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C2a-1 Introductory comment is noted. Detailed responses follow. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-2  See response to comment C1d-11. 
 
 
 
 

Letter C2a 

C2a-1 

C2a-2 
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C2a-3 See response to comment C1d-12.  
 
 
C2a-4 See response to comment C1d-13. 
 
 
C2a-5 See response to comment C1d-13. 
 
 
 
C2a-6 See response to comment C1d-14. 

C2a-2 
cont. 

C2a-3 

C2a-4 

C2a-5 

C2a-6 
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C2a-7  See response to comments C1d-11, C1d-13, and C1d-14. 
 
 
 
C2a-8  See response to comment C1d-16. 
 
 
C2a-9  See response to comment C1d-17. 
 
C2a-10 See response to comment C1d-17. 
 
C2a-11  See response to comment C1d-17. 
 
 
C2a-12  See response to comment C1d-18. 
 
 
 
 
C2a-13  See response to comment C1c-68. 

C2a-8 

C2a-7 

C2a-9 

C2a-10 

C2a-11 

C2a-12 

C2a-13 
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C2a-14 Please see Global Responses: Easements (Covey Lane and 

Mountain Ridge Roads) and Off-site Improvements - Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table, for additional information 
responsive to this comment. 

 
 
C2a-15 and C2a-16 
 Please see Global Responses: Easements (Covey Lane and 

Mountain Ridge Roads) and Off-site Improvements - Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table, for additional information 
responsive to this comment. 

C2a-16 

C2a-14 

C2a-15 
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C2a-17 See response to comment C1c-69. 
 
 
 
C2a-18 See response to comment C1c-69. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-19 See response to comment C1c-70. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-20 See response to comment C1c- 71. 
 

C2a-17 

C2a-18 

C2a-19 

C2a-20 
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C2a-21 See response to comment C1c-72. 
 
 
C2a-22 See response to comment C1c-72. 
 
 
C2a-23 See response to comment C1c-73. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-24 See response to comments C1c-2 through C1c-36 for details on the 

adequacy of the project objectives.. 
 

C2a-21 

C2a-22 

C2a-23 

C2a-24 
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C2a-25 See response to comments C1c-72 and C1c-73. 
 

C2a-24 
cont. 

C2a-25 
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C2a-26 See response to comment C2a-19. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-27 See response to comment C2a-20. 
 
 
 
C2a-28 See response to comment C2a-21. 
 
 
 
C2a-29 See response to comments C2a-22 and C2a-23. 
 

C2a-26 

C2a-27 

C2a-28 

C2a-29 
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C2a-30  See response to comment C1c-77. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-31 See response to comment C1c-78. 
 
 
 
 
C1a-32 See response to comment C1c-78. 
 
 
 
C1a-33 See response to comment C1c-78. C2a-33 

C2a-32 

C2a-31 

C2a-30 

C2a-29 
cont. 
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C2a-34 See response to comment C1e-4. 
 
 
 
 
C2a-35 See response to comment C1e-5. 
 
 
 
 
C2a-36 See response to comments C1e-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-37 See response to comment C1e-7. 
 
 
 
C2a-38 See Appndix W of the FEIR for a full analysis of the project’s 

consistency with the County’s General Plan and Community Plan 
policies.  

C2a-34 

C2a-35 

C2a-36 

C2a-37 

C2a-38 
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C2a-39 With respect to protection of riparian habitats, see FEIR subchapter 
2.5, inlcuding the discussion of theproject’s on-site open space. See 
also, response to comments C1d-106 though C1d-108. For a 
discussion of the project’s protection against edege effects, see 
response to comments C1d-121 through C1d-123. 

 
C2a-40 See response to comments C1d-132 through C1d-134. 
 
C2a-41 The FEIR appropriately analyzed all project impacts together and the 

FEIR does not piecemeal the project as the commenter 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.   

 
 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. 

 
C2a-42 See response to comment C2a-41. 
 
 

C2a-42 

C2a-41 

C2a-40 

C2a-39 

C2a-43 
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 C2a-43 If the comment is addressing the methodology of the survey and 
testing program, a cultural resources survey and testing program 
was conducted specifically for the project and did not rely on 
previous studies; this is addressed in detail in the cultural resources 
technical report and the FEIR.  The standard methodology of 
transect spacing was used in the archaeological surveys that were 
performed at the project site. The archaeologists thoroughly checked 
bedrock outcrops, cut banks or other exposed soil profiles, and other 
high-potential areas during the surveys and evaluation. No 
comments have been expressed by the Tribes disagreeing with the 
methodology that was used. Previous studies of the area were 
addressed in the report to provide background for understanding the 
cultural resources within the project area; these in no way replaced 
the project-specific studies conducted. Again, this information is 
detailed in the cultural resources technical report and in the FEIR. 

