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C1g-1 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. However, 
because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further 
response is required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
C1g-2 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. However, 
because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further 
response is required. 

 
 
C1g-3 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. However, 
because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further 
response is required. With respect to concerns regarding the exceptions 
being requested for the roadway improvements, these exceptions 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 decision making body will decide whether to grant all or some of the 
exception requests as part of the approval process. 

 

Letter C1g 

C1g-1 

C1g-2 

C1g-3 
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C1g-4 Subchapter 3.1.4.2 clearly states that the project proposes land uses 
and densities that are not currently consistent with the adopted land use 
designation of Semi-Rural S-R4 (Valley Center Community Plan (VCCP) 
Land Use Map) and Semi-Rural SR-10 (Bonsall Community Plan (BCP) 
Land Use Map). 

 
 In order for the project to be approved and implemented, a General Plan 

Amendment would need to be approved by the Board of Supervisors, 
and the General Plan Regional Land Use Map would need to be 
amended to change the adopted regional category (Semi-Rural) 
designation of the project site and to redesignate the entire 608-acre site 
as a “Village” regional center (as shown in Figure 1-1 of the FEIR). In 
addition, the VCCP land use designation for the project would need to be 
amended to Village Residential (VR 2.9) and Village Core (C-5) and the 
BCP land use designation would need to be amended to Village 
Residential (VR 2.9) (as shown in Figure 1-2). Amending the General 
Plan Mobility Element road classification of West Lilac Road is 
addressed in subchapter 1.6 of the FEIR (See also subchapter 2.3, 
Traffic with respect to West Lilac Road and Road 3). Please also refer to 
Appendix W.  

 
 If the project were approved, the Specific Plan would also be adopted 

and would serve as the document which provides development 
standards, similar to zoning standards, which would govern the design of 
the project. With respect to the “supersede” language in the Specific 
Plan, many specific plans commonly include such a statement like this 
one. Specific plans are used to apply development standards to a 
specific project and therefore there are instances in which the provisions 
of the specific plan should prevail because of the specificity of such 
plans to project conditions. However, none of the “development 
standards” referred to in this particular provision include the standards in 
the General Plan or Community Plans. 

 
C1g-5 The fact that the currently written VCCP identified only two existing rural 

villages where urban levels of development are permitted and the BCP 
recognized only three areas with the Village Regional Category, does 
not preclude the addition of a new village that meets the requirements of 
the General Plan Policy LU-1.2. The project proposes to modify the text  

C1g-3 
(cont.) 

C1g-4 

C1g-5 
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C1g-5 (cont.) 
 of both community plans by respectively adding Lilac Hills Ranch as an 

additional rural village and as an additional Village Regional Category 
area.  

 
 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with General 

Plan Policy LU-1.2.  
 
 As described in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR, the project would include a 

mixed-use pedestrian-oriented town center with 80,000 square feet of 
commercial space.  The Town Center is designed to feature specialty 
retail stores as dictated by the Specific Plan Design Guidelines and as 
required by the Specific Plan, the Town Center would be centered along 
a main street with individual merchant store fronts contributing to the 
pedestrian orientation. Moreover, the project has been designed as a 
walkable village and pedestrian prioritized community. The centrally 
located Town Center and Neighborhood Centers would be located within 
a half-mile radius (10-minute walk) of the residential areas. Primary 
streetscapes would be designed to be pedestrian-orientated and provide 
tree-shaded walkways, pedestrian scaled lighting, and shortened 
crossing distances or enhanced crosswalks.  The project includes 
numerous trails, community pathways, bike lanes, and similar facilities 
throughout the project site (see FEIR Figure 1-8). As detailed in FEIR 
subchapter 3.1.4, the project’s planning and design applies sustainable 
development principles. See also Global Response: Project Consistency 
with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
 The project was analyzed pursuant to the County’s LARA Model and 

was determined to be a significant agricultural resource but with 
Mitigation measure M-AG-1, the project would result a less than 
significant level of impact. (See subchapter 2.4.6 of the FEIR.)  

 
 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.  

 
 

C1g-5 
(cont.) 

C1g-6 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-358 

 

C1g-5 (cont.) 
 With respect to growth inducement, subchapter 1.8 addresses this issue. 

The project was determined to be growth inducing due to the 
intensification of land uses on–site, which could encourage 
intensification in the immediate project vicinity, and with the extension of 
fire and water and sewer facilities. (subchapter 1.8.5 of the FEIR.)  

 
C1g-6 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 for a thorough discussion on related topics. 

 
C1g-7 This is an introductory comment. See individual comments addressed 

below.  
 
C1g-8 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 a specific environmental 
issue, no further response is required. 

 
C1g-9 Please refer to FEIR Chapter 4.0, Project Alternatives for a full 

discussion of the alternative locations to the project site that were 
considered. Please refer to response to comment C1f-14 regarding the 
specific reasons for rejecting the Valley Center Villages and Escondido 
as alternative locations for the project site.   

 
C1g-10 All road improvements or TIF fees associated with the mitigation 

measures for direct and cumulative impacts disclosed in FEIR 
subchapter 2.3 would be the responsibility of the applicant. For detailed 
responses relating to the project’s evacuation needs, please refer to 
responses to comments in letters C1o and I51i. 

 
 With respect to acquisition of rights over existing properties, please refer 

to the Global Response: Off-Site Improvements – Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table, which describes all off-site 
improvements, corresponding environmental analysis, status of 
easement rights, and affected properties. 

C1g-6 
(cont.) 

C1g-7 

C1g-8 

C1g-9 

C1g-10 
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C1g-11 The traffic study shows that the roadways within the project site and 

surrounding the project site operate at adequate levels of service.  
Therefore, it is concluded that emergency vehicles will be able to access 
the assisted living facility within an adequate response time.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
C1g-12 The FEIR adequately analyzes the potential environmental impacts 

associated with construction of the off-site physical improvements as 
required under CEQA.  With respect to related property rights, please 
see the Global Response: Off-Site Improvements – Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table, which describes the respective 
off-site improvements, corresponding environmental analysis, status of 
easement rights, and affected properties. Please also see Global 
Response: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads) for 
additional information responsive to this comment. 

