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C2b-1 The project is consistent with the General Plan, and the Valley 

Center and Bonsall Community Plans, of which they are a part. 
Please refer to Appendix W.  

 
 The project does not amend any General Plan policies, or any 

guiding principles, goals, objectives of the San Diego County 
General Plan adopted August 11, 2011. The project proposes and 
would 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, pp.1-2 to 1-3)  
Such amendments are specific to the proposed project. Since the 
General Plan Amendment would not amend General Plan principles, 
goals, objectives or policies, it would not necessitate countywide 
environmental review of the General Plan Update adopted on August 
11, 2011.   

 
C2b-2 The FEIR thoroughly analyzes the potential significant physical 

impacts resulting from the General Plan Amendment. Please refer to 
Global Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts 
Analysis for a thorough discussion of this topic.  
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C2b-3 through C2b-6 
 The project’s Specific Plan is compliant with all state and county 

requirements. Implementation of the Specific Plan assures that the 
project will be carried out in the way it is intended.  See responses to 
C2b-1 and C2b-2 regarding consistency with the General Plan and 
internal consistency among project related plans.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-7 General Plan Policy LU-2.2 provides that community plans must be 

internally consistent with General Plan goals and policies of which 
they are part. This means that community plans cannot be 
interpreted to undermine the policies of the General Plan.  Likewise, 
Specific Plans implement the General Plan, and by default the 
community plans, and so also cannot be interpreted to undermine 
the policies of the General Plan. Occasionally, gaps or lack of 
specificity in development and design standards in the General Plan 
or Community Plan texts will be addressed, in a manner that does 
not conflict with other plans, through the project-specific refinements 
to standards that are contained in the Specific Plan. 

 
C2b-8 The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with Policy LU-

1.2 of the General Plan.  Please refer to the Global Response: 
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough 
discussion on this topic.   
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C2b-9 The project meets the feathering requirement (e.g. higher density 

and intensity of uses in the center of the project with less intense 
uses at the project periphery) of the Community Development Mode.  
Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 
General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on this topic.   

 
C2b-10 The project site is located approximately 2 miles to the east of I-15 

and would include commercial and professional service centers and 
civic use facilities. See FEIR, Figure 4a.Please refer to Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for 
a thorough discussion on this topic.  

 
C2b-11 The project proposes the development of a new Village, which would 

provide infrastructure, utilities, and the availability of goods and 
services intended to serve the village. The project would be 
responsible for the construction and improvement of roadways and 
provision and extension of public facilities, which would be sized to 
serve the project’s population.  

 
C2b-12 The project is consistent with the Valley Center and Bonsall Community 

Plans. The project would create a new village (as allowed by 
General Plan policy LU-1.2), and amend the communities plans 
accordingly. The project’s consistency with the Bonsall Community 
and Valley Center Community Plans is detailed in FEIR Appendix W.  

 
C2b-13 Regarding growth inducing effects beyond the project boundaries, 

the FEIR in subchapter 1.8  analyzes various factors, including 
project density, additional housing, roadway construction, public 
facilities, fire and emergency services, schools, and water and 
wastewater services, and concludes the project could  be growth 
inducing. However potential impacts are too speculative for 
evaluation in this FEIR because the specific nature design and 
timing of future project is unknown at this time. 

 

C2b-11 

C2b-8 
cont. 
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C2b-14 All of the goals and policies of the General Plan are based upon the 
Guiding Principles set forth in Chapter 2 of the General Plan. 
(General Plan, p.2-6)  The FEIR analyzes whether the project meets 
such principles through a consistency analysis in appropriate 
subchapters of the FEIR and in Appendix W of the FEIR.   

 
C2b-15 The project is growth inducing to the extent discussed in subchapter 

1.8 of the FEIR.  See also response to comment C2b-13. The 
comment gives no specific examples of edge effects to surrounding 
areas but FEIR, subchapter 2.4 discusses impacts to agricultural 
resources.  

 
C2b-16 The project is designed to include extensive pedestrian sidewalks 

and community multi-use trails. Please refer to the Global Response: 
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough 
discussion and analysis of project walkability (e.g., 16 plus miles of 
tree-lined, lighted, signed, soft base, paths and trails). Please also 
refer to the Trail Plan included in the Specific Plan on Figure 1-8.  
The Specific Plan provides in Section II (B) an analysis of project 
walkability, and describes that the project is zoned so that the 
geographic center is within one-half mile walk of at least seven 
projected diverse uses. Among the diverse uses potentially included 
in the project are the following: grocery store, farmer’s market, bank, 
coffee shop, bakery, drug store, senior care center, gym, 
recreational center, school, civic offices, public park, and commercial 
office.  These uses would be permitted as part of the designated 
commercial space allotted for in the Town Center and the 
Neighborhood Center.   

 
C2b-17 Please refer to the Global Response Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on this topic.  
Briefly, the project is amending the General Plan by adding new 
Village that meets the Community Development Model and includes 
design elements that meet the intention of Policy LU-1.2. The project 
meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2 in the following ways:    

 
• The land use of the project reflects the Community Development 

Model. (REIR, Subchapter 3.1.4.2, Land Use Planning, p. 3-87-
89; Technical Appendix W, Att. A, pp. 1-2; Specific Plan, Part 
II.G, pp. II-38-40);   
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 • The project is located within existing water and sewer service 
district boundaries  (REIR, Subchapter 1.8.4., p. 1-47 and the 
Specific Plan, Part I.E.2. Water Resources, p. 1-7; and  

• The project is designed to be LEED-ND equivalent. Please see 
the Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2.  

 
C2b-18 The General Plan Policy LU-1.2 does not require the proposed 

project to be LEED-ND certified.  Please refer to the Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for 
a thorough discussion of this topic. 
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C2b-19 The project complies with Guiding Principle 1. The project will help 
contribute to the County-wide need for housing. The General Plan 
has directed growth to certain areas within the community planning 
areas of Valley Center, General Plan Policy LU-1.2 provides 
flexibility to the General Plan to accommodate population increases 
as necessary in a manner that meets the requirements of the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy of the General Plan. (consistent 
with Assembly Bill 32) The General Plan clearly allows for future 
amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional Categories Map.  
The General Plan and Community Plans are not subordinate to the 
project’s Specific Plan The project is amending the General Plan by 
adding a new Village that meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2 and 
would provide housing within the Valley Center and that would 
contribute to the forecasted growth of Valley Center. 

