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C1i-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1i-2 The commenter’s statement of the project objectives is noted. The 

project objectives, developed by the County, are compliant with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15124(b). The Guidelines require that a project 
description contain a statement of objectives sought by the proposed 
project and that the statement of objectives should include the 
underlying purpose of the project. In addition, the project’s objectives 
aided in developing a reasonable range of alternatives. Alternatives 
need to satisfy “most of the basic objectives of the project.” A 
reasonable range of alternatives were discussed in the FEIR. 

 
 The County disagrees with the comment. Property located along I-15 

or SR-76 could meet this objective. Subchapter 4.1.1.1 analyzed and 
rejected an off-site alternative. 

C1i-2 

C1i-1 
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C1i-3 through C1i-10 
 The commenter’s statement of the project objectives is noted. The 

project objectives, developed by the County, are compliant with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15124(b). The Guidelines require that a project 
description contain a statement of objectives sought by the proposed 
project and that the statement of objectives should include the 
underlying purpose of the project. In addition, the project’s Objectives 
do not limit its ability to implement the project in a way that precludes it 
from implementing reasonable alternatives to the project. Alternatives 
need to satisfy “most of the basic objectives of the project.” A 
reasonable range of alternatives were discussed in the FEIR. 

 
C1i-3 For further discussion of EIR Objective One, please refer to responses 

to comment C1s-3. 
 
C1i-4 For further discussion of EIR Objective Two, please refer to responses 

to comments C1f-6 through C1f-8. 
 
C1i-5  For further discussion of EIR Objective Three, please refer to 

responses to comment C1f-9. 
 
C1i-6 For further discussion of EIR Objective Four, please refer to responses 

to comment C1f-10. 
 
C1i-7 For further discussion of EIR Objective Five, please refer to responses 

to comment C1f-11. 
 
C1i-8 For further discussion of EIR Objective Six, please refer to responses 

to comment C1f-11. 
 
C1i-9  For further discussion of EIR Objective Seven, please refer to 

responses to comment C1f-12. 
 
 The County disagrees with the comment. Property located along I-15 

or SR-76 could meet this objective. Subchapter 4.1.1.1 analyzed and 
rejected an off-site alternative. 

 

C1i-2 
cont. 
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C1i-11 The County acknowledges your comment and opposition to the 
project.  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.  The Regional Categories Map and Land Use Maps 
are graphic representations of the Land Use Framework and the 
related goals and policies of the General Plan. (Chapter 3, page 18.)  

 
 The General Plan states that it is intended to be a dynamic document 

and must be periodically updated to respond to changing community 
needs. (General Plan, page 1-15.) 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 clearly allows for future amendments to 
the Land Use Map and Regional Categories Map. Please refer to 
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2 and Appendix W for a thorough discussion on related topic.  
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental 
issue, no further response is required. 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. 

 
 The commenter broadly questions the project consistency with the 

General Plan. The FEIR analyzes and concludes the project is wholly 
consistent with the General Plan. Please refer to Appendix W for a 
more thorough discussion of this topic. With regard to mention of 
consistency with the General Plan Guiding Principles, it should be 
noted that all of the goals and policies of the General Plan are based 
upon these principles which are set forth in Chapter 2.0 of the General 
Plan. (General Plan, p.2-6)  The FEIR analyzes whether the project 
meets the 10 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. 

 
C1i-12 through C1i-14 
 The commenter in general, questions project consistency with General 

Plan and in particular, consistency with County “smart growth policies.”  
See Appendix W for a thorough discussion of this topic.   

C1i-10 

C1i-11 

C1i-12 

C1i-13 
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C1i-12 through C1i-14 (cont.) 
 Regarding General Plan Policy LU-1.2, this policy permits new villages 

that are consistent with the Community Development Model, are 
located within existing sewer and water service district boundaries, and 
are LEED-ND equivalent. Please refer to Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion 
and analysis of consistency of the project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1i-15 While agricultural lands can provide some foraging habitat for raptors, 

the use of pesticides and other animal control methods to limit damage 
to crops reduces the value of these areas as foraging habitat. County 
Guidelines for Determining Significance do not require biological 
mitigation for the conversion of agricultural land.  Native habitat areas 
and grasslands provide the highest quality raptor foraging land and the 
project would mitigate the loss of these types of habitats. Raptors in 
the area would adjust their foraging area to include un-disturbed lands 
surrounding the project site. 