 
 
 
 
 
C1g-13 The project is consistent with the principles and policies of the County 

General Plan.  See also response to comment C1g-5, above, and Global 
Responses: General Plan Consistency Analysis and Project Consistency 
with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
 

C1g-11 

C1g-12 

C1g-13 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-360 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1g-14 The project would provide all necessary public infrastructure, including 

water, sewer, fire and possibly a school. The project is located in the 
County Water Authority and the Valley Center Municipal Water District 
(VCMWD), which has agreed to provide service as long as the project 
applicant fulfills specific conditions. Further, the residents of the 
proposed project would pay for maintenance of the streets and public 
park.  

 
 Please also refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2.  
 
 
C1g-15 See response to comment C1g-10. 
 
 
 
C1g-16 The project TIS addresses traffic associated with the proposed 

elementary school. For details relating to the calculations of student 
generation and trip rate, please refer to responses to comments I51d-6-
38.  

 
 
 
C1g-17 Please refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 
 
 

C1g-14 

C1g-15 

C1g-16 

C1g-17 
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C1g-18 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 
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).   

 
C1g-19 With respect to the distance from the Senior neighborhood to local health 

facilities, the FEIR analyzed response times and their impact on public 
safety.  Subchapter 2.7.2.4  of the FEIR concluded that although 
response time to the project would not meet the requirements of General 
Plan Policy S-6.4, the four options identified in the FEIR would allow the 
project to be in compliance with the response times of the General Plan.  
DSFPD  also determined that the project included additional factors that 
when considered by the District allowed them to determine that 
adequate service could be provided to the project site  

 
C1g-20 Liquid sewage may be collected and trucked to an off-site facility for up 

to 100 homes. This is necessary due to the fact that a minimum flow 
would be needed to operate the WRF and as soon as sufficient flows are 
available, trucking of the liquid sewage would cease.   

 
 For ongoing operation of the WRF (if solids are processed on-site), 

residual solids will be trucked approximately once per week in a roll-off 
dumpster to a local landfill.  This is the current practice at other VCMWD 
facilities. 

C1g-17 
(cont.) 

C1g-18 

C1g-19 

C1g-20 

C1g-21 

C1g-22 
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 C1g-20 (cont.) 
 With respect to temporary wastewater treatment, if an on-site plant is 

used for sewer service, the initial phases of the project may require 
trucking of sewage from a collection point on-site to an existing 
wastewater treatment plant. Sewage will be hauled off-site using 
licensed waste haulers. 

 
C1g-21 The project is designed so that each phase of construction would trigger 

specific mitigation measures. It is correct that if those phases are never 
built, the mitigation would not be required. The project’s Conditions of 
Approval would further assure that specific mitigation measures would 
occur prior to the construction of each construction phase. 
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C1g-22 The FEIR discloses the full extent of the proposed project containing a 

full analysis of all potential impacts associated with its development. As 
shown in FEIR Table S-1 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 equivalency dwelling 
units (EDUs).  If any impacts cannot be mitigated, the FEIR has fully 
informed the decision maker of such fact for their consideration.   

 
C1g-23 General Plan Policy LU-1.2 specifically guides the development of new 

villages. Lilac Hills Ranch meets these criteria as explained in the Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.  

 
 
C1g-24 The comment is correct in noting that the Town Center and two 

Neighborhood Centers are not of equal size. Each is sized to be 
supported by the homes in the vicinity. However, each will provide 
commercial opportunities within one-half mile of all homes. The project is 
designed to encourage walking and biking. Figure 20 in the Specific Plan 
shows the trail system while Figures 25-46 in the Specific Plan illustrate 
street sections with sidewalks or adjacent trails. As can be seen on 
these same graphics, all major on-site streets have bikeways, including 
Main Street and Lilac Hills Ranch Road. Residents can access their 
closest commercial area or other amenity using the trails, sidewalks, and 
bikeways.  

 
 For additional details on the project’s consistency with the County’s 

Community Development Model, please see Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 

C1g-22 
(cont.) 

C1g-23 
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C1g-25 See response to comment C1g-23. 
 
 
C1g-26 Please refer to response to comment C1g-5 above. The property is 

currently designated as Semi-Rural, which is intended for lower-density 
residential neighborhoods, and agricultural operations. The existing A70, 
Limited Agricultural Use Regulations, which are intended to create and 
preserve areas intended primarily for agricultural crop production.  

 
 Historical and present uses are all accurately described in the FEIR in 

Chapter 1.0 and subchapter 2.4. 
 
 The project acknowledges that spraying does occur in the project area 

and does not propose to prohibit such operations. Strict regulations exist 
with respect to spraying and possible drift. It is anticipated that any such 
operations in the vicinity of the proposed project would be conducted in 
compliance with existing regulations Mitigation measures are required to 
buffer on-site residential and other uses from off-site agricultural 
operations which, in some cases, include pesticide usage. As detailed in 
FEIR subchapter 2.4, the project’s mitigation measures include: 

 
 M-AG-2: A 50-foot-wide agricultural buffer planted with two rows of the 

appropriate tree crop (e.g., citrus, avocado) along specified areas of the 
project site; and  

 
 M-AG-3: A 6-foot-high fence shall be maintained along specified areas of 

the project site.  
 
 The FEIR includes a full evaluation of the project’s compatibility with off-

site agricultural operations, including a discussion of adjacency areas 
and off-site spraying.  The project design features combined with the 
required mitigation is adequate to protect future residences with 
adjacency issues.  Refer to Global Response: Agricultural Resources, 
Indirect Impacts for additional details. 