 
C2b-20 The project complies with Guiding Principle 2. The project is 

amending the General Plan by adding a new Village in accordance 
with the criteria of Policy LU-1.2. The project is a new Village whose 
structure, compact design and function are based on the Community 
Development Model. (FEIR, subchapter 3.1.4.2, Land Use Planning; 
Technical Appendix W, Att. A, pp. 1-2; Specific Plan, Part II.G, pp. II-
38-40); the project is located within existing water and sewer 
boundaries as plainly disclosed in the FEIR, subchapter 1.8.4. and 
the Specific Plan, Part I.E.2. Water Resources, p. 1-7; and, the 
project is designed to be LEED-ND equivalent in that is incorporates 
the principles of smart location and linkage, neighborhood pattern 
and design, and green building and infrastructure through application 
of numerous “green building practices.”  (See Global Response: 
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a more 
detailed discussion on these topics.) 

 
 The project includes several methods of transitioning from the 

denser uses onsite 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. The Project is anchored by a pedestrian-
oriented, mixed-use Town Center that includes high-density 
residential, commercial and professional offices, various private and 
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 C2b-20 (cont.) 
 public facilities, a park and the community trails. Compact residential 

neighborhoods radiate out from the Town Center towards the Project 
perimeter and support several small parks and the community trails. 
Neighborhood centers include clusters of attached homes, 
commercial and professional uses, a 13-acre public park and the 
community trails. The project perimeter transitions to surrounding 
semi-rural areas by featuring: wider, ranchette-style lots, a 50-foot 
wide orchard-planted buffer, a 104 acre natural preserve, and the 
community trails. The road network is densest at the Town Center 
and there are over sixteen miles of landscaped, lighted, and signed 
multi-use community trails stitching every part of the community 
together and connecting to county regional trails. (See Specific Plan, 
Part V.B) 

 
C2b-21 The project complies with Guiding Principle 3. The project would 

increase the local economy and vitality of the community through its 
introduction of new services and amenities for the community to 
share. The project includes three commercial areas that will provide 
small scale commercial/retail uses as detailed in Chapter 1.0 of the 
FEIR and throughout the Specific Plan. While these small 
commercial areas would increase the economy of the community 
surrounding the project site, it would not interfere with the vitality of 
the existing areas.  The project is located approximately 10 miles 
away from the town center of Valley Center and 6.5 miles from the 
town center of Bonsall. It is unlikely the commercial areas within the 
project site would take business away from the villages as this is 
quite far for residents in and around the villages to travel on any 
regular basis. Therefore, the project will not hurt the existing village 
businesses.  

 
 Section 4.1 of the TIS describes the commercial center as consisting 

of commercial retail uses which may include a 25,000-square-foot 
general store-local serving, small scale and boutique style specialty 
retail nothing of the nature that would raise the issue of blight as may 
be suggested by the commenter. The potential for commercial uses 
in the project blighting other parts of the community planning areas is 
too speculative. The commercial uses intended for the project will be 
sized to meet the needs of the project. 
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C2b-22 The project complies with Guiding Principle 4. The Project design 

incorporates the preservation of 104.1 acres of open space, the on-
site creation of 6.0 acres of wetland habitat for wildlife use, and the 
enhancement of 12 acres of existing disturbed riparian habitat to 
native riparian habitat for wildlife use. See FEIR, subchapter 2.5 and 
Biological Resources Report, Section 8.0 and Table 10.  

 
C2b-23 The project complies with Guiding Principle 5. The project accounts 

for the physical constraints and natural hazards of the land. With 
respect to grading, the overall shape of the land would remain intact 
as shown by the grading cross-sections included as Figure 68 in the 
Specific Plan. Grading in all phases, including off-site improvements, 
would comply with the Landform Grading Guidelines contained in the 
Specific Plan which will include the blending and rounding of slopes, 
roadways, and pads to reflect the existing surrounding contours by 
undulating slopes and replicating the natural terrain. The FEIR 
includes conceptual grading plans showing how the grading would 
adhere to existing landforms and contours. (See also comment C1e-
56 above.) With respect to other physical constraints and natural 
hazards: approximately 91 percent of the RPO ‘steep slopes’ are 
avoided and flood prone areas within the project are located in open 
space. The Fire Protection Plan analyzes the potential fire safety 
issues of the project area and includes detailed fire prevention 
measures that have been incorporated into the project design.  

 
 In addition a 50 to 100 foot wide fuel modification zone is provided 

around the internal perimeter of the property and along natural open 
space areas as required by the Fire Protection Plan. Additional 
measures are included to ensure that safety is not compromised in 
those areas in which the 100 feet wide fuel modification zone is not 
met and require the approval of the Fire District. (see FEIR Figure 1-
6), Ignition resistant construction provides additional safety. 
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C2b-24  The project complies with Guiding Principle 6. The project will 

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

 
C2b-25  The project complies with Guiding Principle 7. The project meets the 

requirements of sustainable development. The underlying premise of 
the General Plan is to conserve natural resources and develop lands 
and infrastructure more sustainably in the future. (General Plan, p.1-
16) The General Plan identifies such goals and policies that 
contribute to achieving this premise as listed in Table I-1. 