 
If the comment is addressing the methodology of the data recovery 
program that had been proposed at CA-SDI-20,436, that is no longer 
relevant.  The site will be preserved in a permanent open space 
easement, and an active preservation plan has been prepared.  No 
data recovery will be undertaken at this site, as the project will have 
no impacts to it.   
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C2a-44 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.  As determined by the 
analysis provided in the FEIR, the project design features combined 
with the required mitigation is adequate to protect future residences 
with adjacency issues. See also, Appendix W, regarding the project’s 
consistency with General Plan policies. 

 
 
C2a-45 See response to comment C1d-150. 
 
 
C2a-46 See response to comment C1d-151. 
 
 
 
C2a-47 See response to comments C1d-158 through C1d-162. 

C2a-44 

C2a-45 

C2a-46 

C2a-47 
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C2a-48 See response to comments C1o-8 and C1o-9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-49 Please refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 
 
 
 
 
C2a-50 See response to comment C1d-155. 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-51 See response to comment I51i-s and refer to Global Response: Fire 

and Medical Services. 
 
 
C2a-52 Please refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services.  
 

C2a-
 

C2a-50 

C2a-49 

C2a-48 

C2a-
 

C2a-51 

C2a-52 
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C2a-53 See response to comment I51i-11 and I51i-12. 
 
C2a-54 It is not the intent nor purpose of the FPP to analyze environmental  

impacts, that is the intent and purpose of the EIR. All impacts of the 
proposed project and project alternatives are disclosed and where 
feasible, mitigation will be required that avoids and/or minimizes 
negative impacts.  See response to comment I51i-15. 

 
C2a-55 See response to comment I51i-16. 
 
C2a-56 See response to comment I51i-16. 
 
C2a-57 Refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services; Global 

Responses: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads) 
and Off-site Improvements - Environmental Analysis and Easement 
Summary Table, for additional information responsive to this 
comment. 

 
C2a-58 and C2a-59:  
 See responses to comments C1p-1 through C1p-10 regarding 

Irreversible impacts of the project. 
 
 
 
C2a-60 and C1a-61 
 See responses to comment C1q-3. Silicates are discussed in FEIR 

subchapter 2.2. Specifically, the analysis states that silcate levels 
due to construction of the project would be less than those 
associated with the studied Azusa Rock Quarry. Therefore, in the 
absence of additional empirical evidence specific to construction 
projects, it is anticipated the project would generate concentrations 
of crystalline silica lower than the OEHHA REL of 3 µg/m3. Thus, 
construction and blasting activities from the project are expected to 
have impacts that are less than significant due to crystalline silica. 

 

C2a-53 

C2a-54 

C2a-55 

C2a-56 

C2a-57 

C2a-58 

C2a-59 

C2a-60 

C2a-61 
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C2a-62 See response to comment C1f-3. 
 
 
 
 
C2a-63 The project objectives, developed by the applicant, 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.  

 
C2a-64 Please refer to response to comment C1s-3. 
 
C2a-65 Please refer to response to comment C1s-11. 
 
C2a-66 Please refer to response to comment C1s-12. 
 
C2a-67 Please refer to response to comment C1a-13. 
 
C2a-68 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. 

 
 

C2a-62 

C2a-63 

C2a-68 

C2a-67 

C2a-66 

C2a-65 

C2a-64 
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C2a-69 Please refer to response to comment C1s-12. 
 
 

C2a-69 
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C2a-70 Refer to response to comment C1s-13. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-71 The General Plan Consistency Alternative is considered among the 

project’s reasonable range of alternatives. As discussed in FEIR 
subchapter 4.4. 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 types 
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 FEIR 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. 

C2a-70 

C2a-71 
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C2a-72 The project is proposing a new “Village” and requires a General Plan 

land use map amendment from Semi-Rural to Village, and would 
modify the land use designations in the Valley Center Community 
Plan and the Bonsall Community Plan. General Plan Policy LU-1.2 
permits new villages that are consistent with the Community 
Development Model and meet the requirements set forth therein. 
Please see Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion regarding this the projects’s 
compliance with this Policy.    