 
 
 
 

C1i-13 
cont. 
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C1i-16 The FEIR conclusions for impacts to sensitive species are based on 
site-specific surveys for sensitive species as documented in Table 1 of 
Appendix G of the FEIR. Attachments 9 and 11 of Appendix G 
document the sensitive plant and wildlife species with the potential to 
occur on-site, their likelihood of occurrence, and the factual basis for 
this determination. Significance conclusions consider their occurrence 
on-site, the suitability of the on-site habitat to support sensitive 
species, their relative abundance in the region, and the regional 
abundance of their preferred habitat. As most of the project site 
(approximately 76 percent) is marginal habitat (agricultural land, 
disturbed land, currently developed land) and the sensitive biological 
resource areas would be preserved on-site and off-site in conservation 
easements, the project would not result in a significant loss of habitat 
for the studied species. In addition, of the species with the potential to 
occur on-site, the FEIR demonstrates that a combination of the 
preservation of habitats suitable for these species, on-site or within 
draft PAMA lands, in combination with the abundance of species as 
documented in scientific literature, would result in less than significant 
sensitive species impacts. 

 
 The determination was made using the best available information 

including the draft North County MSCP which focuses on the 
preservation of the larger, higher quality habitat blocks that are 
considered to contain the largest populations of sensitive species, 
allowing smaller less viable and fragmented habitat areas that support 
smaller populations of species outside of these core resource areas to 
be considered for development. The project site is outside of the draft 
North County MSCP PAMA areas, which are the most important 
locations for preservation of habitat and species. 

 
 The Biological Resources Report relies on the regional MSCP planning 

efforts within the county and southern California as the basis for the 
determination of where the highest quality habitats and regionally 
significant populations of sensitive species occur in relation to the 
project. For example, under Section 3.2.5 Preserve Components for 
the PAMA, the Draft North County Plan states, “This concept (PAMA) 
develops the preferred preserve configuration around large contiguous 
area of habitat, areas supporting important species populations or 
habitat areas, and important functional linkages and movement 
corridors between them.”  The project is not within a high priority area 
for habitat conservation. 

 
 

C1i-16 

C1i-17 

C1i-18 

C1i-19 

C1i-20 
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 C1i-17 The FEIR, M-BIO-2, requires preparation of a Resource Management 
Plan (RMP). As detailed in M-BIO-2 (see subchapter 2.5), the RMP 
shall address site preparation, irrigation system requirements, on-site 
culvert maintenance to allow for wildlife passage, plant palettes, 
installation procedure, and describe the maintenance and monitoring 
program for both the establishment of mitigation areas and the 
enhancement of mitigation areas per the project conceptual wetland 
revegetation plan (FEIR Appendix G, Attachment 16) or requirements 
for habitat selection contained in the conceptual resource management 
plans (FEIR Appendix G, Attachments 17 and 18).   

 
 The RMP will include success criteria for the creation, restoration, 

and/or enhancement of native habitats. In addition, the RMP would be 
required to achieve the following goals: 

 
1. Preserve and manage the open space lands to the benefit of the 

flora, fauna, and native ecosystem functions reflected in the 
natural communities occurring within the RMP land. 

 
2. Manage the land for the benefit of sensitive plant and wildlife 

species and existing natural communities, without substantive 
efforts to alter or restrict the natural course of habitat development 
and dynamics. 

 
3. Reduce, control, and where feasible, eradicate non-native, 

invasive flora and/or fauna known to be detrimental to native 
species and/or the local ecosystem. 

 
4. Maintain the character and function of certain agricultural areas 

within the wetland buffer and open space area. (Refer to MM-BIO-
2) 

 
 Implementation of the RMP will ensure that edge effects would not 

compromise on-site mitigation. 
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 C1i-18 FEIR subchapters 2.5.2.2 and 2.5.4, both clearly state that impacts to 
coastal sage scrub habitat would be considered significant. Mitigation 
for coastal sage scrub impacts would still be required at the designated 
ratio whether or not the draft MSCP/PAMA is approved. The Habitat 
Loss Permit contains the necessary findings in support of the habitat 
loss per the NCCP guidelines in the absence of an adopted MSCP 
document/plan. 