 
 The FEIR analyzes whether the project meets all of the relevant 

policies listed in Table I-1, including the “sustainable development” 
linchpin principles of LU-1.2 and the Community Development 
Model, as described throughout each of the appropriate subchapters 
of the FEIR and in Appendix W to the FEIR. 
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 C2b-26 The project complies with Guiding Principle 8. Although the project 
would convert approximately 384 acres of existing agricultural lands 
to non-agricultural uses, the project would not conflict with this 
Guiding Principle or adjacent agriculture because agricultural would 
remain a vital part of the region’s economy, character and open 
space network.  As discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.4, approximately 
20.3 acres of common area would be available for agriculture 
activities within the project site and 43.8 acres of agricultural would 
be acquired off-site and placed within permanent agricultural 
conservation easements.  The open space easements would 
preserve the land for agricultural conservation purposes in 
perpetuity.  The project site would also be surrounded by semi-rural 
and rural lands intended for agricultural operations, which would be 
protected through on-site agricultural buffers, including restrictions 
on the placement of structures, and fencing.  The agricultural buffers 
would include restrictions on aerial pesticide application, dust 
generation, and noise from agricultural equipment.  The buffers 
would be adequate to ensure that off-site impacts to agriculture are 
less than significant (see Mitigation Measures M-AG-2, 3, and 4). 
The General Plan policies cannot be applied independently, but 
balanced with one another.  Although the project would convert 
existing agricultural uses to non-agricultural uses, the project would 
contribute to the objectives of Guiding Principles 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, and 9, 
as discussed herein.  

 
C2b-27 The project complies with Guiding Principle 9 because it is a mixed-

use, sustainable, compact planned community located in close 
proximity to existing and planned infrastructure and services. 
Because of its’ compact design it requires a less extensive road 
network and infrastructure to meet its’ needs. The project is located 
within the Valley Center Municipal Water District and the Deer 
Springs Fire Protection District. The overwhelming majority of the 
streets within the project are proposed as private streets but are built 
to ensure that emergency and safety vehicles can easily access all 
parts of the new Community. As private streets they will be 
maintained by the project HOA, and will not therefore require any 
public costs for their maintenance and upkeep. Services will be 
phased to ensure they are available when needed. The cost of 
services will be borne by the residents of Lilac Hills Ranch. 
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 C2b-27 (cont.) 
Infrastructure and public services will be paid for by the developer or 
through a financing mechanism that is applied only to the residents 
of Lilac Hills Ranch. Payment of transportation impact fees, school 
fees and other similar fees will ensure that the cost to the public is 
minimized. Recreation and school facilities will be closer, potentially 
eliminating or reducing long bus rides for children.  

 
Lilac Hills Ranch also implements this principal in that it includes a 
number of innovative new technologies seldom seen in County 
development proposals. A wastewater recycling facility will provide 
reclaimed water for irrigation. Additionally, an on-site recycling facility 
will provide additional opportunity for residents to sell their recyclable 
materials. 
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C2b-28 The project complies with Guiding Principle 10. The project was 
forwarded to the stakeholders and community groups for review as 
appropriate throughout the process and the project was redesigned 
to address the comments as appropriate. In addition, numerous 
public meetings were held by the applicant and the County for 
community residents to provide information about the project. The 
project reflects the input that was received at these numerous 
meetings. For example, following input from the Community Planning 
Groups, additional parks were added and the large public park was 
expanded.   

 
C2b-29 The project is consistent with General Plan as discussed at response 

to C2b-1. Please refer to subchapter 3.1.4 Land Use and Appendix 
W of the FEIR for a comprehensive discussion of the project’s 
consistency with specific policies.   

 
C2b-30 The FEIR thoroughly analyzes project consistency with the General 

Plan. Please refer to response to comment C2b-1.  CEQA requires 
an EIR to include ‘a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision 
makers with information which enables them to make a decision 
which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.’  
Furthermore, ‘the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light 
of what is reasonably feasible’ (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). 
Reviewing courts will resolve any disputes regarding the adequacy 
of an EIR analysis in favor of the lead agency if there is substantial 
evidence in the record supporting the EIR’s approach. (Laurel 
Heights Improvement Assn v. Regents of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 
376) CEQA Guidelines 15384 defines substantial evidence to mean 
enough relevant factual information from which reasonable 
inferences can be drawn.  

 
C2b-31 The General Plan states on page 1-15  that it is intended to be a 

dynamic document and Policy LU-1.2 permits new villages that meet 
the criteria of the policy. 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 this topic. 
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 C2b-32 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. 

 
C2b-33 The project is wholly consistent with the General Plan (response to 

comment C2b-1), with the General Plan Principles (response to 
comments C2b-19 to C2b-28), and with the Community 
Development Model (response to C2b-17). 
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C2b-34 The project meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2 which allows the 
establishment of new Villages that meet the policy criteria.  Please 
refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2.   

 
 
C2b-35 The project would amend the Regional Land Use Category to 

designate a new village consistent with the General Plan and Land 
Use Policy 1.2, as discussed responses to comments C2b-1, C2b-31 
and C2b-17.  Please also refer to the Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.   

 
C2b-36  The project would amend the Regional Land Use Category to 

designate a new village consistent with the General Plan and Land 
Use Policy 1.2, as discussed responses to comments C2b-1, C2b-31 
and C2b-17.  Regarding CEQA analysis of physical impacts resulting 
from the General Plan Amendment, please refer to Global 
Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts Analysis for a 
thorough discussion of this topic. 

 
C2b-37 The project would not amend General Plan policies as discussed in 

response to comment C2b-1. The project is consistent with Policy 
LU-1.2 as discussed in response to comment C2b-17. Please also 
refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2.   

 
C2b-38  Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2.   
 
 The existence of two villages in Valley Center does not preclude the 

designation of a new village that meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2.  
To assert otherwise would preclude the development of new villages. 
This would limit the Board of Supervisors discretion to determine 
how to accommodate future growth.  The General Plan on page 1-15 
states that it is intended to be a dynamic document and there are 
numerous policies in the General Plan that accommodate planning 
for future growth, such as M-2.1 (require development projects to 
provide road improvements), M-3.1 (require development to dedicate 
right-of-way), S-3.1 (require development to be located to provide 
adequate defensibility) and COS-2.2 (requiring development to be 
sited in least biologically sensitive areas). 

C2b-34 
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C2b-39 The project is LEED-ND equivalent, as described in response to 
comment C2b-17. Please also refer to the Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.   

