significant and unmitigable impacts on County Roadways. 

 
 See also the discussion in the FEIR regarding the transportation 

system network, sewer and schools at subchapters 2.3, 3.1.7, and 
3.1.5 respectively and Appendix W regarding General Plan Policy 
conformance.   
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 C1e-62 The project was forwarded to the group for review throughout the 
process. In addition, public meetings and informational meetings 
were held by the County for community residents to provide 
information about the project.  

 
C1e-63 The statement references a Project Issue Checklist that was sent by 

the Planning and Development Services Department to the Applicant 
that raised numerous issues regarding the project and its planning 
documents. These issues have been addressed as a part of the 
process through review of technical studies, revisions to the project, 
and the General Plan Consistency Matrix, Appendix W, that was 
provided. It is standard for a project to have major project issues that 
need to be addressed  throughout the process. Please note that the 
letter predates the public review period of the prior draft of the 
project’s EIR and the FEIR. CEQA requires that comments on a draft 
EIR should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying an 
analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in 
which the project’s significant effects might be avoided or mitigated, 
especially specific alternatives or mitigation measures. (Guidelines 
15204(a).) Since the attached letters were written before the FEIR 
was out for public review, the letter goes beyond the scope of CEQA 
and does not raise any environmental issue with respect to this 
document. 
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C1e-64 Please refer to General Plan Consistency Matrix, attached to the 

Specific Plan as Appendix W. Also see Global Response: General 
Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts Analysis for a thorough analysis of 
this issue. 

 
 
 
C1e-65 The project does not propose to amend any guiding principles, 

goals, objectives or policies of the San Diego County General Plan. 
The project’s consistency with the existing General Plan was 
analyzed and it was concluded that no such amendments to goals or 
policies to the San Diego County General Plan was needed. Please 
refer to General Plan Consistency Matrix (Appendix W) and 
comment C1e-3. 

 
 
 
C1e-66 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 

Plan Policy for LU-1.2 for a thorough analysis of this issue. 
 
 
 
 
 
C1e-67 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 

Plan Policy for LU-1.2 for a thorough analysis of this issue. 
 
 
C1e-68 Please refer to Global Responses: General Plan Amendment CEQA 

Impacts Analysis and Appendix W and response to comment C1e-3 
above. 

 
 

C1e-64 

C1e-65 

C1e-66 

C1e-67 

C1e-68 
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C1e-69 The project includes a change to the Mobility Element classification 
of West Lilac Road (between Main Street and Road 3) from 2.2C to 
2.2F. This change would reduce required right-of-way and shoulder 
width. 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. 

 
 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 in the 
General Plan build-out scenario. As described under 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 do 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 biological open space. Therefore, is would be unlikely that 
Road 3 would be constructed in this location. 

 
 
 

C1e-68 
cont. 

C1e-69 

C1e-70 

C1e-71 

C1e-72 

C1e-73 
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 C1e-69 (cont.) 
 Also, exceptions have been requested as part of the Project 

approvals including a segment of West Lilac Road along the project 
frontage would avoid significant grading of steep slopes and 
disruption of existing driveways. Alternative options for 
improvements to West Lilac Road along the project frontage 
including (A) follow the existing pavement and build to classification 
2.2F unmodified, (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. The project will be required to improve 
West Lilac Road to accommodate anticipated traffic. While frontage 
imporvemnts would be required at approval of the first Final map, off-
site imporvements would be required prior to recordation of the Final 
Map associated with the 929th EDU of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific 
Plan. West Lilac Road Improvements between Old Highway 395 and 
Main Street would be required to meet the General Plan Mobility 
Element classification of 2.2F or 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. 

 
C1e-70 The comment states that the discussion of the General Plan 

conformance in the FEIR is incorrect but does not identify any 
specific concerns or issues. Please refer to Global Response: 
General Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts Analysis and Appendix W. 

 
C1e-71 Subchapter 1.8.3 of the FEIR determined that the project’s proposed 

on-site circulation plan and off-site road improvements would not 
result in the removal of a barrier to additional growth in the area. The 
road improvements associated with the project are designed to 
provide adequate primary and secondary access to serve the project 
and would not add any additional capacity to facilitate additional 
growth or remove a barrier to growth in the area around the project 
site. 
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 C1e-72 The comment states that the statement in FEIR that the addition of a 
new school is growth accommodating does not take into 
consideration the presently vacant school in the North Village of 
Valley Center and the lack of interest by both the Bonsall Unified 
School District and the Valley Center Pauma Unified School District 
in a new school on the project site.  
 
The commenter questions the adequacy of the analysis of growth 
inducing impacts for its failure to deem as growth inducing the 
provision of a school. Subchapter 1.8 was revised but still concludes 
the project’s dedication of a school site and the construction of a 
school by the district would be growth accommodating and not 
growth inducing. As detailed in subchapter 3.1.5.2 of the FEIR, 
pursuant to state law, SB 50 fees are paid as mitigation for a 
project’s impact to school facilities. These fees, collected school 
district help fund the acquisition of sites and construction of new 
school facilities. Therefore the provision of a K-8 school by a district 
or private entity in the future would be in response to and facilitated 
by development and student generation within the district. Therefore 
the project’s dedication of a school site and the potential for the 
construction of a school by a district is growth accommodating.  
 