 
 All impacts to coastal sage scrub are considered significant and 

require mitigation with or without the MSCP/PAMA per County and 
Wildlife Agency requirements.  While the loss of small stands of CSS 
contribute to cumulative losses of this habitat type, the NCCP CSS 
programs focus on the more important task of preserving larger blocks 
of CSS habitat that have been shown to be more beneficial for the 
preservation of CSS and the diverse assemblage of organisms 
supported by this habitat type.  In general, the larger the acreage the 
more significant the patch becomes; however, other factors such as 
presence of sensitive species may make smaller patches of habitat 
significant. 

 
 Cumulative impacts to agricultural and biological resources are 

addressed in FEIR subchapters 2.4.3 and 2.5.3, respectively. The 
selected cumulative project area represents those projects surrounding 
the project site with similar resources, habitats and within the same 
watershed as a means to analyze potential cumulative loss of these 
resources. The cumulative impacts analyses were completed in 
compliance with County Guidelines and the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). The FEIR also includes an analysis of consistency 
with General Plan policies. Refer to subchapter 3.1.4 and Appendix W 
of the FEIR. 

 
C1i-19 The FEIR appropriately analyzed all project impacts together and the 

FEIR does not piecemeal the project as the comment suggests.  Due 
to the variation between archaeological sites and the CEQA criteria for 
determining significance, each individual archaeological site must be 
evaluated for significance individually and, if necessary, mitigation 
must be developed specifically for each archaeology site.  The 
analysis evaluates the entire site and off-site improvement areas as a 
whole and, as this comment points out, in the context of the cumulative 
study area.   
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 C1i-19 (cont.) 
 As indicated in the FEIR, the project would preserve all known on-site 

resources that meet the CEQA significance criteria.  The FEIR 
identifies potentially significant impacts to unknown resources and an 
off-site site CA-SDI-5072 and identifies mitigation (M-CR-2 and M-CR-
3) for those potential impacts.  The importance of cultural resources 
under CEQA is tied to the archeological information the resources 
have.  The proposed mitigation includes curating or, as appropriate, 
repatriating recovered materials.  Also, documentation of the sites 
would be archived at the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) that 
serves to make the information available to future researchers, so that 
associations with other sites and the overall area can be better 
addressed.  As the proposed preservation and project mitigation 
preserves the archeological resource information for the future, the 
project’s impacts are considered mitigated to below a level of 
significance. 

 
 See responses to comments in Letter C1n for detailed responses to 

cultural resource issues raised by the VCCPG. 
 
C1i-20 The standard methodology of transect spacing was used in 

archaeological surveys. The archaeologists thoroughly checked 
bedrock outcrops, cut banks or other exposed soil profiles, and other 
high-potential areas during the evaluation. No comments have been 
expressed by the Tribes disagreeing with the methodology that was 
used. 
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C1i-21 Significant impacts associated with agricultural adjacency issues are 
addressed in the FEIR subchapter 2.4. Mitigation measures are 
required to buffer on-site residential and other uses from off-site 
agricultural operations which, in some cases, include pesticide usage. 
The FEIR was revised to direct the reader to the agricultural resources 
section for 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. 

 
C1i-22 As discussed in the FEIR, subchapter 2.7, the risk of accidental 

release of chlorine gas is less than significant. The multiple safety 
measures taken include required inspections by multiple agencies; a 
Risk Management Plan (RMP) and plant design all ensure that the 
impact of the location and operation of the Water Reclamation Facility 
(WRF) is less than significant. Any required risk analysis would be 
done when the plant is designed and the required RMP is prepared. 

 
C1i-23 and C1i-24 
 The commenter stated that emergency responses and evacuations 

would be severely impacted during a crisis event.  For the residents of 
LHR and the surrounding area, it should be pointed out that the 
primary requirements of an evacuation plan are to identify evacuation 
routes and to prepare residents for an emergency event.  It is a key 
document for Incident Command when an emergency event occurs in 
the area.  For preparedness of the residents, there is a key concept in 
the Plan known as “Ready! Set! Go!”.  This is now a national program 
and focuses on education, awareness, and preparedness for those 
living in the wildland-urban interface areas.  The Plan also requires 
that the HOA and DSFPD distribute “Ready! Set! Go!” information on a 
continual basis along with maps showing the evacuation routes, 
temporary evacuation points, and pre-identified safety zones. 