 
C2b-40 The design exceptions that are being proposed (final 

recommendations of the requests are pending) as part of this project 
are described in Figures 1-4A and 1-4B. The resulting effects on 
roadway capacity of each of the design exceptions are also 
described the TIS. All of the exceptions being requested for the 
roadway improvements, were included as part of the project’s 
circulation design and considered as a part of the analysis for each 
subject area discussion within the FEIR. The exceptions could be 
granted by the County where capacity and safety are not unduly 
affected. (FEIR, subchapter 2.3.2.3.) 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. 

 
 None of the proposed exception requests to road standards would 

affect the capacity of the roadways (see, Subchapter 1.2.3 of the 
TIS) The project also includes a Road Design Alternative in Chapter 
4.0 of the FEIR that evaluates the proposed project without each of 
the exception requests. Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will 
decide whether to approve the proposed project or one of the project 
alternatives.  

 
C2b-41 Please also refer to the Global Response: Fire and Medical Services 

for a thorough discussion of this topic.  
 
C2b-42 For a discussion regarding EMS and structural fires please refer to 

comment O3e-18, see also Global Response: Emergency Services 
(Fire and Medical Services).  With respect to Fire Code compliance; 
please refer to RTC C2b-170 for a discussion regarding the project’s 
compliance with applicable Fire Codes and standards.  The project 
must and will comply with all applicable provisions of the State Fire 
Code, as discussed throughout the FPP.  Please also refer to the 
Global Response: Fire and Medical Services concerning providing 
emergency services to the project.   

 

C2b-38 
cont. 
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 C2b-43 Project water and wastewater service design guidelines and 
standards are in the Specific Plan, Subsection I of Chapter III and 
the corresponding locations are illustrated in Figures 52 through 59.  
The REIR analyzes water and wastewater service in Chapter 3.1.5. 
and is supported by technical appendices Appendix S (Wastewater 
Alternatives Report) and Appendix T (Water Service Report). 
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C2b-44 The project is consistent with the General Plan as described in 

response to comment C2b-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-45 The project meets the criteria of compact development as 

demonstrated by its consistency with Policy LU-1.2, as discussed in 
response to comment C2b-17. The project establishes a wide range 
of land uses, as shown in the FEIR in Figure 4a. The REIR 
discusses proposed land use in FEIR subchapter 3.1.4. Please also 
refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2.   

 
C2b-46 and C2b-47 
 Regarding growth inducement, the FEIR in subchapter 1.8 analyzes 

various factors, including project density, additional housing, 
roadway construction, public facilities, fire and emergency services, 
schools, and water and wastewater services, and concludes the 
project could be growth inducing  due to the intensification of uses 
on-site, lower fire response times to the vicinity, and expansion of 
water and sewer infrastructure. However, potential impacts are too 
speculative for evaluation in this FEIR at this time. 
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C2b-48  The project would be served by the VCMWD as indicated in the 

FEIR at Appendix R. The FEIR analyzes wastewater treatment 
service options in subchapter 3.1.5., supported by Appendix S 
(wastewater alternatives).   

 
C2b-49 through C2b-51  
 The project would be growth inducing as discussed in response to 

comment C2b-13, and C2b-46 and 47; however, potential impacts 
are too speculative for evaluation in this FEIR at this time.    

 
 

C2b-48 

C2b-49 

C2b-50 

C2b-51 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-681 

 

 

C2b-51 
cont. 
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C2b-52  FEIR subchapter 3.2.4 has been clarified after public review to 
explain that the project site is currently a mix of undeveloped open 
space, agricultural uses and rural residences. The project site is 
located along the western fringe of the rural community of Valley 
Center. On site, the project site consists of rural residential uses and 
agricultural land. Although the proposed Project would not divide an 
established community, the project addressed its relationship to 
existing and planned land uses with adjacent properties. Subchapter 
3.1.4.2 evaluated the Project’s compatibility with surrounding off-site 
land uses and the Project’s internal compatibility with existing and 
planned land uses on site. Compliance with the goals and policies of 
both Valley Center and Bonsall community plans are detailed in the 
General Plan Consistency Analysis (see Appendix W) and in 
subchapter 3.1.4.2. Compliance with the project’s design guidelines 
and other provisions of the Specific Plan assures the project’s 
compatibility with the adjacent off-site land uses and within the 
project. Overall, the project is consistent with the relevant policies of 
both the Bonsall Community and Valley Center Community Plans 
and land use impacts associated with policy inconsistencies would 
be less than significant. 

 
 The community character of both the Valley Center and Bonsall is 

acknowledged as rural communities with relevant goals within each 
community plan addressing interest in preserving the rural character 
of the planning areas. Specifically, Goal 1 of the VCCP Community 
Character Goals is to preserve and enhance the rural character of 
Valley Center. The project proposes many different densities and 
architectural styles, integrated into a cohesive community through 
landscaping, trails, and a Town Center to provide community focus. 
The Design Guidelines and other provisions of the Specific Plan 
assure that monotony in design is avoided. The proposed project 
further assures consistency with relevant policies associated with 
this goal through the requirement for Site Plan review by the Valley 
Center Design Review Board. Additionally, BCP Policy LU-1.1.1 
requires development in the community to preserve the rural 
qualities of the area. 

C2b-52 

C2b-53 

C2b-54 
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 C2b-52 (cont.) 
 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.  

 
 Finally, as detailed in the Agricultural Resources Report (see 

Appendix F of the FEIR), one of the project’s objectives includes the 
recognition of the existing rural atmosphere of the surrounding area 
through use of agriculture on-site and provision of transitional 
features to provide adequate buffering between types of residences 
and active agriculture. The Specific Plan includes agriculture 
throughout the project site, biological open space, and manufactured 
slopes. HOA-maintained agricultural open space would be retained 
along many of the boundaries of the project site, as agricultural 
compatibilities buffers including groves of orchard trees, such as 
avocado and citrus. Other agricultural-related commercial uses may 
also be established by the project as allowed in the C-36 zones. 
Project grading would conform to the natural contours of the land 
and would not substantially alter the profile of the site as shown by 
the grading cross-sections included as Figure 68 in the Specific 
Plan. Please also refer to Appendix W. 