As stated in the October 30, 2014 letter to Mark Slovick, the Bonsall 
Unified School District is interested in the project’s school site for a 
possible location to operate a new school. See also, response to 
comment C1g-61. As the proposed on-site K-8 school is intended to 
serve the Lilac Hills Ranch project, the traffic impacts associated 
with the school use are accounted for in the projects Traffic Impact 
Study (FEIR Appendix E). A majority of the traffic generated by the 
school would be internal trips which would not leave the project site. 
As the school would serve the community, extensive use of buses on 
surrounding roadways is not anticipated  
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 C1e-73 Regarding growth inducement, the FEIR at subchapter 1.8 analyzes 
various factors, including project density, additional housing, 
roadway construction, public facilities, fire and emergency services, 
schools, and water and wastewater services, and concludes the 
project could be growth inducing due to the intensification of uses 
on-site, lower fire response times to the vicinity, and expansion of 
water and sewer infrastructure. The project would make 
improvements to existing off-site roads, but would not add additional 
travel lanes or construct new roads to serve undeveloped areas. 
Road improvements would be made to the degree needed to support 
direct and anticipated cumulative traffic. Therefore the project’s 
proposed on-site circulation plan and off-site improvements would 
not result in the removal of a barrier to additional growth.  
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C1e-74 The project proposes 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 
Running Creek Road (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 with respect to West Lilac Road and Road 3) allowing West Lilac 
Road to operate below acceptable levels of service in the General 
Plan build-out condition.  

 
 The comment mischaracterizes the analysis in the FEIR with respect 

to the project’s consistency with the General Plan. 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, page 3-18, which 
page is incorporated herein by this reference.)  

 
 General Plan Policy LU-1.2 provides a degree of flexibility to the 

General Plan to accommodate new villages.  The Community 
Development Model is a planning model adopted by the County to 
be used in part to assign future land use designations on the 
County’s Land Use Map. Therefore, when LU-1.1 is viewed in the 
context of all of the General Plan’s goals and policies, future 
amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional Categories Map 
are allowed. 

 

C1e-73 
cont. 

C1e-74 

C1e-75 

C1e-76 
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 C1e-74 (cont.) 
 The project is amending the General Plan by adding a new Village 

that meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2. With respect to the project’s 
consistency with LU-1.2, please refer to Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. The General Plan 
Amendment will not amend General Plan principles, goals, 
objectives or policies. The only textual changes would be to the 
Bonsall and Valley Center Community plans. The project’s 
consistency with the existing General Plan was analyzed and it was 
concluded that no such amendment to the San Diego County 
General Plan was needed. Please refer to FEIR Appendix W and 
comment C1e-3. 

 
C1e-75 This comment is based upon the previous draft EIR circulated in 

2013. In addition, there is no requirement to prepare a General Plan 
Amendment Report. However, a General Plan Consistency Matrix 
was prepared and attached as Appendix W to the FEIR. Please also 
refer to Global Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts 
Analysis and comment C1e-3 and C1e-74.  

 
C1e-76 The commenter’s assertion that a new village is not authorized “if 

Policy LU1.4 is to be given effect” would lead to the conclusion that 
the County would be prohibited from amending its General Plan in 
the future to allow for the establishment of any new villages other 
than what has already been designated by the current General Plan 
Land Use Map. Policy LU-1.4 specifically addresses the “expansion” 
of existing or planned villages under very specific circumstances. 
LU-1.4 permits new Village Regional Category Designations 
contiguous to existing or planned villages.  It does not address the 
provision of new villages designed to be consistent with the 
community development model in areas where none currently exist. 
That condition is addressed in LU-1.2 which was adopted to ensure 
that new villages would be allowed. 

 
 While the General Plan does state that villages are intended to grow 

in compact land development patterns, the General Plan also 
recognizes the need to accommodate future growth. (Page 2-7)  The 
General Plan states that it 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) There are numerous  
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C1e-76 (cont.)  
 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). 

 
 With respect to the comments regarding reducing services and 

taking away from economic viability refer to comments C1e-51-53.  
and blocking emergency evacuation, refer to comments C1e-24 and 
C1e-58.  

 
C1e-77 The Lilac Hills Ranch Project is a new village whose structure, 

design and function are based on the Community Development 
Model. The Project proposes a “Village” Regional Category, 
surrounded by Semi-Rural Regional Category land uses that 
transitions to Rural Regional Category.  This gradation of land use 
densities is illustrated at the Project level in the Specific Plan at 
Figure 8, entitled, “Proposed Community Plan Land Use 
Designations.”  Please see FEIR Appendix “W” and refer to the 
Specific Plan, (Section V, Chapter 3 – Land Use Element), for further 
details on the project’s relationship with community character. 

 
 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. 