 
 In the event of a wildland fire in the area, an immediate tactical 

planning process by Incident Command is activated along with 
evacuation and contingency plans. Community evacuation plans will 
be integrated into the contingency planning process by Incident 
Command to assist and coordinate evacuation planning for all 
residents in the area requiring evacuation of part or all residents in the 
area. 

C1i-24 

C1i-23 

C1i-22 

C1i-21 
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 C1i-23 and C1i-24 (cont.) 
 In the event a wildfire occurs in the immediate vicinity with little to no 

time to evacuate, the Incident Command will make a determination on-
site if temporary safe refuge of residents would be appropriate or 
warranted.  Temporary Safe Refuge (TSR) is a concept that is utilized 
when early evacuation is not possible due to the nature and proximity 
of the fire or the escape route has been compromised.  It is not 
acceptable, however, to plan shelter-in-place for the community; but 
with a fast-moving wildfire emergency, the Incident Command does 
have the decision and option that temporary safe refuge in pre-
determined safety zones could be an option.  The ignition-resistant 
construction and other fire code requirements in addition to irrigated 
and well managed park areas does provide more protection and 
opportunities for this option for residents in this development than do 
older homes and other developments in the area. 

 
 There are significant improvements for evacuation procedures for 

residents in all of San Diego County, e.g., reverse 911.  The project 
meets County codes and ordinances regarding emergency 
evacuations, including allowable exceptions, which provide mitigations 
for safe practical effect.  Therefore, there is no significant adverse 
impact associated with the project.   

 
 The commenter also stated that evacuation plans would be impacted 

by proposing road standard modifications.  As stated above, primary 
requirement of an evacuation plan is to identify evacuation routes and 
to prepare residents for an emergency event with education, 
awareness and preparedness.  Also, in the event of a wildfire in the 
area, tactical decisions by Incident Command will include evacuations 
based on implementing in phases and on predetermined trigger points,  
so smaller percentages of the evacuees are on the road at the same 
time.  Trigger points would include ordering evacuations when a 
wildfire reaches a predetermined trigger point.  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.  From a fire perspective 
and an evacuation of residences from the area, these tactical 
procedures would be part of an Incident Command contingency plan to 
assist and coordinate mass evacuation planning for all residents in the 
area.   
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C1i-25 Please see Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 
 
C1i-26 In San Diego County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance and 

Report Format and Content Requirements for Wildland Fire and Fire 
Protection states that the FPP is a document that describes the level of 
fire hazard that would affect or be caused by a proposed development 
and the methods proposed to minimize that hazard. The FPP also 
evaluates the consistency of the proposed project with applicable fire 
protection regulations. In order to minimize hazards and meet fire code 
requirements, the FPP may include recommendations that involve 
limitations on future land use on the subject property, building 
construction standards, vegetation management, access 
improvements, installation of fire suppression facilities, and other 
design measures. The FPP must include measures to address the 
specific location, topography, geology, level of flammable vegetation 
and climate of the proposed project site. The FPP for the proposed 
Lilac Hills Ranch development follows the guidelines outlined by the 
County of San Diego for a FPP. 

 
 The project proposes customized fuel modification based on site 

specific fire behavior modeling and risk assessments as evaluated in 
the FPP. In these areas, off-site, adjacent land uses and overall fuel 
densities and terrain justify less than 100 feet of fuel modification zone. 
Also, the justification is based on adjacent flame lengths and heat 
intensity. For all locations where less than 100 feet of fuel modification 
are identified, the project is required to implement mitigation measures, 
as detailed in FEIR subchapter 2.7, to assure that impacts associated 
with the reduced FMZs would be less than significant. These mitigation 
measures would provide fire protection equal to a 100-foot FMZ. 

 
C1i-27 through C1i-30 
 Detailed responses to these issues are included in responses to 

comments I51i-2 through I51i-20. 
 
C1i-31 As detailed in Section 4.5 of the FPP, and FEIR subchapter 2.7.2.4 

and Capabilities Assessment (pp. 12-13), off-site clearing is one of a 
number of alternative measures proposed to mitigate for reduced fuel 
modification zones. Off-site clearing would only be allowed under a 
recorded easement acquired from adjacent landowners for the 
purpose of maintaining required fuel modification. There is no off-site 
clearing proposed; however, if off-site clearing is proposed in the 
future, the easements must be provided before the project can move 
forward. 