 
C2b-53  See response to comment C2b-52 above. 
 
C2b-54  The project is consistent with the intent of LU-5.3. With respect to 

consistency of the project with project density and sizes, Policy 5.3 is 
not applicable to the project because the policy is concerned with 
“permitting development under the Rural and Semi-Rural Land Use 
Designations.” The project is requesting a General Plan Amendment 
approval of which would result in a change in Land Use Designation 
from Semi-Rural to Village. Please refer to response to comment 
C1c-136 regarding consistency of project density and lot sizes with 
the community character. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a 
discussion of project consistency with General Plan Land Use 
policies.  
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C2b-55  The project is consistent with LU-6.1. The project site does not 
support any threatened or endangered species, or significant 
populations of sensitive species pursuant to Federal, State or County 
guidelines. As discussed in FEIR subchapters 2.5 and 3.1.4, 
sensitive on-site wetland areas will be preserved and disturbed 
wetlands will be restored and enhanced at ratios of 3:1. Mitigation for 
impacts to upland habitats, suitable for foraging value, will be located 
off-site in areas that better contribute significant resources to an 
integrated preserve system within the proposed PAMA contributing 
to the long-term sustainability of upland vegetation types including 
coastal sage scrub and chaparral.  See also Appendix W. 

 
C2b-56  The project is consistent with LU-6.4 in that the project has been 

planned to conserve open space and natural resources, protect 
agricultural operations (Please refer to response to comment C1e-
60.) See also Appendix W to the FEIR. As discussed in FEIR 
subchapter 2.4, the project requires the implementation of mitigation 
measures to ensure both the safety of on-site residents from 
adjacent agricultural operations, as well preserve the integrity of 
those off-site operations from on-site land uses. Development in 
accordance with the Fire Protection Plan will ensure safety for 
residents. Please also refer to the Global Comment addressing Fire.  
In addition, the project is designed in accordance with LU-1.2, which 
addresses sustainable development practices, including impervious 
footprints, location and agriculture.  Please see Global Comment 
addressing LU-1.2. 

 
 With respect to the project being planned to increase fire safety and 

defensibility, all proposed on-site roads, as well as Mountain Ridge 
Road from the project’s southern boundary to Circle R Drive, have 
been designed in accordance to the County Consolidated Fire Code 
and DSFPD standards and would exceed the driveway minimum 
horizontal radius, fall within the 20 percent maximum allowable 
grade and meet or exceed the minimum paved width requirements.  
Specifics of the proposed roadway designs compared to the 
Consolidated Fire Code are detailed in the Road Standard 
Comparison Matrix., Appendix P of the Fire Protection Plan (FPP). In 
addition, a regional evacuation plan was developed by the Deer 
Springs Fires Safe Council and approved by CAL FIRE and the 
 

 

C2b-55 

C2b-56 
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 DSFPD.  This community emergency evacuation plan is a significant 

component of the Project’s Evacuation Plan. (FEIR Appendix K 
Section V).)  The Evacuation Plan determined that the location of the 
project, which is proximate to the approved regional evacuation 
plan’s major evacuation routes, and the existing and planned roads 
in the area provide adequate multi-directional primary and secondary 
emergency evacuation routes. (FEIR Appendix K, Evacuation Plan, 
Section III.)  All of these roads will be improved and developed to at 
least the standards consistent with the County Consolidated Fire 
Code.  (Evacuation Plan, Section III; see the Road Standard 
Comparison Matrix., Appendix P of the FPP, and pp. 33-38 of the 
FPP; see also FEIR, subchapter 2.7.2.4.) A Wildland Fire Behavior 
Assessment or fire model was included in the FPP to provide four 
worst-case scenarios for wildland fires.  As a result of the findings of 
the fire modeling, project design features were incorporated into the 
Project, including fuel modification zones, use of ignition resistant 
building materials, fire and building code requirements, provision of 
secondary emergency access roads and adequate water supply for 
fire hydrants. The FEIR found that with the adoption of mitigation 
measure M-HZ-1, impacts to wildland fires would be reduced to less 
than significant. (FEIR, subchapter 2.7.2.4, and FPP pp 17-21.)  
Subchapter 2.7.3.4 of the FEIR also identified the project’s 
contribution to a potential cumulative impact would be less than 
cumulatively considerable with respect to wildland fire hazards 
based on the FPP, associated landscaping plans and 
implementation of mitigation measures related to FMZs. 

 
 The comment is incorrect that the project lacks assurances that 

amenities, such as parks would be built. In the case of the public 
park, the project will dedicate a public park (P10) to the County and 
provide the amenities in accordance with the County’s Park Lands 
Dedication Ordinance. Interim parks will be provided as described in 
the Specific Plan upon the recordation of a final map, and prior to the 
development of the permanent park. The project will be required to 
build infrastructure to serve the project when such facility is needed, 
such as sewer facilities. The project requires the implementation of 
each of the mitigation measures identified in the FEIR by either 
phase, building permit issuance or other applicable measurement 
that will ensure construction and provision of services commensurate 
with development impacts.  However, with respect to schools, the 
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 C2b-56 (cont.) 
project will be required to pay the appropriate fees at building permit 
issuance. As detailed in subchapter 3.1.5.2 of the FEIR, pursuant to 
state law, SB 50 fees are paid as mitigation for a project’s impact to 
school facilities. These fees, collected school district help fund the 
acquisition of sites and construction of new school facilities. 
 

 The commenter asserts that the project would imperil existing and 
adjacent agriculture. However, the project’s objectives include 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 project will include buffers that will allow 
for the continued operations of adjacent agriculture, and the project 
would also include agriculture throughout the project site, as well as 
HOA-maintained agricultural open space including groves of orchard 
trees. 
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C2b-57 The project is consistent with LU-6.6. The most recognizable and 

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

 
 
 
 
 
C2b-58  The project is consistent with LU-6.9 in that grading in all phases, 

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

 
 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. 