 

C1g-24 
(cont.) 

C1g-25 

C1g-26 
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C1g-27 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 also 
refer to response to comment C1g-3 and the Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
 The Specific Plan meets state requirements which include a text and 

“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 contains specific 
requirements as detailed throughout the document; however, some 
flexibility is allowed. Within the General Plan, Policy LU-1.8 allows 
flexibility in design when approved subject to a Major Use Permit or 
Specific Plan. 

 
C1g-28 See response to comment C1g-21. 

C1g-26 
(cont.) 

C1g-27 

C1g-28 
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C1g-29 The referenced goal is a Countywide goal and does not pertain to 
individual development projects. The Park Land Dedication Ordinance 
(PLDO) states that private development’s share of parkland is the 
provision of 3 acres of parkland per 1,000 population. The amount of 
parks being provided exceeds the 15.09 acres required by the PLDO. 
The project is required to provide 15.09 acres of public park land; 13.5 
acres would be provided in a single public park located within Phase 3.  
At a minimum, the project would provide an additional 3.2 acres of 
private parks as required by the Specific Plan. The PLDO allows up to 
50 percent credit for private parks. Thus, the 3.2 acres of private parks 
would receive 1.6 acres of credit.  When combined with the 13.5-acre 
park, the PLDO requirement would be met. 

 
C1g-30 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. However, 
because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further 
response is required. 

 
C1g-31 The project, as described in the FEIR in Chapter 1.0, 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 allow a 
new Village, (2) amend the Valley Center Community Plan Map to allow 
Village Residential and Village Core land uses (and revise the 
community plan text to include the project), (3) amend the Bonsall 
Community Plan to allow Village Residential land uses.  

 
The comment asserts existing Village areas are already designated in 
the Community plans for Bonsall and Valley Center and that the project 
is clearly incompatible with those intended uses.  However, the 
establishment of a new village is not inconsistent with the location of 
existing village areas in the General Plan.   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 to be 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.  Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 
Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues.  

C1g-28 
(cont.) 

C1g-29 

C1g-30 

C1g-31 
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 C1g-31 (cont.) 
As proposed, the project does conform to the General Plan Guiding 
Principles. The FEIR analyzes whether the project meets the 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.  

 
 The remainder of this comment provides the commenters opinion. The 

commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and is included in the project’s 
FEIR for the decision makers to consider. No additional response is 
necessary. Please also refer to response to comment C1g-5 above. 
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C1g-32 FEIR subchapter 3.1.4 analyzes the existing General Plan and 
community plan policies and concludes that the project is consistent with 
the County General Plan and the Valley Center and Bonsall Community 
Plans’ policies that address community character. Community character 
is defined as those features of a neighborhood, which give it an 
individual identity and the unique or significant resources that comprise 
the larger community.  

 
 The existing Valley Center Community Plan (VCCP) does envision two 

existing rural Villages as the only areas recognized on the plan map 
where urban levels of development are permitted. The project proposes, 
as part of its General Plan Amendment, to modify the text of the VCCP 
to be consistent with the proposed project by changing the number of 
rural villages from two to three. The General Plan’s goals and policies 
permit the establishment of a new village that is designed to be 
consistent with the Community Development Model, provide necessary 
services and facilities, and meet the LEED-ND Certification or an 
equivalent.  See Global Response: Project Consistency with General 
Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
 Specific VCCPG policy consistency includes the following: 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.  Additionally, the VCCP 
Land Use policies seek to preserve sensitive natural resources including 
steep slopes, canyons, floodplains, ridge tops, and unique scenic views 
(VCCP Policies A-1 through A-3). As detailed throughout the FEIR 
including subchapters 2.1 (Visual Resources) and 2.5 (Biological 
Resources), the project is designed to avoid disturbance of a majority of 
the on-site steep slopes and most sensitive habitats. Additionally, 
mitigation measures are included to assure the reduction of significant 
impacts to scenic views to the greatest extent possible. The Agricultural 
Goal of the VCCP seeks the preservation and enhancement of existing 
and future agricultural uses. As detailed in the Agricultural Resources  

C1g-31 
(cont.) 

C1g-32 
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 C1g-32 (cont.) 
 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 including common open space areas, 
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.  For a detailed matrix of the project’s consistency with 
the relevant policies of the VCCP, see FEIR Appendix W. 

 
 The project is likewise consistent with the community character of the 

Bonsall Community Plan (BCP). As currently written, the BCP 
recognizes three areas with the Village Regional Category located in the 
Olive Hill Road/Mission Road and SR-76 area. The project proposes as 
part of its General Plan Amendment to modify the text of the BCP to be 
consistent with the project by changing the number of areas with the 
Village Regional Category from three to four. As discussed above, the 
General Plan’s goals and policies permit the establishment of a new 
village that is designed to be consistent with the Community 
Development Model, provide necessary services and facilities, and meet 
the LEED-ND Certification or an equivalent. 

 
 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, while preserving outlying rural areas 
outside of services and infrastructure (BCP Policy LU-1.2.1). Project 
grading would conform to the natural contours of the land and would not 
substantially alter the profile of the site (BCP Policy LU-1.1.3). The 
proposed project further assures consistency with relevant policies 
associated with this goal through the requirement for Site Plan review 
(BCP LU-1.2.2). BCP Goal COS-1.1 requires the preservation of unique 
natural and cultural resources. As detailed in subchapter 2.6 (Cultural  
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C1g-32 (cont.) 
 Resources), the project includes mitigation measures required to assure 

that no known or unknown cultural resources are disturbed or lost as a 
result of project implementation. BCP Policy COS-1.1.4 requires 
development to be compatible with adjacent natural preserves, sensitive 
habitat areas, agricultural lands, and recreation areas. As detailed in 
subchapter 2.5 (Biological Resources), the project is designed to avoid 
disturbance of the site’s most sensitive habitats through the dedication of 
103.6 acres of open space. Additionally, Goal COS-1.2 requires the 
continuation of agriculture as a prominent use throughout the Bonsall 
community. The project includes agriculture throughout the project site 
including common open space areas, 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 
compatibility buffers including groves of orchard trees, such as avocado 
and citrus.  