 
 The community character of both the Valley Center and Bonsall is 

acknowledged as rural communities with relevant goals within each 
community plan addressing interest in preserving the rural character 
of the planning areas. Specifically, Goal 1 of the VCCP Community 
Character Goals is to preserve and enhance the rural character of 
Valley Center. The project proposes a compact village that is 
consistent with the Community Development Model by transitioning 
higher intensity uses in the Town Center, to lesser intensity uses 
away from the core, with agricultural buffers along the edges to 
transition to adjacent semi-rural land uses. The Design Guidelines 

C1e-78 

C1e-77 

C1e-76 
Cont. 
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 C1e-77 (cont.) 
 and other provisions of the Specific Plan assure that monotony in 

design is avoided by requiring a variation in lot sizes, orientation, 
dimensions, architectural scale and character. The proposed project 
further assures consistency with relevant policies associated with 
this goal through the requirement for Site Plan review by the Valley 
Center Design Review Board. Additionally, BCP Policy LU-1.1.1 
requires development in the community to preserve the rural 
qualities of the area. Conformance to this policy is reflected through 
the varied land uses proposed within the project site including 
different patterned homes, the maintenance of on-site agriculture 
within biological buffers and common areas, and small village 
commercial centers. Additionally, the project places the highest 
density of homes closest to the center of the site, furthest from 
adjacent agricultural operations. Developing the village in this 
manner would provide housing needs in a compact village design 
that is consistent with the Community Development Model.  

 
 Finally, as detailed in the Agricultural Resources Report (see 

Appendix F of the FEIR), one of the project’s objectives includes the 
recognition of the existing rural atmosphere of the surrounding area 
through use of agriculture on-site and provision of transitional 
features to provide adequate buffering between types of residences 
and active agriculture. The Specific Plan includes agriculture 
throughout the project site , biological open space, and 
manufactured slopes. HOA-maintained agricultural open space 
would be retained along many of the boundaries of the project site, 
as agricultural compatibilities buffers including groves of orchard 
trees, such as avocado and citrus. Other agricultural-related 
commercial uses may also be established by the project as allowed 
in the C-36 zones. Project 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. Please also refer to Appendix W. 

 
C1e-78 See response to comment C1e-77 above. 
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C1e-79 The project is consistent with the intent of LU-5.3. With respect to 
consistency of the project with project density and sizes, Policy 5.3 is 
not applicable to the project because the policy is concerned with 
“permitting development under the Rural and Semi-Rural Land Use 
Designations.” The project is requesting a General Plan Amendment 
approval of which would result in a change in Land Use Designation 
from Semi-Rural to Village. Please refer to response to comment 
C1c-136 regarding consistency of project density and lot sizes with 
the community character. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a 
discussion of project consistency with General Plan Land Use 
policies.  

 
C1e-80 The project is consistent with LU-6.4 in that the project has been 

planned to conserve open space and natural resources, protect 
agricultural operations.  With respect to the project being planned to 
increase  fire safety and defensibility, all proposed on-site roads, as 
well as Mountain Ridge Road from the project’s southern boundary 
to Circle R Drive, have been designed in accordance to the County 
Consolidated Fire Code and DSFPD standards and would exceed 
the driveway minimum horizontal radius, fall within the 20 percent 
maximum allowable grade and meet or exceed the minimum paved 
width requirements.  Specifics of the proposed roadway designs 
compared to the Consolidated Fire Code are detailed in the Road 
Standard Comparison Matrix., Appendix P of the Fire Protection Plan 
(FPP). In addition, a regional evacuation plan was developed by the 
Deer Springs Fires Safe Council and approved by CALFIRE and the 
DSFPD.  This community emergency evacuation plan is a significant 
component of the Project’s Evacuation Plan. (FEIR Appendix K 
Section V).)  The Evacuation Plan determined that the location of the 
project,  which is proximate to the approved regional evacuation 
plan’s major evacuation routes, and the existing and planned roads 
in the area provide adequate multi-directional primary and secondary 
emergency evacuation routes. (FEIR Appendix K, Evacuation Plan, 
Section III.)  All of these roads will be improved and developed to at 
least the standards consistent with the County Consolidated Fire 
Code.  (Evacuation Plan, Section III; see the Road Standard 
Comparison Matrix., Appendix P of the FPP, and pp. 33-38 of the 
FPP; see also FEIR, subchapter 2.7.2.4.) A Wildland Fire Behavior 
Assessment or fire model was included in the FPP to provide four 
worst-case scenarios for wildland fires.  As a result of the findings of 
the fire modeling, project design features were incorporated into the  

C1e-80 

C1e-79 

C1e-78 
cont. 
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C1e-80 (cont.) 
 Project, including fuel modification zones, use of ignition resistant 

building materials, fire and building code requirements, provision of 
secondary emergency access roads and adequate water supply for 
fire hydrants. 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 FPP pp 17-21.)  
Subchapter 2.7.3.4 of the FEIR also identified the project’s 
contribution to a potential cumulative impact would be less than 
cumulatively considerable with respect to wildland fire hazards 
based on the FPP, associated landscaping plans and 
implementation of mitigation measures related to FMZs. 

 
C1e-81 The project is consistent with LU-6.4. Please refer to response to 

comment C1e-60. See also Appendix W to the FEIR. As discussed 
in FEIR subchapter 2.4, the project requires the implementation of 
mitigation measures to ensure both the safety of on-site residents 
from adjacent agricultural operations, as well preserve the integrity of 
those off-site operations from on-site land uses. Development in 
accordance with the Fire Protection Plan will ensure safety for 
residents. Please also refer to the Global Response:  Fire and 
Medical Services. In addition, the project is designed in accordance 
with LU-1.2, which addresses sustainable development practices, 
including impervious footprints, location, and agriculture.  Please see 
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2.   