C1i-24 
cont. 

C1i-25 

C1i-26 

C1i-28 

C1I 29 
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C1i-32 See response to comment C1i-26. 
 
C1i-33 and C1i-34 
 The project proposes and will require a project-specific General Plan 

Amendment (GP 12-001).  Specifically, GP 12-001 proposes to: 
(1) amend the regional Land Use Element map to 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, and (4) amend the Mobility 
Element to reclassify West Lilac Road and specify the reclassified road 
segments at Table M-4. (FEIR Subchapter 1.2.1.1.)  Such amendment 
is purely specific to the proposed project. 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, Chapter 1.4.) Subchapter 1.6 describes the General Plan 
amendment required for approval of the project and that is analyzed by 
the FEIR.  The General Plan Regional Land Use Map is proposed to 
be amended to remove the existing regional category and land use 
designation and to redesignate the project area as Village.  Then 
subsequently provides detailed analysis of the physical environmental 
impacts that may flow from the GPA in Chapters 2.0 and 3.0, as well 
as providing a detailed policy inconsistency analysis in the Land Use 
Planning section, subchapter 3.1.4 (See FEIR, Chapter 3.0; 
Appendix W) of the FEIR. 

 
 Thus, the FEIR provides an analysis of the potential physical 

environmental impacts that would result from project approval and the 
concomitant amendment of the Regional Land Use Element Map to 
change the regional land use category from Semi-Rural to Village.  

 
 Subchapter 3.1.4.1 of the FEIR provides an analysis of the project’s 

compliance with applicable land use policies and plans, as well as 
Attachment “A” to Appendix “W.”  See also Global Response: General 
Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts Analysis and Appendix W for a 
thorough analysis of this issue. See also letter C1p for detailed 
responses to comments related to the project’s irreversible impacts. 

C1i-32 

C1i-33 

C1i-34 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-409 

 

C1i-35 The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter and does not 
raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA.  The 
FEIR is adequate and fully addresses the water quality impacts 
associated with the proposed project as subchapter 3.1.3 and the 
Hydromodification Management Plan (Appendix U3). The impact 
analysis and significance conclusions presented in the FEIR are based 
upon and supported by substantial evidence, including the technical 
analyses provided as appendices to the FEIR. The design for the 
current Implementing TM (and all future Implementing TMs) will 
conform to all current SUSMP, hydromodification and drainage 
attenuation requirements in the County of San Diego. These reports 
demonstrated that the proposed development has adequate mitigation 
facilities to address water quality, hydromodification and 100-year peak 
runoff volume attenuation. 

 
C1i-36 The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter and does not 

raise a specific environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA.  See 
Global Response: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge 
Roads) included in the introduction to these responses to comments. 
The additional information requested for routes for sewer and water 
pipelines is outside the scope of the required analysis. The alternatives 
for off-site routes for sewer and water pipelines are identified in the 
Wastewater Management Report (Appendix S of the FEIR). 

 
 Where the project proposes to co-locate multiple utility lines, there are 

combined total 40 feet in width of utility and road easements.  As 
shown in Figures 3-4A through 3-4C of Appendix S of the FEIR there 
is adequate spacing for all utility pipes within the right-of-way. 

 
C1i-37 It is acknowledged that all the permits and issues listed would need to 

be addressed by VCMWD to enable the expansion of the Lower 
Moosa Water Reclamation Facility as a possible wastewater treatment 
option for the project.  If these permits cannot be obtained to the 
satisfaction of the regulatory agencies then the project would proceed 
with one of the other methods for treatment and disposal of 
wastewater as directed by VCMWD.  Any expansion at the Lower 
Moosa Water Reclamation Facility beyond its current capacity would 
include the addition of tertiary treatment facilities to allow for recycled 
water use as a means of effluent disposal.  As discussed at FEIR 
Subchapter 3.1.7.2, two options for wastewater treatment for the 
project would not require increased capacity for the Lower Moosa 
Water Reclamation Facility as such treatment would occur on-site. 

C1i-36 

C1i-38 

C1i-39 

C1i-35 

C1i-37 
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 C1i-37 (cont.) 
 VCMWD is the appropriate agency to provide the permit list and 

contacts requested in this comment. 
 