C2b-56 
cont. 

C2b-57 

C2b-58 
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C2b-59 The project is consistent with COS-2. In keeping with the project 
objectives of a consolidated development footprint, the project 
preserves the on-site sensitive wetland habitat while developing less 
sensitive upland areas where no significant populations of native 
species are located. As detailed in the FEIR subchapter 2.5, 
mitigation measures are required to assure the conservation of 
upland habitat in off-site areas to compensate for the loss of 
resources on-site. The amount of required mitigation is consistent 
with County and Wildlife Agency ratios. Preserving this land off-site, 
in areas of greater sensitivity, allows the County to fulfill the goals of 
the draft North County MSCP. The areas identified for off-site 
preservation (NC MSCP PAMA) will ensure that the natural 
environment is preserved in an interconnected preserve system.  

 
C2b-60 Please refer to responses to comments C2b-52 through C2b-59, 

above. 
 
C2b-61 The project is consistent with the Community Character Goals of the 

Bonsall Community Plan. The project would support and 
complement the rural lifestyle in Bonsall via the Specific Plan, which 
supports the continuation of on-site agriculture throughout the project 
site including common open space areas and biological open space. 
Overall, the project would include trails, equestrian opportunities, 
retained agriculture, preserve sensitive habitat and define 
neighborhood with architecturally appealing concepts. 

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

include on-site biological open space, common open space, LBZ 
buffers, as well as Mitigation MeasuresM-AG-2,  M-AG-3, and M-AG-
4, which would ensure that urban/agriculture compatibility conflicts 
are less than significant. The project incorporates mitigation 
measures and project design features to assure the protection of 
agricultural operations. Specifically, on-site prime and statewide 
importance soils that would be converted to non-agricultural uses 
would be mitigated through the purchase of agricultural conservation 
easements at a 1:1 ratio. Additionally, 42.2 acres of agricultural 
buffers and agricultural open space are included as part of the 
project design, and ongoing agricultural cultivation would be allowed 
to continue in these areas.   

C2b-59 

C2b-60 

C2b-61 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-689 

 C2b-61 (cont.) 
 The FEIR adequately analyzes the potential effects the Project 

would have on nearby agricultural land and the potential for the 
project to make agriculture less viable from a financial and practical 
perspective. Subchapter 2.4.3.3 of the FEIR states, “The pressure, 
inconvenience, and increased costs of operating remaining farms in 
areas converting to other uses may render continued farming 
infeasible or, at least, heighten the attractiveness of selling other 
farms for development.” The analysis concludes that a potentially 
significant impact would occur due to the potential incompatibility, 
but concludes impacts would be fully mitigated by proposed 
mitigation measures. Please see Global Response: Agricultural 
Resources, Indirect Impacts for information responsive to this 
comment. 

 
 The FEIR also analyzed the potential growth-inducing impacts and 

adequately acknowledged the project's potential growth-inducing 
effect on agricultural resources. The FEIR addresses the 
intensification of land uses on the project site that would result from 
project development and whether such intensification would 
encourage substantial economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing in the surrounding area, either 
directly or indirectly. (FEIR, p. 1-45) The analysis further reports that 
the proposed project would amend the Valley Center and Bonsall 
Community Plan Land Use designations for the project site, which 
would result in an increase of allowable dwelling units from 
approximately 110 to 1,746. (FEIR, p. 1-46) This would result in a 
direct increase in population that would exceed the population 
allowed by both the General Plan and Community Plans. (FEIR, p. 1-
46) As a result of this growth, the FEIR concludes that “the 
intensification of land uses on-site could encourage intensification in 
the immediate project vicinity. As more intense uses are developed 
on-site, existing adjacent less intense or vacant lands may be 
encouraged to intensify.” (FEIR, p. 1-46.) Thus, the FEIR 
acknowledges that the intensification of land uses on-site resulting 
from the change in designation from “Semi-Rural” to “Village,” which 
would result in an increase in allowable dwelling units from 
approximately 110 to 1,746 could encourage similar intensification 
and conversion of land uses in the immediate project vicinity, which 
could (FEIR, pp. 1-46 and 1-48) result in adverse physical 
environmental effects, including impacts to visual resources, air  
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 quality, biological resources, cultural resources, and noise 

(FEIR, p. 1-49) While not expressly listed, it is evident from the 
analysis that the referenced intensification of land uses in the 
immediate project vicinity potentially would impact current 
agricultural resources, as such uses potentially give way to 
residential uses. However, as the FEIR analysis properly concludes, 
such potential impacts are too speculative for evaluation at this time 
because the specific nature, design, and timing of future projects is 
unknown, and any potential impacts would be evaluated at the time 
the future projects are identified and processed. (FEIR, p. 1-49) 
Specific to agricultural resources, while growth in the surrounding 
areas may be encouraged due to the intensification of uses on the 
project site, it is speculative to assume that such future development 
would occur on (i.e., convert) Prime or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, the two relevant soil classifications. (See County 
Guidelines, p. 40) 

 
 Community character is discussed throughout FEIR subchapter 

3.1.4. The community character of both Valley Center and Bonsall is 
acknowledged as rural communities with relevant goals within each 
community plan addressing interest in preserving the rural character 
of the planning areas. Specifically, the Community Character Goals 
is to preserve and enhance the rural character of Valley Center. The 
project proposes many different densities and architectural styles, 
integrated into a cohesive community through landscaping, trails, 
and a Town Center to provide community focus. The Design 
Guidelines and other provisions of the Specific Plan assure that 
monotony in design is avoided. The proposed project further assures 
consistency with relevant policies associated with this goal through 
the requirement for Site Plan review by the Design Review Board.  
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C2b-62 The project is consistent with the policies associated with Goal 3.1.  
 