 
 Additional discussions, including a detailed matrix of the project’s 

consistency with all other policies of the BCP is located in Appendix W.  
 
 Overall, land use impacts associated with policy inconsistencies would 

be less than significant. 
 
 
 
 
C1g-33 See response to comment C1g-5 and C1g-31 above. 
 
 See also Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 

Policy LU-1.2. See also Appendix W of the FEIR for details of the 
project’s consistency with the policies of the General and Community 
Plans.  

 
 
 
 
C1g-34 See Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-

1.2. 

C1g-32 
(cont.) 

C1g-33 

C1g-34 
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C1g-35 As noted by the reviewer, the proposed zoning includes the use of both 

the V Setback Regulator and the D Special Area Regulator. These have 
been applied for different reasons to assure that all development 
authorized by the Specific Plan will be implemented with the use of a 
Site Plan which will include details of the proposed development. The D 
Special Area Regulator has been applied to require a Site Plan for all 
development.  

 
 The Specific Plan includes detailed lot design and architectural design 

guidelines, and development applications that will need to include a Site 
Plan to identify which lot design and architectural style guidelines will be 
applied to each lot. 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. These development guidelines in 
Section III of the Specific Plan allow for and will result in a near endless 
variety in the lot sizes and architectural styles in the Specific Plan. 

 
 As encouraged by the Valley Center Community Plan, the project would 

include a wide variety of architectural styles and designs (page 8). In 
addition, the Valley Center Design Guidelines also allow design flexibility 
to achieve a variety of architectural character (page 4). The architectural 
styles proposed within the Specific Plan are also consistent with the 
Bonsall Community Plan, which requires diverse architecture (page 11). 

C1g-34 
(cont.) 

C1g-35 
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C1g-36 The Specific Plan also includes the application of the B Special Area 
Regulator, which would be applied within the areas designated with the 
C35 Zoning Use Regulation. The B Special Area Regulator is applied to 
those areas which will include uses subject to the Valley Center Design 
Guidelines. The Specific Plan and zoning both limit building height to 35 
feet, the same as in the surrounding area with the exception of the non-
habitable clock tower. See also subchapter 2.1, Visual Resources of the 
FEIR for a summary of significant impacts. 

 
C1g-37 There is approximately 146.3 acres of native vegetation that exists on 

the property. Of this, 104.1 acres will be preserved. This equates to the 
preservation of 71 percent of the existing on-site vegetation and does 
not include additional off-site preservation of upland habitat required in 
the FEIR, subchapter 2.5. Effects on wildlife movement are discussed in 
the FEIR, in subchapter 2.5.2.4 and are considered to be less than 
significant. The removal of agricultural operations from much of the 
property is discussed in subchapter 2.4 of the FEIR. The open space 
design is consistent with the County’s guidelines. The open space areas 
include the sensitive habitat and an appropriate buffer. The project also 
requires fencing and signs to prohibit entrance into the preserved areas 
and lighting restrictions that assure sensitive habitat are not disturbed.  . 
Details of the project’s biological project design features and mitigation 
measures are included in FEIR subchapter 2.5.  

 
C1g-38 See Global Response: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge 

Roads).  
 
 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.  

 
 All proposed on-site roads have been designed in accordance to the 

County Consolidated Fire Code and DSFPD, 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., Attachment P of the FPP. (FEIR, 
subchapter 2.7.2.3. See also Fire Protection Plan, pp 33-38.)  

C1g-36 

C1g-37 

C1g-38 

C1g-39 
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 C1g-38 (cont.) 
 The Evacuation Plan examined the existing and the  planned roads and 

determined that the project would provide adequate multi-directional 
primary and secondary emergency evacuation routes. 

 
 A detail of the project’s rights to access, including easements held by the 

applicant and those required to be acquired are set forth in the Global 
Response: Off-Site Improvements – Environmental Analysis and 
Easement Summary Table. 
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C1g-39 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. 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. All graded areas will be 
landscaped with drought-tolerant plantings that are compatible with the 
surrounding environment as well as the theme of the project. 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 in FEIR Figure 1-15. 

 
 
 
C1g-40 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 required for each 
residential area as well as the Town Center and Neighborhood Centers, 
and must meet the stated guidelines. 

 
 
C1g-41 Lighting has been designed to comply with the requirements of the Light 

Pollution Code (LPC) and County Regulatory Ordinance (County Code 
Sections 51.201-51.209) that restricts the use of any outdoor lighting that 
emits undesirable light rays into the night sky. Lighting guidelines are 
located throughout the Specific Plan in Chapter 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. 
Conformance with County light requirements are included in the FEIR 
subchapter 2.1. 

C1g-39 
(cont.) 

C1g-40 

C1g-41 
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C1g-42 The proposed project is located in the VCMWD which is the service 

provider for the project. The County of San Diego Board of Supervisors 
Policy I-84 requires the submittal of a Project Facility Availability Form 
from the facility provider, indicating whether the facility provider can 
potentially provide facilities to serve a project. The forms also allow 
facility providers to recommend specific requirements that may be made 
conditions of project approval. The VCWMD has provided Project Facility 
Availability Forms from the VCMWD for both sewer and water, which 
indicate that the project is in the district and eligible for service and 
facilities are expected to be available within the next 5 years.  

 
 The Specific Plan addresses on-site land uses including the possible 

construction of an on-site water reclamation facility.  
 
