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C1l-1 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. 
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C1l-2 This comment does not address the environmental analysis provided 

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

 
 The project will help support the County-wide need for housing. The 

commenter bases their assertion that the project is not needed on 
SANDAG’s population forecast. However, as stated by SANDAG, 
population forecasts are a “snapshot,” reflective of a specific set of 
parameters used in the forecast. They are not reflective of need. San 
Diego County historically has not had enough homes built in any given 
year to meet demand regardless of what is shown on plans. The 
project will meet a small portion of the housing demand experienced 
throughout the County.  See also responses to comments C1s-11, 
O3c-5, and O3g-8 relating to these issues. 

 
 Please also see the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and the LEED-ND analysis. 
 
C1l-3 A major transportation corridor is typically defined within the traffic 

engineering industry as a major freeway or 6-lane arterial with limited 
intersections. The North and South Villages are located 10–15 miles 
from I-15 (20–30 minutes) depending on the route taken. 
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C1l-4 The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter.  See Global 

Response: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads). 
 
 The FEIR at subchapter 2.3 and the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix E) 

identify all project-related traffic impacts, including those to I-15, which 
will operate at LOS E/F with or without the proposed project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
C1l-5 The General Plan includes two policies that guide growth in Villages. 

Policy LU-1.4 specifically relates to growth in existing Villages. Policy 
LU-1.2 specifically refers to the development of new Villages. See 
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2.  See also response C1l-2 above regarding growth issues. 

 
 The project will provide the necessary infrastructure as required in 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2.  Discussion in the FEIR regarding the 
transportation system network, sewer, and schools relating to the 
project is found at subchapters 2.3, 3.1.7, and 3.1.5, respectively.   

 
 With respect to the two Villages identified in the County General Plan, 

see response to comment O3c-3.  
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C1l-6 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.  See 
also response C1l-2 above regarding growth issues.  

 
C1l-7 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.  See 
also response C1l-2 above regarding growth issues. 

 
 In addition, it must be noted that the referenced table reflects 

population projections that are, as described by SANDAG during 
Planning Commission hearings on the General Plan, a snapshot in 
time. They are regularly updated.  See also responses to comment 
O3g-8. 

 
C1l-8 The project is located less than one-half mile from the I-15 corridor. 

West Lilac Road will be improved as part of the project, making the trip 
to I-15 even quicker than it is in the existing condition. 

 
C1l-9 The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter and 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. 

 
 Further, subchapter 2.3.5 of the FEIR discusses a range of mitigation 

measures and improvements to the area road network to address 
project impacts and to seek to maintain or enhance the level of service 
for road segments and intersections as feasible. 

 
C1l-10 The FEIR acknowledges that mass transit is not available in the project 

area. 
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C1l-11 The proposed project is designed to be consistent with the Community 
Development Model because it proposes a “Village” Regional 
Category that is surrounded by the Semi-Rural Regional Category, 
which transitions to the Rural Regional Category. As explained in the 
General Plan, “the Community Development Model is implemented by 
three regional categories—Village, Semi-Rural, and Rural Lands—that 
broadly reflect the different character and land use development goals 
of the County’s developed areas, its lower-density residential and 
agricultural areas, and it’s very low–density or undeveloped rural lands 
(see Figure LU-1 [Regional Categories Map] at the end of the section). 
The Community Development Model directs the highest intensities and 
greatest mix of uses to Village areas, while directing lower-intensity 
uses, such as estate-style residential lots and agricultural operations, 
to Semi-Rural areas. The Semi-Rural category may effectively serve 
as an edge to the Village, as well as a transition to the lowest-density 
category, Rural Lands. 

 
 Furthermore, the project has been designed with the highest intensities 

(commercial, mixed-use, and attached residential) within the central 
portion of the project (town center) and the lower-intensity residential 
uses around the perimeter of the site (single-family detached). The 
project would provide all necessary infrastructure, including water, 
wastewater, and fire. Please also refer to the Global Response: Project 
Consistency with the General Plan Policy LU-1.2.  See also responses 
to comments for letters O3e and I51n. 

 
C1l-12 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. 

 
C1l-13 A General Plan Amendment is necessary to implement the proposed 

project. See response to comment C1l-11 above and the Global 
Response: Project Consistency with the General Plan and Policy LU-
1.2. 

 
C1l-14 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. 

 
 There is no requirement in the General Plan that a Village regional 

category transition to specific semi-rural land use designations. The 
project would conform to the Community Development Model with the 
highest intensities (commercial, mixed-use and attached residential) 
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C1I-14 (cont.) 
 within the central portion of the project (town center) and the lower-

intensity residential uses around the perimeter of the site (single-family 
detached). Furthermore, the project site is surrounded by the Semi-
Rural Regional Category, which transitions to the Rural Regional 
Category.   