• Policy LU-3.1.1: The project will comply with all County 
submittal and review requirements for subdivisions, thus 
ensuring project Tentative Maps provide adequate information. 
All project maps will require County planning and engineering 
review, and mixed use areas are specially designated to 
ensure community review. Therefore the project is consistent 
with this policy. 

• Policy LU-3.1.2: The project has included design measures or 
mitigation measures to minimize, where feasible, significant 
impacts to the community and the environment. See FEIR, 
Project Description and Table S-1. The project includes 
extensive onsite mitigation for impacts to sensitive habitat and 
agriculture. Project design guidelines for landscaping and 
architecture contain rural concepts. See Specific Plan, Sections 
II and III. Therefore the project is consistent with this policy. 

• Policy LU-3.1.3: Between the landscape plan, the parks, the 
trails, and the juxtaposition of the biological open space and 
agricultural buffers, the project layout ensures adequate 
buffering between residential and non-residential uses. See 
FEIR, Figure 1-4a. Therefore the project is consistent with this 
policy. 

• Policy LU-3.1.4: The project includes 20.8 acres on-site that 
would be available for community gardens and orchards, and 
offsite permanently protects 48.3 acres of prime farmland and 
farmland of state wide importance. The 16 plus mile of project 
trail network includes equestrian trails where they coincide with 
and connected to regional trails. Therefore the project is 
consistent with this policy. 

• Policy 3.1.5: The project will not obstruct any ridgelines. Project 
facilities will be adequately landscaped as described in the 
Specific Plan. Project architectural guidelines require the use of 
varied building materials. Therefore the project is consistent 
with this policy. 

• Policy LU-3.1.6: The project features an assisted living and 
senior care facility thus balancing the project conventional 
residential units. Therefore the project is consistent with this 
policy. 

  

C2b-62 

C2b-63 

C2b-64 
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 C2b-63 The project proposes to amend the Regional Land Use Element Map 
of the General Plan to change the existing Semi-Rural Regional 
Category to a Village Regional Category; amend the Valley Center 
Community Plan Map to change the existing land use designation 
from Semi-Rural SR-4 to Village Residential and Village Core (and 
revise the community plan text to include the project as a third 
village); amend the Bonsall Community Plan to change the existing 
land use designation from Semi-Rural to Village Residential land 
uses, (and revise the community plan text to include the project); and 
amend the Mobility Element to downgrade the segment of West Lilac 
Road from Running Creek Road to Main Street from a 2.2C to a 2.2F 
road. The FEIR provides an analysis of all potential impacts 
associated with those proposed changes,  

 
C2b-64 The project is consistent with policies contained in Bonsall 

Community Plan Goals LU-5.1 and LU-5.2: Please refer to FEIR 
Appendix W for a detailed account of the project’s consistency with 
all relevant Community and General Plan Goals and Policies. 
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C2b-64 
cont. 
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C2b-65 Please refer to response to comment C2b-64, above. 
 
C2b-66 The project is consistent with the Agricultural Goals contained in the 

Bonsall Community Plan.  
• Policy COS 1.2.1: The project provides buffering at all locations 

where the project site is adjacent to agricultural activities as 
means to reduce impacts associated with adjacency impacts. 
The buffering features include agricultural buffers, additional 
rows of crop trees, and fencing. Please refer to FEIR 
subchapter 2.4, with focus on Mitigation Measure M-AG-2, M-
AG-3, and M-AG-4. Please also see, Global response: Indirect 
Agricultural Impacts for a detailed discussion of this issue. 

• Policy COS 1.2.2.: The proposed Project would be consistent 
with Policy COS-1.2.2 as it includes mitigation that requires the 
applicant to purchase agricultural conservation easements to 
mitigate the significant impacts to Prime and Statewide 
Important soils that would result from Project implementation.  
(See Mitigation Measure M-AG-1.) The acquisition would be 
made either through the County’s PACE program, or 
independently at a location within the cumulative project area or 
one approved by the County’s Director of Planning and 
Development Services.  On-site, the Project will include a 50-
foot agricultural buffer along the perimeter of a substantial 
portion of the Project site that will be planted with two rows of 
either citrus or avocado trees.  The buffer is required by 
Mitigation Measure M-AG-2 and would function much as an 
agricultural easement would to the extent it would ensure the 
continuation of agricultural uses within the designated areas.  In 
addition, as detailed in Section III of the Specific Plan, existing 
agricultural uses in the Biological Open Space will be allowed to 
continue.  (Project Description, p. 1-18.)  Groves of orchard 
trees would be integrated throughout the Project site and would 
be located within HOA-maintained open space.  A total of 20.3 
acres of common area would be available for agriculture.  
(Project Description, p. 1-19.)   

 
 

C2b-65 

C2b-66 
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 Additionally, the proposed Project would maintain the existing 
rural and semi-rural community character.  The conceptual 
landscape plan establishes a California foothills landscape 
theme that proposes the conservation and integration of the 
existing environment.  (Project Description, p. 1-28.)  Native 
trees and shrubs such as sycamores, oaks, madrone, currant 
and toyon would be planted along parkways.  (Id.) The Specific 
Plan also requires the use of fruit trees, which are a rural 
agricultural characteristic that exemplifies this area.  Natural 
materials, rural styled fencing, and grove-like plantings of trees 
would be utilized throughout the project to relate to and 
enhance the rural visual setting consistent with the Valley 
Center Design Guidelines.  (Id.) 
 