C1i-38 Table 5-1 is an arithmetic illustration of how the area needed for 

application of reclaimed water changes depending on the rate of 
application. VCMWD would ultimately determine how much reclaimed 
water would be used within the project site and how much would be 
used elsewhere. We have proposed storage on-site for unused 
reclaimed water. 

 
 The recycled water application rates will be in accordance with the 

County of San Diego guidelines for the appropriate plant material. Turf 
requires 4 acre-feet per acre per year which is the high-end of the 
irrigation application scale and ornamental landscaping requires 
approximately 3 acre-feet per acre per year. The developed areas 
would include over 111 acres of open space such as parks, slopes, 
and common open space, all of which would be landscaped.  The 
Specific Plan would guide development throughout the many years 
needed to construct the project. As such, the detailed information 
requested would not be available until detailed plans are developed in 
the future. Recycled water use on the project will conform to all 
applicable state, federal, and local guidelines relating to possible 
discharges, if any, to Section 404 waters. 

 
C1i-39 The County does not agree that the hydromodification report relies on 

exaggerated assumptions. As explained at subchapter 3.1.3 of the 
FEIR, rain water harvesting on residential units is proposed only as a 
supplement to use of three hydromodification mitigation ponds or 
detentions basins as the primary means to mitigate impacts for project-
related storm water discharges. As presented in the Major SWMP for 
Lilac Hills Ranch – Implementing TM, Attachment I, the potential total 
rain barrel volume is 0.2 acre-feet, which is just a fraction of the 
capacity of the detention basins. If this alternative were utilized, the 
proposed rain barrels would not be a significant component of the 
required on-site detention facilities. The impact of a very small 
fractional decrease in storage volume offset would not have a high 
likelihood of potentially significant impact. Furthermore, the rain barrels 
were not modeled into the hydromodification analysis, thus, the 
calculations presented in the report essentially anticipated a 100 
percent hard failure.  This is a worst case analysis. 
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 C1i-39 (cont.) 
 The project design does not rely on permeable pavers in roadways. 

The current street design reflects the traditional asphalt concrete black 
tops. The permeable pavers were only discussed as a potential 
alternative to the traditional black top pavement. The Implementing TM 
SWMP, hydromodification, hydrology report and Master TM hydrology 
report clearly state that these permeable pavers are not being 
proposed as part of this project. However, it must be clarified that the 
pavers are not designed to allow storm water to percolate into the 
soils. Per the typical paver sections presented in the above-mentioned 
reports, an impermeable liner is to be installed at the bottom of the 
subbase material with a perforated pipe sloped to drain to the closest 
storm drain. 

 
C1i-40 The current, accurate, and complete specific estimates of impervious 

surfaces were calculated only for the first 114.9 acres of the 
Implementing TM in the hydromodification report. The final build-out 
design for the project site is only at the conceptual planning stage; 
therefore, any specific estimation or calculation on the impervious 
areas at project build-out would not be current, accurate, and complete 
at this stage. Successive Implementing TMs would provide these 
accurate, complete numbers and required water quality measures 
would be incorporated into subsequent phases of the project 
consistent with applicable regulations. 

 
 The overall project (i.e., Master TM) proposes to conserve 

approximately 104 acres of natural land and 20.8 acres of agricultural 
land undisturbed. Further, project design elements include greenbelt 
buffer areas, agricultural buffer areas, other open space areas, and 
parks in addition to preserved natural open space. The project 
proposes all privately maintained roadways on-site conform to the 
current County of San Diego Private Road standards. These privately 
maintained roadways would have reduced pavement width to minimize 
impervious surfaces that satisfies the COS-5.2 requirement to 
minimize the use of impervious surfaces. 
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C1i-41 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. 

 
C1i-42 and C1i-43 
 The project site contains several existing slopes exceeding 70 feet in 

height already. All manufactured slopes over 50 feet in height are 
designed with benches every 40 feet. No impacts are expected to 
occur. 

 
 
 
 
 
C1i-44 through C1i-50 
 The majority of this comment provides factual background information, 

but does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of 
CEQA. 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. With respect to the reference that the Downtown 
Escondido Specific Plan would be an environmentally superior 
alternative, please see response to comments C1s-11 and C1s-12 
(VCCPG - Alternatives 2013 letter). 