 
 The comment is incorrect that the project lacks assurances that 

amenities, such as parks would be built. In the case of the public 
park, the project will dedicate a public park (P10) to the County and 
provide the amenities in accordance with the County’s Park Lands 
Dedication Ordinance. An interim park will be provided after a period 
of time has lapsed as described in the Specific Plan. The project will 
be required to build infrastructure to serve the project when such 
facility is needed, such as sewer facilities. The project requires the 
implementation of each of the mitigation measures identified in the 
FEIR by either phase, building permit issuance or other applicable 
measurement that will ensure construction and provision of services 
commensurate with development impacts.  However, with respect to 
schools, the project will be required to pay the appropriate fees at 
building permit issuance. As detailed in subchapter 3.1.5.2 of the 
FEIR, pursuant to state law, SB 50 fees are paid as mitigation for a  

C1e-83 
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 C1e-81 (cont.) 
 project’s impact to school facilities. These fees, collected school 

district help fund the acquisition of sites and construction of new 
school facilities.  

 
C1e-82 The project is consistent with LU-6.6. The most recognizable and 

sensitive natural feature on the property are the drainages with their 
mature oak woodlands. As discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.5, these 
features will be preserved within permanent open space easements. 
See also Appendix W to the FEIR. 

 
C1e-83 The project is consistent with LU-6.7. The project is not located 

within any planned or proposed regional preserve system. The 
project will preserve the sensitive wetlands on-site while focusing 
development in less sensitive upland areas where there are no 
significant populations of native species The open space areas are 
contiguous and protect wildlife. The proposed open space would 
allow wildlife movement as the area is adjacent to and drains into the 
proposed preserve envisioned in the Draft North County Multiple 
Species Conservation Program (NC MSCP). Animal movement is 
discussed in detail in FEIR subchapter 2.5. Specifically, FEIR 
subchapter 2.5.2.4 finds that while the project would reduce existing 
blocks of native vegetation, the local wildlife corridors identified on-
site are not recognized as important regional linkages in the draft 
North County MSCP. Nonetheless, no barriers would be created that 
would isolate portions of the riparian habitat within the local wildlife 
movement corridors from breeding or foraging habitat, or prevent 
access to water sources necessary for reproduction.  There are no 
regional wildlife corridors or core areas identified on the project site. 
The culverts would function as wildlife corridors and be sufficient to 
allow small terrestrial animals to avoid roads, while the larger 
terrestrial animals would not use  the smaller culverts. Avian 
movement through the site would be minimally affected, as birds 
would be able to continue to use the riparian woodlands by flying 
along the habitat corridor and over road crossings. As discussed in 
response C1d-89, the Biology Report, based on a site assessment, 
adequately disclosed that there is a moderate potential for mountain 
lion to utilized the project site due primarily to availability of prey 
species on the site. There are no scenic vistas within the open 
space. Trails are proposed throughout the project site connecting 
multiple park and recreational areas, as well as other proposed uses 
throughout the community.   
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C1e-84 Lilac Hills Ranch is designed so that 99.7 percent of all grading will 
occur outside of the RPO steep slope areas.  The objective of the 
Project is to provide an environmentally sensitive, residential 
community compatible with the character of the surrounding area 
and preserving the existing natural open space, landforms, and 
topography.  

 
 The project is consistent with LU-6.9 in that grading in all phases, 

including off-site improvements would comply with the Landform 
Grading Guidelines contained in the Specific Plan, which will include 
the blending and rounding of slopes, roadways, and pads to reflect 
the existing surrounding contours by undulating slopes, replicating 
the natural terrain. Runoff is directed to existing drainages through 
appropriate mechanisms as discussed in the FEIR, Chapter 3.0 and 
in Appendix U-1, 2, 3 relating to hydrology and storm water 
management to the maximum extent practicable. See also comment 
C1e-56 and C1c-144. 
 

 Based on the Preliminary Grading Plan each of the project phases 
would involve grading of 50,000 tons per day of material, with the 
total movement of material, including aggregate rock, to be 4 million 
tons. 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.  

 
C1e-85 A transportation node is defined as either a point to access a 

transportation network or a point through which it is possible to 
change transport mode such as from a car to a bus. The project is 
consistent with LU-9.6 in that the Town Center is located at the main 
intersection of Main Street and Lilac Hills Ranch Road in the north-
central portion of the property and would be considered a 
transportation node because it would be easily accessible to public 
transportation and is where a transit stop could be included in the 
future when the NCTD bus service is extended to this area. 
Neighborhood Centers are also located with other civic and 
commercial uses to enhance viability and ensure that they can be 
easily reached on foot or bike. With respect to the comment 
regarding the Project’s failure to meet the LEED-ND Smart Location 
Requirement Please refer to Global Reponses: Project Consistency 
with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to 
these issues.  

C1e-83 
Cont. 
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 C1e-86 The project is consistent with LU-9.11. Please refer to response to 
comment C1e-56 and C1e-82. 

 
 
 
C1e-87 The project is consistent with LU-10.2 by conserving unique natural 

features and avoiding sensitive environmental resources. 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. 
Mitigation measures will protect raptor foraging habitat, will restore, 
enhance, and maintain open space subject to a reviewed Resource 
Management Plan, funded through an 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 project also respects the rural character of the surrounding 
agricultural lands. 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)  
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C1e-88 The project is consistent with M-12.9. Project trails would be located 
adjacent to open space areas using existing dirt roads to minimize 
the need for clearing of natural vegetation although improvements 
may still be required. Please refer to the Specific Plan and FEIR 
Figure 1-8 for more details on trail locations. Fencing will be used 
along back yards to separate the developed areas from the open 
space. This will block pets from entering the open space and keep 
wildlife from entering back yards. Fencing will also be used at trail 
entry points to guide users onto the trails. See also FEIR subchapter 
2.5 for further discussion of wildlife movement and project effects on 
biological resources. 