 The FEIR (Chapter 3.0) describes several alternatives for treatment of 

wastewater, both on- and off-site as requested by VCMWD. The FEIR 
also includes alternative routes for wastewater transmission lines. The 
project applicant would implement either option for wastewater treatment 
as approved by the VCMWD. VCMWD has conceptually approved the 
Wastewater Management Report for Lilac Hills Ranch which provides 
additional information about all treatment options. 

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

construct the sewage forced main or recycled water lines, four 
alternative pipeline routes are included in the Wastewater Management 
Alternatives Report of the FEIR (see Appendix S).). Alternative 4 utilizes 
Covey Lane, West Lilac Road, and Circle R Road to reach the Lower 
Moosa Canyon Wastewater Treatment Facility. This alternative does not 
have any new impacts to undisturbed land because the pipeline would 
be located within existing roadways. FEIR subchapters 1.2.1.7 and 
3.1.7.2 have been revised to clarify that additional alternative routes for 
sewer lines have been considered and analyzed. See also Global 
Response: Off-Site Improvements – Environmental Analysis and 
Easement Summary Table, which describes the respective off-site 
improvements, corresponding environmental analysis, status of 
easement rights, and affected properties for the sewer alternatives. 

C1g-41 
(cont.) 

C1g-42 

C1g-43 

C1g-44 
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 C1g-43 The commenter is correct that there are two open space easements that 
exist within the project site. One open space easement was granted to 
the County of San Diego in conjunction with Parcel Map No. 17704, on 
June 10, 1996. The second easement was granted to the County per 
document No. 1996-030583 on July 12, 1996. Both easements prohibit 
all of the following on any portion of the land subject to the easement: 
grading, excavation, placement of structures, construction, mineral 
excavation, trash, dumping or any use other than open space. Limited 
vegetative clearing by hand as required by the fire authority is permitted 
within the first open space easement; within the second incidental 
agriculture, such as nursery crops, is permitted. Both open space 
easements would need to be vacated for development within those 
areas in conjunction with the approval of the Final Maps for the project. 
Both open space easements currently cover agricultural land, which 
would not require substitute mitigation. A small area of oak riparian 
woodland that is located within one of the existing open space 
easements would be preserved within the project’s biological open 
space. 

 
C1g-44 Guiding Principal 2 does not prohibit new Villages. It states that “As 

population growth continues in San Diego County, more compact 
development should occur within existing and planned communities to 
reduce these impacts.” See Response 5 and 31 above. See also Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
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C1g-45 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 include a site for a 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.   

 
C1g-46 The comment raises concerns with respect to hazards associated with 

the roadway network. 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. 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. 

 
 As detailed in Section 4.2.7 of the FPP and subchapter 2.7.2.4 of the 

FEIR, gates proposed for the project would be in compliance with 
DSFPD guidelines and County Consolidated Fire Code Section 503.6. 
Any gate or barrier across a fire access roadway shall have specific 
plans reviewed and approved by DSFPD, and receive Specific Plan 
approval prior to installation. (FPP, page 36.) In addition, per the DSFPD 
conditions attached an part of the Project Availability Form (see 
Appendix R) gates accessing more than four residences or residential 
lots, or gates accessing hazardous institutional, educational, or 
assembly occupancy group structures shall also be equipped with 
approved emergency traffic control-activating strobe light sensors(s) or 
other devices approved by the fire code official. Subsequent to this 
public review, additional analysis was added to the FEIR that determined 
automated gates as recommended will require less time, roughly one-
quarter to one-third the time to open and proceed through the gate and 
would results in minimal delay related to the time for the gate to move 
from closed to open. (FPP, pp 35-36.) 

C1g-44 
(cont.) 

C1g-45 

C1g-46 

C1g-47 
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 C1g-46 (cont.) 
 The project would comply with DSFPD guidelines and County 

Consolidated Fire Code requirements related to gates, the 
recommendations of the FPP and project conditions related to 
emergency access, therefore no impacts associated with noncompliance 
with applicable fire codes related to secondary emergency access to the 
project would result. 

 
 The proposed gates must all be equipped with an automatic device 

which will allow emergency services to open gates as they approach and 
which will allow the gates to remain open should evacuation be 
necessary. All gates will be constructed in accordance with County and 
Consolidated Fire Code requirements. The type and use of gates is 
further explained in the FEIR, subchapter 2.7 and the FPP. 

 
 With respect to the legal right to use Covey Lane, Once Covey lane 

enters the Project from the east, it will be constructed entirely within the 
project boundary, and will not depend on easement rights. For that 
portion of Covey Lane from the boundary of the project to West Lilac 
Road please see the Global Response: Easements (Covey Lane and 
Mountain Ridge Roads).  

 
 The project applicant is not required to include all the land they own 

within the Specific Plan boundaries. The applicant can define the project 
boundary in their application. However, the off-site impacts associated 
with the construction and use of the roadway identified in the comment 
are analyzed in the FEIR (subchapters 2.3, 2.5 and 2.6).  
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C1g-47 There is no CEQA requirement that a project be “justified” as suggested 

in this comment. The project’s objectives are  enumerated in FEIR 
Chapter 1.0 The inclusion of a General Plan Amendment is an allowable 
component to the project application, The project proposes to amend the 
Bonsall and Valley Center Community Plans to add another Village. The 
goal in the Valley Center community plan text will be revised to indicate 
that there are three Villages in the community plan. The Bonsall 
Community Plan will be revised to note the addition of a new village. 
Ultimately, it will be the policy makers, the Board of Supervisors, who will 
determine if the amendment will be in the public interest and not be 
detrimental to the public, health, safety and welfare. (General Plan, page 
I-15.) The project will, in fact, accommodate future population growth in 
San Diego County by providing a range of diverse housing types, 
including mixed-use and senior housing.   

 
C1g-48 The proposed project would help contribute to the County-wide need for 

housing. The General Plan designated Valley Center and Bonsall as 
having a greater capacity to grow when compared to other communtiites. 
(General Plan, page I-25.).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
C1g-49 The proposed project would be built in five phases over several years. 