 
 However, the project includes several methods of transitioning from 

the denser uses on-site to the less dense uses surrounding the 
property. These include the use of the biological open space to 
separate the project from adjacent uses and buffers where adjacent to 
existing agricultural areas. The Specific Plan also requires the use of 
wider lots and certain grading techniques to further separate the 
project from adjacent uses. 

 
C1l-15 Guiding Principal 2, in which the Community Development Model is 

located, recognizes that Villages can be large or small, and that 
smaller villages provide services appropriate to its size. 

 
C1l-16 Subchapter 2.3.5 of the FEIR discusses a range of mitigation 

measures and improvements to the area road network to address 
project impacts and to seek to maintain or enhance the level of service 
for road segments and intersections as feasible.  Water and 
wastewater service for the project is discussed in the FEIR, subchapter 
3.1.7. 

 
C1l-17 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.  

 
 There is no prohibition on the development of new Villages. Policy LU-

1.2 specifically guides the development of new Villages as General 
Plan Amendments.  With respect to the two Villages identified in the 
County General Plan, see response to comment O3c-3.   

 
C1l-18 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. 

 
 All homes would be located within a one-half mile of commercial 

services, which is defined as walking distance in the General Plan. 
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C1l-19 Please refer to response to comment C1l-1 above. 
 
C1l-20 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. 

 
 Refer to the Global Response: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain 

Ridge Roads). 
 
C1l-21 As stated in the FEIR Chapter 1.0, the school site will be available to 

either school district. As further discussed in the FEIR subchapter 
3.1.5.2, adequate school facilities exist, or will be deemed to exist after 
the payment of statutory school impact mitigation fees, to address 
project needs.  Also, the project will, at a minimum, meet the 
requirements of the Parkland Dedication Ordinance. All small parks 
within Phases 1-3 are open to the public. The large, 13.5-acre public 
park will also contribute to the overall public park amenities in the area.  
Possible commercial uses for the project are generally discussed in 
FEIR subchapters 1.2.1.3 and 2.3.2.   

 
C1l-22 FEIR subchapter 2.3 and Appendix E discuss in detail the trip 

generation rates and traffic impacts related to the project based on all 
appropriate and applicable study methodologies. 

 
C1l-23 The FEIR, Chapter 1.0 and Specific Plan clearly show that the project 

meets Objective 2. 
 
C1l-24 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.  

 
 See response to comment C1l-1 above. 
 
C1l-25 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. 

 
 See response to comment C1l-1 above.  
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C1l-26 The project preserves 103.6 acres of natural habitat within permanent 
open space, which is roughly 70 percent of the existing natural 
vegetation on the project site. Further, about 94 percent of existing 
County RPO wetlands on site are preserved as part of the project 
design, as is about 93 percent of various types of on-site woodland 
habitats.  Also, as discussed in the FEIR, subchapter 3.1.3, the project 
will not result in significant impacts to drainage. 

 
C1l-27 The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter.  The hydrology 

studies as required have been designed to address a worst case 
scenario. The standard ‘tool’ to mitigate for storm water runoff is the 
use of detention basins and the project is designed with detention 
basins that can handle the worst case scenario. See response to 
comment I51o-2.   

 
 Use of bioretention on single-family lots, rain barrels, and permeable 

pavers can reduce the need for detention basins significantly because 
they can be deployed throughout the community, virtually on every lot 
and on every street. There is not a commitment per the reports to use 
these other techniques because they are not yet approved by the 
County. However, they will be included in project plans and used if 
approved to achieve the required hydrologically neutral outcome. 

 
C1l-28 The FEIR, Chapter 1.0 and Specific Plan clearly show that the project 

meets Objective 4. 
 
C1l-29 This comment raises no issue; no response required. 
 
C1l-30 Any project that would provide a range of housing types could meet 

this objective. For example, EIR alternatives 4 (Reduced Footprint) 
and 6 (2.2C) would meet this objective. It is not limited to the project. 

 See response to comment C1l-1 above. 
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C1l-31 The recycling facility is included as part of the proposed project, but 

not under five of the alternatives as there would not be enough units to 
support such a facility. 

 
 
 
 
C1l-32 Development at the General Plan densities would not include a school 

or commercial uses. Preservation of agriculture would not be 
guaranteed with development at General Plan densities. 

 
 
C1l-33 The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter.  See response 

to comment C1l-1 above. 
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