 
C1e-89 The project is consistent with COS-2. In keeping with the project 

objectives of a consolidated development footprint, the project 
preserves the on-site sensitive wetland habitat while developing less 
sensitive upland areas where no significant populations of native 
species are located. As detailed in the FEIR subchapter 2.5, 
mitigation measures are required to assure the conservation of 
upland habitat in off-site areas to compensate for the loss of 
resources on-site. The amount of required mitigation is consistent 
with County and Wildlife Agency ratios. Preserving this land off-site, 
in areas of greater sensitivity, allows the County to fulfill the goals of 
the draft North County MSCP. The areas identified for off-site 
preservation (NC MSCP PAMA) will ensure that the natural 
environment is preserved in an interconnected preserve system.  
 

 See also subchapter 1.8 of the FEIR regarding Growth Inducing 
Impacts. The project could have the potential to result in adverse 
physical environmental effects due to growth inducement but the 
potential impacts are too speculative for evaluation in this FEIR 
because the specific nature, design and timing of future projects is 
unknown at this time. See also Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
 
C1e-90 The project is consistent with COS-2.1. Please refer to response to 

comment C1e-89. As discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.5, the project 
is consistent with the Draft NC MSCP. The project will not impact the 
plan because it is located entirely outside of the PAMA. 

 
 
 

C1e-90 
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C1e-91 The project is consistent with COS-2.2. Please refer to response to 

comments C1e-89 and C1e-90. As shown on FEIR Figure 1-9, the 
on-site sensitive wetland habitats are preserved and could connect 
offsite to a planned regional preserve system. Please also refer to 
the Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy 
LU-1.2. 

 
 
C1e-92 The project is consistent with COS-3.1. The project will conserve 

approximately 90% of onsite wetlands and restore degraded habitat 
in accordance with the Resource Protection Ordinance. The 
wetlands will be maintained through compliance with regulatory 
requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System. Impacts to upland habitat will be mitigated based on 
mitigation ratios designed to provide adequate preservation of each 
habitat type within the unincorporated County and to comply with the 
federal Endangered Species Act, state Endangered Species Act, 
and state Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act As 
discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.5, mitigation for impacts to upland 
natural communities will be achieved through the purchase and 
conservation of off-site habitat within future PAMA lands. The 
preservation of this habitat in off-site mitigation areas allows the 
County to build the MSCP preserve.   

 
 

C1e-93 

C1e-92 

C1e-91 

C1e-90 
cont. 
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C1e-93 and C1e-94 
 The project is consistent with COS-3.2. Please refer to response to 

comment C1e-92. As discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.5, the project 
is consistent with the California Natural Community Conservation 
Planning Act of 1991 (NCCP), and County’s Resource Protection 
Ordinance (RPO). The project is also consistent Watershed 
Protection Ordinance (WPO). Through consistency with these 
regulatory plans, the project demonstrates its consistency with COS 
3.2. As detailed in the FEIR subchapter 2.5.2.5, the project is 
consistent with all relevant policies, ordinances, and conservation 
plans related to protection and mitigation of wetlands. The coastal 
sage scrub habitat on-site and off-site does not support any sensitive 
species. The loss of coastal sage scrub habitat due to project 
impacts would not isolate the remaining habitats from other natural 
resources or habitats required for the preparation of a subregional 
NCCP plan as the project site is not in a high biological habitat value 
core area.  
 

 The project would have impacts to RPO wetlands. An analysis of the 
required findings to allow crossings of RPO wetlands was prepared 
for the on-site crossing impact locations (see Appendix G). This 
analysis concludes that the proposed crossings meet the findings 
necessary to allow the impacts through impact avoidance and 
minimization by placing the proposed crossings where RPO 
wetlands are narrow, disturbed, and at existing roads. All impacts to 
RPO wetlands will be mitigated per County requirements. 
 

 The project site is not located in a Biological Resource Core Area, is 
not a substantial habitat linkage, and does not include narrow 
endemic species. The proposed mitigation, including sensitive 
habitat mitigation ratios as shown in FEIR Table 2.5-1, would be in 
compliance with the BMO.  
 

 As detailed in the FEIR subchapter 3.1.2, the project is consistent 
with the WPO to assure that proposed on-site hydromodification 
changes will not impact storm water run-off. A Major SWMP has 
been developed for the project to identify a preliminary list of BMPs, 
which would be implemented as project design features, to minimize 
disturbance, protect slopes, reduce erosion, and limit or prevent 
various pollutants from entering surface water runoff.  

C1e-93 
cont. 
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 C1e-93 and C1e-94 (cont.) 
 The project would implement features such as rain barrels on each 

single family home, onsite detention basins with grass-lined bottoms, 
bio-retention areas within the roadways, and permeable pavers 
within some of the onsite streets which captures and stores excess 
runoff within the void spaces of the base material.  With these 
methods employed throughout the project both on the individual lot 
and project wide basis, the overall project will become hydrologically 
invisible such that there are no additional impacts to downstream 
drainage facilities, both man-made and natural open space.  (See 
Sections II and III of the Specific Plan for further discussion of 
hydromodification design). 