C1i-40 

C1i-41 

C1i-42 

C1i-43 

C1i-44 

C1i-45 
C1i-46 
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C1i-46 
cont. 
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C1i-51 The General Plan Consistency Alternative is considered among the 

project’s reasonable range of alternatives. As discussed in subchapter 
4.4 of the FEIR, development at the existing General Plan densities 
would not meet most of the other project objectives. It would not allow 
for a walkable community, would not include any commercial/retail 
services, and would not provide for a diverse type of housing, all of 
which are achieved in the Village-style design of the project.  The FEIR 
does consider development at General Plan densities, as described in 
subchapter 4.4, Analysis of the General Plan Consistent Alternative. 
The FEIR concludes that the General Plan Consistency Alternative 
would result in fewer impacts to agricultural impacts as compared to 
the project. 

C1i-50 
cont. 

C1i-51 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-415 

 

C1i-52 Refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on this issue. 

 
C1i-53 As noted in the FEIR subchapter 2.3, Traffic, road improvements on- 

and off-site are required to ensure that local roads operate at LOS D or 
better at project build-out. The road improvements would be paid for by 
the project applicant. Cumulative traffic impacts would be mitigated 
through payment of TIF, which is specifically used to pay for road 
improvements. 

 
C1i-54 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator only.  The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental 
issue, no further response is required. See also response to comment 
C1i-3 above and Global Response: Project Consistency with General 
Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W. 

 
C1i-55 The project would provide all necessary public infrastructure, including 

water, sewer, fire, and 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.  

 
 The two sites designated as “Village” by the Valley Center Community 

Plan pose many constraints and disadvantages relative to the location 
of the proposed project.  The two Village sites designated by the 
Community Plan are located substantially further from regional 
facilities and, therefore, development in these locations would likely 
result in greater VMT and in turn, greater operational GHG emissions. 
Additionally, the intensity of proposed use within the Village sites 
would likely result in significant traffic impacts to local roadways. Both 
Villages are located adjacent to Valley Center Road. Pursuant to the 
County General Plan FEIR, Table 2.15-21, all of the segments of 
Valley Center Road near the Villages (from Sunday Drive to Paradise 
Creek Road) would operate at an LOS E or F (failing) at build-out.  
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C1i-55 (cont.) 
 Only one segment of Valley Center Road (Miller Road to Indian Creek 

Road) would be permitted to operate at an LOS F at build-out, 
pursuant the General Plan Mobility Element Network Appendix for 
Valley Center. Therefore, improvements would be necessary to 
increase capacity to local roadways to serve the two Village sites in the 
Valley Center Community Plan, which would likely result in other 
significant impacts (biological, cultural, etc.). Thereby, this alternative 
site location would not reduce any traffic – or likely other - impacts 
associated with the project. 

 
 Please also refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W. 
 
C1i-56 General Plan Policy LU-1.2 specifically guides the development of new 

villages. LU-1.2 defines leapfrog development and establishes criteria 
by which any new village will be judged. It requires that any proposal 
for a new village be consistent with the Community Development 
Model, provide all necessary infrastructure, and consistency with 
LEED-ND or equivalent. Lilac Hills Ranch meets these criteria as 
explained in Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2.  See also response C1i-3 above. 

 
 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. 

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

villages. LU-1.2 defines leapfrog development and establishes criteria 
by which any new village will be judged. It requires that any proposal 
for a new village be consistent with the Community Development 
Model, provide all necessary infrastructure, and consistency with 
LEED-ND or equivalent. Lilac Hills Ranch meets these criteria as 
explained in Global Response:  Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2. 

C1i-57 

C1i-56 
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C1i-57 The property has not been set aside for agriculture. The property is 
currently designated as Semi-Rural, which is intended for lower-
density residential neighborhoods, recreation areas, agricultural 
operations, and related commercial uses that support rural 
communities. 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. (See subchapter 
2.4.1.2 of the FEIR.) 

 
C1i-58 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator only.  The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental 
issue, no further response is required. Please also refer to the Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and 
Appendix W. 

 
C1i-59 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 meets all these 
requirements. Flexibility is allowed to ensure that the Specific Plan will 
stand the test of time. Within the General Plan, Policy LU-1.8 allows 
flexibility in design when approved subject to a Major Use Permit or 
Specific Plan.   

 
 For detailed responses to these issues, please see responses to 

comments to the multiple letters submitted by the VCCPG. 

C1i-59 
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