However, the Specific Plan contains limits (density) and design 
guidelines that must be followed in order for future implementing maps to 
be approved and constructed. The Specific Plan also provides the 
flexibility needed to respond to any changes that may occur over time. 
The Specific Plan meets the requirements of the County and all 
requirements of Section 65451 of the Government Code. 

 

C1g-47 
(cont.) 

C1g-48 

C1g-49 
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C1g-50 See response to comment C1g-29 above.  
 
 
 
C1g-51 The project includes the Country Inn as an attribute to rural life and as a 

means to encourage a small tourism economy. The amount of 
commercial mixed use has not been increased and has been sized to 
support the proposed community. The types of uses allowed are set 
forth in the Zoning Use Regulations and the Specific Plan. 

 
C1g-52 The project contains two distinct land use designations – “VR 2.9”, which 

stands for Village Residential, and “C5” which stands for Commercial.  
The project’s VR 2.9 land use designation is restricted to only single-
family residential dwelling units.  There are 1,371 single-family units 
planned within the available land area (580.2 acres) zoned for VR.  The 
overall gross density is calculated by dividing 1,371 units by 580.2 acres, 
which equals 2.36 dwelling units per acre, which is below the allowable 
gross density of 2.9 units per acre.  The Commercial Land use 
designation, “C5” contains 164 attached dwelling units and 211 mixed-
use dwelling units, for a total of 375 dwelling units within the C5 
designations.  The total land area zoned for C5 is approximately 27.8 
acres.  The overall gross density is calculated by dividing 375 units by 
27.8 acres, for a gross density of 13.5 units per acre.  While the project 
supports densities up to 24 units per acre, the overall project density is 
2.9 units per acre. This was calculated by dividing the number of units by 
the number of acres in the project. The density identified in the Specific 
Plan conforms to General Plan Policy LU-1.7 Maximum Residential 
Densities, which states that residential density is determined by taking 
the maximum number of dwelling units permitted within the boundaries 
of any subdivision based on the applicable land use designation.  

 
 The assisted living facility does not include individual kitchen and is not 

subject to density calculations pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance.  
 

C1g-50 

C1g-51 

C1g-52 
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C1g-53 The General Plan guideline for providing emergency services is 

measured by the travel time of an emergency response team from the 
closest fire station to the farthest dwelling unit of the development not 
the time to transport a person to the nearest hospital.  Please refer to 
Global Response: Fire and Medical Services.  

 
 The 200-unit assisted living facility has been revised to remove the 

allowance for kitchens and is no longer designated as a group residential 
(GR) facility. 

 
C1g-54 The proposed project preserves 104.1 acres of natural habitat on-site, 

consisting mostly of wetlands and riparian woodlands. As discussed in 
FEIR subchapter 2.5, mitigation for wetland impacts will be provided on-
site through the preservation of the open space areas, as well as 
restoration and enhancement.  Additional off-site acreage would be 
required. Mitigation for upland vegetation would be provided off-site 
within the proposed PAMA. Consistent with the proposed North County 
MSCP, the location would be anywhere in the proposed North County 
MSCP PAMA that supports the appropriate vegetation See FEIR 
subchapter 2.5. 

 
 The project is evaluated based on the preliminary grading plan which 

identifies the anticipated amounts of cut and fill required to construct the 
project. Final grading plans will be required to substantially conform to 
these calculations or additional environmental review could be required. 
See above for mitigation and restoration requirements. 

C1g-52 
(cont.) 

C1g-53 

C1g-54 
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C1g-55 The proposed trail system includes a variety of trails as described in the 
Specific Plan. The trail system incorporates some of the existing dirt 
roads to minimize the need for new disturbance of natural vegetation. No 
new trails have been added to the project; however, Figure 20 of the 
Specific Plan, “Trails Plan & Biological Open Space Signage” and the 
discussion of the trails in the Specific Plan text has been revised in 
regards to the County Master Trail (CMT) segments crossing the project. 
The first change is in regards to the CMT segment which is located 
along West Lilac Road and which is proposed along the project (south) 
side of West Lilac Road forming the project’s northern boundary. There 
is one small segment that will be realigned south of the West Lilac Road 
right-of-way due to steep topography.  This segment can no longer be 
defined as “Type D” trail because it is no longer in the road right-of-way 
for West Lilac Road.  For this reason, it has been reclassified as a 
Ranch Multi-Use trail.  The other CMT segment to cross the project is 
located in the southern portion of the project within an existing Valley 
Center Municipal Water District (VCMWD) water line easement. In this 
case the project proposes to build the trail segment within the project 
which will allow future trail development to the east and west to traverse 
the community.  This trail also cannot be classified as a Type D trail 
because it is not in a road-right-of-way.  As above this trail segment is 
classified as a Ranch Multi-Use trail. Both CMT trails will be built as 
approved by the County.   

 
 See responses to comments to letter C4 for additional details relating to 

the project’s proposed trails.  
 
C1g-56 With respect to the comment that the roadway system will be effectively 

closed except for Main Street, as stated in the FEIR and Specific Plan, 
the roads within the phases one, two and three of the proposed project 
are private but would be open to the public (Specific Plan, 
Section D.1.b). The only exception to this is the Senior Community 
(phases four and five) which is gated. All private roads would be 
maintained by the community HOA, eliminating any need for public road 
maintenance funds. The project can be accessed by the public from 
West Lilac Road and Covey Lane. Main Street provides an alternate 
route to West Lilac Road through the project.  

C1g-54 
(cont.) 

C1g-55 

C1g-56 
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 C1g-56 (cont.) 
 With respect to the road traversing over property outside the project. 