 
C1e-95 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with 

Housing Element Policy H-1.9 regarding affordable housing. The 
County does not have an ordinance requiring developers to provide 
affordable housing. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a 
thorough discussion of consistency with project-applicable Housing 
Element policies. 

 
C1e-96 This project complies with this policy by being consistent with the 

Land Use Element as explained throughout the FEIR and Appendix 
“W” and the design of the project would not degrade or detract from 
the existing homes in the area through the application of the Specific 
Plan Design and Architectural Guidelines.  Please see response to 
comment C1e-77 regarding Community Character and Global 
Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts Analysis and 
Appendix W. See also comment C1e-10 regarding the Community 
Development Model. 
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 C1e-97 The commenter is correct in that the project, is proposing to amend 
the General Plan Regional Land Use Map to remove the existing 
regional category and land use designation and to re-designate the 
entire 608-acre site as ‘Village’ would be required. The project also 
proposes a General Plan Amendment to change the Valley Center 
and Bonsall Community Plan land use designations to Village 
Residential (VR 2.9) and Village Core (C-5). The project’s Specific 
Plan would include agriculture as an allowed use within much of the 
project site including common open space areas and manufactured 
slopes. HOA-maintained agricultural open space would be permitted,  
including groves of orchard trees, such as avocado and citrus. Other 
agricultural-related commercial uses may be established by the 
project within the C34 zoned areas and would include such uses as 
farmers markets and wineries. The project would support and 
complement the rural lifestyle in Valley Center via the Specific Plan, 
which supports the continuation of on-site agriculture throughout the 
project site including common open space areas and biological open 
space. Overall, the project would include trails, equestrian 
opportunities, retained agriculture, preserve sensitive habitat and 
define neighborhood with architecturally appealing concepts. 

 
 As discussed in subchapter 3.2.3 of the FEIR, the project would 

include on-site biological open space, common open space, LBZ 
buffers, as well as Mitigation Measures M-AG-2, M-AG-3, and M-AG-
4, which would ensure that urban/agriculture compatibility conflicts 
are less than significant. 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.   

 
 The FEIR adequately analyzes the potential effects the Project 

would have on nearby agricultural land and the potential for the 
project to make agriculture less viable from a financial and practical 
perspective. Subchapter 2.4.3.3 of the FEIR states, “The pressure, 
inconvenience, and increased costs of operating remaining farms in 
areas converting to other uses may render continued farming 
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C1e-97 (cont.) 
 infeasible or, at least, heighten the attractiveness of selling other 

farms for development.” The analysis concludes that a potentially 
significant impact would occur due to the potential incompatibility, 
but concludes impacts would be fully mitigated by proposed 
mitigation measures. Please see Global Response: Agricultural 
Resources, Indirect Impacts for information responsive to this 
comment. 

 
 Community character is discussed throughout FEIR subchapter 

3.1.4. The community character of both Valley Center and Bonsall is 
acknowledged as rural communities with relevant goals within each 
community plan addressing interest in preserving the rural character 
of the planning areas. Specifically, Goal 1 of the VCCP Community 
Character Goals is to preserve and enhance the rural character of 
Valley Center. The project proposes many different densities and 
architectural styles, integrated into a cohesive community through 
landscaping, trails, and a Town Center to provide community focus. 
The Design Guidelines and other provisions of the Specific Plan 
assure that monotony in design is avoided. The proposed project 
further assures consistency with relevant policies associated with 
this goal through the requirement for Site Plan review by the Valley 
Center Design Review Board.  
 

 Please see Appendix W for response to Policy 7.1, which discusses 
protection of agricultural lands with lower denisty land use 
designations that support continued agricultural operations. 
 

 

C1e-97 
cont. 
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 C1e-98 The project is consistent with the Land Use Goals contained in the 
VCCP. The project proposes to amend the Community Plan by 
adding a third Village. This goal in the Valley Center community plan 
text will be revised to indicate that there are three Villages in the 
community plan. Proposed changes to the community plan text were 
available for public review on the County’s website. 

 
 The County’s Community Development Model does not dictate the 

number of Villages that may be developed. Rather, it guides new 
village development into more compact development as a means to 
reduce associated impacts.  Please also refer to the Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
C1e-99 The project proposes to amend the Regional Land Use Element Map 

of the General Plan to change the existing Semi-Rural Regional 
Category to a Village Regional Category; 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); 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 
amend 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. 
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 C1e-99 (cont.) 
 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 1-15 and 3-18, 
which page is incorporated herein by this reference.) 

 
 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) (General Plan, pp 2-7 through 2-9.)  The 
Community Development Model is a planning model adopted by the 
County to be used in part to assign future land use designations on 
the County’s Land Use Map. Therefore, when LU-1.1 is viewed in 
the context of the General Plan’s goals and policies, it is clear that 
future amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional Categories 
Map are allowed. The project is a new Village whose structure, 
design and function are based on the Community Development 
Model. (FEIR, subchapter 3.1.4.2, Land Use Planning; Technical 
Appendix W, Att. A, pp. 1-2; Specific Plan, Part II.G, pp. II-38-40); 
the Project is located within existing water and sewer boundaries 
(SDCWA boundaries) as contemplated by the General Plan (FEIR, 
subchapter 1.8.4, and the Specific Plan, Part I.E.2; Water 
Resources, p. 1-7); and, the project is designed to be LEED-ND 
equivalent (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-99 (cont.) 
 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 proposed project 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 analyzes the potential 
physical environmental impacts that could 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. Please also refer to the Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W. 
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C1e-100 The comment states that the Specific Plan is not clear and does not 
identify what Design Standards apply.  
 