 
The project has been designed with the highest intensities 
(commercial, mixed-use and attached residential) within the central 
portion of the project (Town Center) and the lower-intensity 
residential uses around the perimeter of the site (single-family 
detached residential uses.) Section 3.1.4.2 evaluated the Project’s 
compatibility with surrounding off-site land uses.  Compliance with 
the project’s design guidelines and other provisions of the Specific 
Plan will ensure the project’s compatibility with the adjacent off-site 
land uses.  Overall, the project is consistent with the relevant policies 
of both the Bonsall Community Plan and Valley Center Community 
Plan and land use impacts associated with policy inconsistencies 
would be less than significant. Also, as detailed in the Agricultural 
Resources Report (see Appendix F of the EIR), one of the project’s 
objectives includes the recognition of the existing rural atmosphere 
of the surrounding area through use of  

 C2a-73 

C2a-72 

C2a-71 
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 C2a-72 (cont.) 
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. Project grading would conform to the natural 
contours of the land and would not substantially alter the profile of 
the site. 

 
C2a-73 Impacts to roads are adressed in FEIR subchapter 2.3. As discussed 

therein, the proposed modifications would not result in decreased 
capacity on the surrounding roads. For roads in which impacts would 
occur, mitigation is proposed to reduce those impacts to less than 
significant levels, except for locations where such mitigation is 
infeasible. (See, FEIR Table S-1). With respect to allowance of West 
Lilac Road to operate below standard, the proposed General Plan 
Amendment would allow the road to be downgraded to a 
classification 2.2F and be added to Mobility Element Table M-4 
(roads operating below acceptable levels of service). See, FEIR 
subchapter 2.3.3.2 . It should also be noted that the project is 
forecasted to add 15,151 ADT external trips, as stated in Table 4.8 
of the TIS. 
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C2a-74 See response to comment C1t-8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-75 See response to comment C1t-9. 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-76 See response to comment C1t-9. 
 
 
 
 
C2a-77  See response to comment C1t-10. 
 

C2a-75 

C2a-74 

C2a-76 

C2a-77 
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C2a-78 See Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy 

LU-1.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-79 See response to comment C1t-11. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-80 See response to comment C1t-12. 
 
 
 
 
C2a-81 See response to comment C1t-12.  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. 

 
 

C2a-80 

C2a-81 

C2a-79 

C2a-78 
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C2a-82 For detailed responses to these issues, please see responses to 

comments C1a through C1t which includes the multiple letters 
submitted by the Valley Center Community Planning Group. 

 
C2a-83 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.   

C2a-83 

C2a-82 
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C2a-84 and C2a-85  
 Introductory comments noted. Detailed responses to comments 

which follow generally identify responses in other submitted letters. 
 
 

C2a-
84 

Attachment to Letter C2a 

C2a-
85 
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C2a-86  See response to comment C1c-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-87  See response to comments C1c-1, and C2a-30 through C2a-38, 

above. 
C2a-
87 

C2a-
86 
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C2a-
87 
cont. 
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C2a-
87 
cont. 
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C2a-88  See response to comments in comment letter I51l. 
 
 
C2a-89  See response to comments in comment letters O9 and O10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-90  See response to comments in comment letter C1m.  

C2a-88 

C2a-89 

C2a-90 

C2a-
87 
cont. 
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C2a-91  See response to comments in comment letter C1n. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-92 and C2a-93  
 See response to comments C2a-47 through C2a-57, above. 
 

C2a-
90 

C2a-
91 

C2a-
92 
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C2a-
92 
cont. 
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C2a-94 See response to comments C2a-58 and C2a-59, above.  

C2a-
92 
cont. 

C2a-93 

C2a-94 
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C2a-95 See responses to comments in comments letters O9 and O10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-96 See responses to comments in comment letter C1m. 
 

C2a-94 

C2a-95 

C2a-96 
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C2a-97  See responses to comment C2a-60, above.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2a-98 through C2a-99 
 See responses to comments C2a-62 through C2a-83, above.   

C2a-
96 

C2a-
97 

C2a-
98 
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C2a-
98 
cont. 
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C2a-
98 
cont. 
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C2a-
98 
cont. 

C2a-
99 
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C2a-
99 
cont. 
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C2a-
99 
cont. 