Lilac Hills Ranch Road is proposed as a private road, not open to the 
public, crossing an existing legal lot outside the project area. The off-site 
impacts associated with the construction and traffic impacts to this 
roadway are addressed in subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR and the Global 
Responses: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads) and 
Off-Site Improvements – Environmental Analysis and Easement  
Summary Table, which describes the respective off-site improvements, 
corresponding environmental analysis, status of easement rights, and 
affected properties.  

 
C1g-57 With respect to the maps being unclear about connecting Lilac Hills 

Ranch Road, the Specific Plan shows the circulation system necessary 
for the entire project. The street system for each phase would be 
designed at a future date and shown on subsequent implementing 
Tentative Maps. 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. 
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C1g-58 With respect to the comment that the 2.2C provides better traffic flow 

and greater traffic capacity, the 2.2F Light Collector does allow narrower 
shoulders, which, in turn, allows a road design that has fewer impacts to 
existing residents on the north side of that road.  The FEIR also analyzes 
the construction of West Lilac Road as a 2.2C Mobility Element 
Roadway. Additional impacts associated with this alternative road design 
are detailed in FEIR subchapter 4.8. Main Street acts as a parallel route 
to West Lilac Road, effectively providing additional lanes to carry traffic. 
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.  

 
 The pathway along the south side of West Lilac Road is a County Type 

D Pathway which allows an 8-foot treadway within a 12 foot easement. 
The proposed trail meets these standards as described in Section III a. 
of the Specific Plan. 

 
 The proposed internal road system does follow the topography as much 

as is allowed and still be consistent with County Private Road Standards 
and the Consolidated Fire. Private road standards allow overall grading 
to be reduced over what would be needed should the Public Road 
Standards be used within the project. 

 
 With respect to project grading, project grading would conform to the 

natural contours of the land and would not substantially alter the profile 
of the site. This is consistent with General Plan Policy LU-1.1.3. Further 
discussion of the project’s conformance with both General Plan and 
Valley Center and Bonsall Community Plans related to community 
character is found in FEIR subchapter 3.1.4.  

 
C1g-59 FEIR subchapter 3.1.7, and the Wastewater Alternatives Report (FEIR 

Appendix S) contain complete descriptions of the 4 alternatives for 
wastewater collection and treatment. As stated in FEIR subchapter 
3.1.7, should either on-site treatment alternative (Alternative 1 or 
Alternative 2) be the selected alternative, the initial development within 

C1g-57 
(cont.) 

C1g-58 

C1g-59 
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 C1g-59 (cont.) 
 the project may be provided sewer service by means of trucking sewage 

from a collection point on-site to an existing wastewater treatment plant.  
This would be a temporary approach to allow sufficient wastewater flows 
to accumulate prior to the operation of a treatment plant. Trucking of 
sewage 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.. Temporary trucking under Alterative 1 or Alternative 2 would 
add three trips per day to the road system and would cease when the 
minimum flow (first 100 homes) necessary for operation was reached. 
Treated effluent would not be trucked back to the project. The decision 
about which alternative will be used is the jurisdiction of the VCMWD 
and is unknown at the present time.  The impacts of all alternatives are 
addressed in FEIR subchapter 3.1.7. 

 
 The VCMWD Board approved Preliminary Concept Approval to the 

Project June 3, 2013.  Part of the approval outlines a plan to providing 
wastewater treatment whereby the initial phase of LHR expands the 
Lower Moosa Canyon facility and a smaller on-site facility is constructed 
based on the needs of LHR and the Lower Moosa Canyon service area.   

 
 The WTF would be constructed upon the time its requirement is 

necessary to serve the residents of the project. Details relating to the 
level of sewer treatment for each alternative, including disposal of solids 
is discussed in FEIR subchapter 3.1.7.   
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C1g-60 The mix of water to be used to supply potable and landscaping supplies 
will be determined by the VCMWD. Chapter 3.0 of the FEIR and Chapter 
4.0 of the Wastewater Alternatives technical report describes various 
alternatives and analyzes the impacts of each. VCMWD has approved a 
Water Supply Assessment and Verification (“WSAV”) for the proposed 
project and issued a project Facility Availability Form for water and 
sewer service.  Please refer to the approved WSAV and its Appendix A, 
for a calculation of water conservation rates.   

 
 The use of gray water systems will be allowed within the project, but due 

to the legal availability of sufficient water supply, gray water systems are 
not required. Rain barrels, however, would be required on all single-
family homes, resulting in the reduction of exterior water use, over and 
above what is calculated in the WSAV. The use of either or both systems 
would reduce the cost of water to individual users.  

 
 As Detailed in the Waste Water Services Report, and further 

documented within the VCMWD Concept Approval, the Project has 
several options to employ the use of Reclaimed and Recycled Water 
within the Project.  The Project could either elect to build an on-site 
Water Treatment Facility, or an Off-Site Water Treatment Facility, 
however the ultimate option will be selected by the VCMWD.  The 
Project currently has easements and fee ownership connecting to public 
roads, form the project site to the off-site Lower Moosa Canyon facility 
site.  Should the VCMWD select to move forward with the off-site 
alternative, the project would utilize the public rights-of-way. 

 
 The project will have to comply with all requirements of the VCMWD, 

including Article 190, Section 190.7 Conservation and Local Supply Use 
Requirements which requires the use of recycled water and 
groundwater.  More specifically, on June 3, 2013 the VCMWD Board 
approved Preliminary Concept Approval for the project.  Part of the 
approval included the “Conditions for Preliminary Concept Approval” 
which outlines the major issues related to providing service to the project 
with respect to water, wastewater, and recycled water.  One condition 
specifically reads, “The Developer shall utilize recycled water within the 
proposed project, to the greatest extent possible, for all appropriate 
irrigation purposes in lieu of imported potable water.” 