The Specific Plan meets the requirements of the County and 
Government Code Section 65451 providing direction for the design 
on the project. Development standards, including design guidelines 
are set forth in Section III of the Specific Plan. Implementation of 
these design guidelines assures that the project would be consistent 
with the rural compatibility policies. For example, Section III(G). 
Grading Guidelines and Development Standards, requires the use of 
landform grading and contour grading techniques where appropriate. 
The Specific Plan includes text and a “diagram” that specifies the 
distribution, location and extent of all land uses, public and private 
infrastructure and standards and criteria by which development will 
proceed.  
 
The Specific Plan does not override other County planning 
documents but rather supplements those plans through specific 
development regulations by the following: 
 
• The land uses for the project. (See Specific Plan, Section II (B) 

for a description of the land uses) 
 
• The Specific Plan and zoning restricts building height to 35 feet 

with the exception of the non-habitable clock tower.  
 
• Buffers provide separation between existing agriculture and 

proposed homes. In some areas where buffers are not provided, 
the Specific Plan requires that various alternative separation 
methods be used to separate existing from proposed uses such 
as grade separation, use of wide lots or more substantial 
landscaping to buffer existing uses from those proposed by the 
project. 

 
• The Specific Plan also shows the circulation system necessary 

for the entire project. The Specific Plan identifies the general 
location of the roadways for the future phases; however, the final 
design and location would be completed through subsequent 
discretionary permits, including Tentative Maps, Site Plans and 
Major Use Permits.  

 
 

C1e-100 
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 C1e-100 (cont.) 
• The trail system is also identified in the Specific Plan and design 

guidelines are found in Section III of the Specific Plan.  
 
• The Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan includes Design Guidelines 

(Section III) that will ensure that development will be consistent 
and compatible throughout. Detailed lot design and architectural 
design guidelines are a part of the Specific Plan, which provides 
a range of styles and sizes to promote architectural variations.  
All future development applications are required to show 
compliance through a Site Plan that identifies the lot design and 
architectural style guidelines, from the Development Standards 
Tables contained in Section III of the Specific Plan, which will be 
applied to each lot. The development guidelines that are found in 
Section III of the Specific Plan allow for and will result in a 
variety of lot sizes and architectural styles throughout the 
community.  

 
• The Specific Plan also includes the application of the B Special 

Area Regulator, which would be applied within the areas 
designated with the C34 Zoning Use Regulation. The B Special 
Area Regulator is applied to those areas which will include uses 
subject to the Valley Center Design Guidelines. Similarly the V 
Setback Regulator will allow the setbacks for each lot to be 
established when the individual lot configuration is identified for 
each lot. 

 
• Section II-KI of the Specific Plan, provides a Sign Plan, which 

provides community sign standards on the types of signs, design 
and locations for project interior signs. Individual sign programs 
are specified for each residential area as well as the Town 
Center and Neighborhood Centers, and must meet the stated 
guidelines. These would be prepared by the project applicant 
concurrent with Site Plan approval. 

 
• Lighting guidelines are located throughout the Specific Plan in 

Ch. 3, and are specific to each land use. All lighting is designed 
to be directed downward and designed to minimize glare and 
intrusion into adjacent properties. 
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 C1e-100 (cont.) 
• Subsequent to this public review. Section N was added to the 

Specific Plan to add Green Building Performance standards, in 
combination with other standards contained within Section III of 
the Specific Plan. In particular, Section N(1)(a) provides that the 
Implementing Site Plan shown in Phase 2 shall show the 
Recycling Facility for the recycling of containers and compost to 
conserve energy and raw materials. The inclusion of the 
Recycling Plant is an integral project component. 

 
• The Specific Plan, Ch. III, Section D, includes extensive 

guidelines for grading of all areas of the project beginning on 
page III-16. The overall shape of the land would remain intact as 
shown by the grading cross-sections included as Figure 68 in 
the Specific Plan.  The project Grading Plan is at FEIR Figure 1-
15. Grading for the project maintains the overall general contour 
of the property, requiring 2,300 cubic yards of earth to be moved 
for each home (which would require a minor grading permit on 
an individual lot basis). This is consistent with projects of this 
size. 99.7 percent of all steep slopes are retained in open space 
and private roads are used that reduce grading by reducing the 
design speeds and overall development foot print, and following 
the contours of the property.  

 
• Section IV Implementation includes a Community Phasing Plan, 

starting on page IV-1. Construction of the project is anticipated 
to occur over an eight to twelve year period in response to 
market demands and to provide a logical and orderly expansion 
of roadways, public utilities, and infrastructure. The five phases 
of the project are shown in Figure 15a of the Specific Plan and 
phasing would be implemented through the recording of the 
Final Maps. 

 
As shown through the detailed design guidelines, the project’s roads 
will follow the topography and minimize grading; project  grading will 
follow the natural contours of the land.  Please also refer to the 
response to comments C1e-77 and C1e-78 above, addressing 
Community Character. The comment does not explain how 
exceptions for roadway standards are in conflict with the provisions 
of the VCCP. 
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 C1e-101 The project proposes to amend the General Plan by adding new 
Village that meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2. Indeed, the project is 
a new Village whose structure, design and function are based on the 
Community Development Model. Please refer to Global Response: 
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full 
discussion relevant to these issues. The project proposes to amend 
the Valley Center Community Plan adding a third Village. This goal 
in the Valley Center community plan text will be revised to indicate 
that there are three Villages in the community plan.  
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C1e-102 The project is consistent with the Agricultural Goals contained in the 
VCCP. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and is included in 
the project’s FEIR for the decision makers to consider. Active 
agricultural areas are included throughout the project as part of the 
community landscaping. See the FEIR subchapter 2.4 for a detailed 
discussion on impacts to agriculture. See also comment C1c-60 and 
C1c-77 above. 

 
C1e-103 The project is consistent with the Mobility Goal contained in the 

VCCP. The proposed street system is interconnected and provides 
residents with at least two ways to access the project site via public 
roads. Roads are curved to fit the topography and are all two-lane, 
as is appropriate for a village of this size. The circulation plan 
designs roadways to flow with the natural terrain (see Figure 70). 
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 requests are to avoid 
impacts to surrounding properties and 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. See also comment C1e-61 above. 

 
 The grading necessary to connect the road system over the 608 acre 

project has been minimized to the maximum extent feasible 
consistent with meeting safety and sight distance criteria. The use of 
private road standards and reduced design speeds reduces the 
overall roadway footprint and follows the natural contours of the 
land which results in less grading. The project’s Master Landscape 
Concept Plan reinforces a community theme through the design of 
streetscapes incorporating natural patterns of street trees, entry 
monuments using natural or simulated natural materials, and 
 

C1e-101 
cont. 
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 C1e-103 (cont.) 
 landscape zones that reflect areas of prior vegetation, using site 

specific plant palettes. The streetscapes will also feature 
meandering paths and informal planting of trees, vineyards, and 
groves as detailed in Chapter III, Development Standards and 
Regulations. Community entries and key focal points enhance the 
rural theme through similar appropriate plant materials and theme 
signage. All proposed planting and improvements within the public 
right-of-way for streets within the Community are subject to approval 
by the County of San Diego's Department of Public Works. (Specific 
Plan, page II-28.) 

 
 The Master Landscape Plan also unifies the many neighborhoods 

and enhance the rural feel of the community. Landscaping will 
emphasize plants appropriate to the climate of the area and will 
blend with the natural environment. The Community theme is further 
reinforced through the design and landscaping of Community 
recreation areas and the use of groves, drought tolerant and 
naturalizing plant materials to transition to natural open space areas. 
Vegetation indigenous to the area is emphasized, supplemented by 
compatible, non-invasive ornamental plant materials. The public 
roads have been designed to meet the design requirements of the 
Valley Center Community Road Design Guidelines. Grading and 
visual impacts associated with the project’s development is 
discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.1. In addition community 
landscaping is required to comply with the applicable requirements 
of the Valley Center and Bonsall Design Guidelines, and the Design 
Guidelines of this Specific Plan for commercial and mixed-use 
planting areas. (Specific Plan, page II-28.) 

 
C1e-104 The comments from DSFPD that are referred to herein are out of 

date and do not reflect the new comment letter provided by DSFPD, 
dated July 28, 2014. See Global Response: Fire and Medical 
Services. With respect to the project provision of all required fire 
suppression infrastructure, please refer to FEIR subchapter 2.7.  
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C1e-105 The comment states that no school district has accepted the 
additional students that would be generated by the Project.  
 
Subchapter 3.1.5.1 provides that based on the increased student 
body associated with the project, there would not be adequate 
capacity in the local schools to serve the project’s student 
generation. However the school districts had indicated that Valley 
Center Elementary Upper School which is currently closed, could re-
open to accommodate students. Additionally, BUSD has indicated its 
ability to place temporary portable classrooms on existing school 
sites as an interim solution to the new students. In addition a 
proposed school site would be offered to the local districts or could 
be used as a private school if not accepted by the school districts.  In 
addition, the applicant will be required to pay school impact fees 
pursuant to California Government Code Section 65996(b).  

 
C1e-106 and C1e-107 

The project requires 15.09 acres of public parks pursuant to the Park 
Land Dedication Ordinance (PLDO). The project would exceed this 
requirement by providing 23.6 acres of parkland. As shown in FEIR 
Figure 1-9, the project would provide numerous parks located 
throughout the project site including a 13.5-acre public park (gross 
acres). As detailed in the Specific Plan Section III, the project 
includes provision for private recreation areas to include dog parks, 
play structures, sports courts and fields, multi-purpose trails, and 
recreational centers.  
 
The 10-acre per 1,000 is a County Goal for the provision of public 
parks and does not pertain to park obligations related to private 
development as set forth in State law. Therefore, this policy does not 
apply to the project and no inconsistency issue is created based on 
the acreage of park being provided by the project. However, the 
private developer would contribute to this goal by providing parks in 
accordance with State Law and the PLDO.   

 
C1e-108 Please refer to Global Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA 

Impact Analysis and Appendix W. 
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