 
 

C1g-59 
(cont.) 
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C1g-61 As noted in FEIR subchapter 3.1.5 the project includes a 12-acre site for 
the possible construction of a K-8 school.  Prior to construction of the on-
site school, students living within each district would attend local 
facilities.  Once constructed, the on-site school would accommodate all 
K-8 students living within the project site.  There are several possible 
options for the K-8 school, which may be 1) either independently 
operated, as a private school, 2) operated as a charter school, or 3) 
operated as a Public School.  The Bonsall School District recently 
indicated that they would be interested in operating a future K-8 school 
within Lilac Hills Ranch, as part of their school district.  High school 
students would attend either Bonsall or Valley Center High School, 
depending on the location of each home relative to the school district 
boundaries.  

 
 As further discussed in the FEIR, the project would increase attendance 

at both VCPUSD and BUSD school districts. Pursuant to its PFAF, 
VCPUSD 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. The students within the project would continue to attend 
schools in their associated districts which have indicated their capacity to 
accommodate such students.  

 
 The proposed school site would be offered to the local districts, or 

potentially as a private school, and reserved for possible acquisition. 
Construction of the school facility on the site would ultimately be the 
responsibility of the school district.  In addition, the applicant will be 
required to pay school impact fees pursuant to California Government 
Code Section 65996(b).   

 
C1g-62 Fallbrook schools were not included in the project’s analysis because 

Proposition BB was approved by voters in the Fallbrook and Bonsall 
school districts to create a new K-12 district, BUSD. Approximately 208 
acres of the northern portion of the site are within the existing BUSD as 
a result of the successful unification. The remainder is within VCPUSD.   
Traffic impacts associated with the school use are accounted for in the 
projects Traffic Impact Study (FEIR Appendix E).  Assumptions are 
based on trip generation rates for the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project 
were developed utilizing SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular Traffic 
 

C1g-61 

C1g-62 
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 C1g-62 (cont.) 
 Generation Rates for the San Diego Region (SANDAG, April 2002). 

Specifically, Table 4.8 of the Traffic Impact Study identifies the project 
trip generation for Phase E, which includes a proposed elementary and 
middle school. As the proposed on-site K-8 school is intended to serve 
the Lilac Hills Ranch project, 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. 

 
 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. 

 
C1g-63 Section II-KI of the Specific Plan provides a Sign Plan, which provides 

community sign standards on the types of signs. The sign standards in 
the Specific Plan would be subject to Valley Center Design Review per 
the “B” Special Area Regulator. 
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C1g-64 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.  The project’s consistency with the General Plan will be 
considered in the decision.  

 
 See response to comments C1g-5, C1g-31 and C1g-44.  
 
  

C1g-64 
(cont.) 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-390 

 

 
C1g-65 The comment refers to a prerequisite required by LEED-ND.  Please see 

the Global Response for Consistency with LU- 1.2 for a discussion 
regarding the project’s determination as a LEED-ND equivalent designed 
project. 

 
C1g-66 Approval of the project’s application to downgrade the classification of 

West Lilac Road from 2.2C to 2.2F would not impede traffic flow along 
this road.  This change in designation would reduce required right-of-way 
and shoulder width and would not impact road capacity. However, as 
discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.3.1.3, and the Traffic Impact Study 
Section 3.3, to reflect the reduction in the roads classification, a 
10 percent threshold reduction was applied to conservatively show: (1) 
the limited portion of the roadways where shoulders are reduced and the 
minimal effect of shoulder width on roadway capacity, and (2) the limited 
roadway length where speeds are reduced due to substandard minimum 
curve radii. By reducing the capacity threshold by 10 percent, each of 
the County LOS thresholds for these roads were reduced by 10 percent, 
meaning that it would take a lower amount of traffic to trigger a 
significant impact than without the reduction. The impact analysis 
included in the FEIR accounts for this threshold reduction. 

 
 A detailed analysis of the effects of the road exceptions on other 

environmental impact categories is provided in the No Road Standard 
Modifications Alternative in subchapter 4.8. 

 
 Likewise the project’s road modification requests would not affect 

emergency evacuation because road capacity is not reduced.  The 
project is consistent with all relevant Mobility Element policies and will 
not result in incompatibility with transportation hazards. See Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and 
FEIR Appendix W.  

 
 With respect to the IOD taking a substantial swath of the open space, the 

IOD shown on the Implementing TM would allow the County the ability to 
realign West Lilac Road at some point in the future. The lots adjacent to 
the IOD have been designed to avoid conflicts with the IOD.  

 

C1g-64 
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C1g-67 The two-way sections of Main Street vary in width from 50-72 feet 

depending on location within the project. A landscaped median, sidewalk 
and bike lane are included in all sections. Each one-way section of Main 
Street is 42 feet wide and includes travel lanes, parking, bike lane and 
sidewalk. The street is designed to accommodate all uses. See FEIR 
Chapter 1.0 and Specific Plan Chapter 2.0 for additional information. 

 
 See also response to comment C1g-66. 
 
C1g-68 See Global Response: Off-Site Improvements - Environmental Analysis 

and Easement Summary Table for details relating to the project 
applicant’s easement rights for all off-site improvement areas. 

 
C1g-69 The existing homes are not part of the Specific Plan and are not included 

in the total number of dwelling units. 
 
 
 
 
 
C1g-70  It is common for a Specific plan to provide multiple options for financing 

opportunities. This comment does not address the environmental 
analysis provided in the project FEIR. The commenter’s opinion is 
acknowledged and is included in the project’s FEIR for the decision 
makers to consider. 

 

C1g-66 
(cont.) 

C1g-67 
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C1g-69 
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C1g-71 Concluding statement is acknowledged. The commenter’s opinion is 

acknowledged and is included in the project’s FEIR for the decision 
makers to consider. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1g-72 Concluding statement is acknowledged. The commenter’s opinion is 

acknowledged and is included in the project’s FEIR for the decision 
makers to consider. 

 

C1g-71 

C1g-72 