• Policy COS 1.2.3: The project provides buffering at all locations 
where the project site is adjacent to agricultural activities as 
means to reduce impacts associated with adjacency impacts. 
The buffering features include agricultural buffers, additional 
rows of crop trees, and fencing. Please refer to FEIR 
subchapter 2.4, with focus on Mitigation Measure M-AG-2, M-
AG-3, and M-AG-4. Please also see, Global response: Indirect 
Agricultural Impacts for a detailed discussion of this issue. 
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C2b-67 The project is consistent with the policies associated with the 

Mobility Goal contained in the Bonsall Community Plan.  
• Policy CM 1.1.1: Table M-4 of the Mobility Element identifies 

the deficient roadways and describes the rationale for 
accepting deficient roadway segments. Mobility Element Policy 
2.1 requires development projects to provide associated road 
improvements necessary to achieve a level of service of “D” or 
higher on all Mobility Element roads except for those where a 
failing level of service has been accepted by the County 
pursuant to the specified criteria.  The project proposes to add 
roadway segments to Table M-4 because the adverse impacts 
of increasing capacity  would not justify the increase in traffic 
capacity. The Traffic Section of the EIR describes the number 
of environmental impacts and impacts to community character 
that would result in such improvements. The applicable 
situations for accepting a road classification where a LOS E or 
F is forecast includes those instances when the adverse 
impacts of adding travel lanes do not justify the resulting 
benefit of increased traffic capacity. This would include the 
following relevant situations: 
i. When marginal deficiencies are characterized along a short 

segment of a road and classifying the road with a 
designation that would add travel lanes for the entire road 
would be excessive; or 

ii. When adding travel lanes to a road would adversely impact 
environmental and cultural resources or in areas with 
steep slopes where widening roads would require massive 
grading, which would result in adverse environmental 
impacts and other degradation of the physical 
environment. Therefore, the project complies with this 
policy. 

iii. Regional connectivity issues would apply when congestion 
on State freeways and highways causes regional travelers 
to use County roads, resulting in congestion on the County 
road network. Rather than widening County roads to 
accommodate this traffic, the deficiencies in the regional 
road network should be addressed. 

 
 

C2b-66 
cont. 

C2b-67 
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 • Policy CM 1.1.2: The project is east of and adjacent to I-15 and 
so project truck traffic, for example generated by commercial 
goods and services and waste hauling, will use I-15 as the 
primary route in and out of the project. Therefore the project is 
consistent with this policy. 

• Policy CM 1.1.3: West Lilac Road is designed to comply with 
County Mobility Element standards (with noted design 
exceptions) for public streets and with the Valley Center 
Community Right of Way Development Standards, which 
provides standards for public road improvements. In addition, 
Section II of the Specific Plan’s Goals and Policies, provides that 
the project’s local road network be interconnected, appropriately 
scaled, and adhere to the character of the community. The 
project would also make improvements to the intersection of 
Gopher Canyon Road and East Vista Way within the Bonsall 
Community. Therefore the project is consistent with this policy. 

• Policy CM 1.1.4: The project includes the preservation of onsite 
habitat within a dedicated 104.1 acre biological open space 
easement. Road crossings have been minimized to the extent 
feasible and fully mitigated for, resulting in no net loss of habitat 
value or function. Therefore the project is consistent with this 
policy. 

• Policy CM 1.1.5: The project would minimize access points onto 
Mobility Element roads. The project would include two 
connections to West Lilac Road along the northern portion of the 
project and a third connection further to the south. An internal 
road system will provide access to the commercial areas within 
the project site. The private roads will be open to the public, 
interconnected with other private roads within the project and 
improved consistent with the County’s private road standards, 
with certain exceptions approved by the County. All private 
roads will be designed and built to accommodate accessibility for 
fire vehicles and will be connected to the County public road 
system. Therefore the project is consistent with this policy. 

• Policy CM 1.1.6: The Lilac Hills Ranch circulation network 
includes an interconnected network of private roads that provide 
multiple internal connections. Lilac Hills Ranch includes four 
connecting points to existing roads, ensuring that both local and 
surrounding residents have alternate routes. Therefore the 
project is consistent with this policy. 
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C2b-68 The project is consistent with the policies associated with the 

Resources and Conservation Management Goal of the Bonsall 
Community Plan. 

 
• Policy COS 1.1.1: The project is not within the MSCP but the 

104.1 acre Biological Open Space is adjacent to the planned 
North County PAMA. The open space will be managed to protect 
habitat value and functions including fire safety. Therefore the 
project is consistent with this policy. 

• Policy COS 1.1.2: The project includes a 104.1 acre Biological 
Open Space. The open space will be managed to protect habitat 
value and functions and will also include multi-use trails 
accessible by the community. Therefore the project is consistent 
with this policy. 

• Policy COS 1.1.3: The project Water Conservation Plan includes 
built in dual piping throughout the community and the project 
Landscape Plan includes drought tolerant, native species for all 
the common areas. Therefore the project is consistent with this 
policy. 

• Policy 1.1.4: The project includes a 104.1 acre Biological Open 
Space, 20.8 acres available for community gardens and 
orchards, and includes a 50-foot buffer which will include two 
rows of trees. Therefore the project is consistent with this policy. 

• Policy COS 1.1.5: The project Landscape Plan is designed to 
prevent erosion on graded sites, and includes many species of 
plants and trees. Areas near the Biological Open Space will be 
planted with native and drought tolerant plants and trees, and 
will exclude all invasive species. Therefore the project is 
consistent with this policy. 

• Policy COS 1.1.6: The project Landscape Plan tree list includes 
many varieties of trees. Therefore the project is consistent with 
this policy. 
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 C2b-68 (cont.) 
 The project is consistent with the Community and Open Space Plan. 
 

• Policy COS 3.1.1: The project will protect 104.1 acres of 
biological open space, which flows into Moosa Canyon, a 
valuable part of the planned North County MSCP. An additional 
20.8 acres would be available for agriculture, outside of the 
biological open space. The project trail network will provide three 
links to the regional trail system and will include equestrian trails. 
Therefore the project is consistent with this policy. 

• Policy COS 3.1.2: The project includes one 13.5 acre, centrally 
located community park within the Valley Center Community 
Plan area. The park site will be dedicated to the County and so 
will be required to follow County park planning procedures and 
guidelines. Therefore the project is consistent with this policy. 

• Policy COS 3.1.3: The project Drainage Plan relies on natural 
drainages; however improvements will be required in select 
areas to protect roads and development. The project Landscape 
Plan includes a variety of plants and trees for common areas 
and will minimize the visual impact of the development. 
Therefore the project is consistent with this policy. 

• Policy COS 3.1.4: The project, located near Keyes Creek, is not 
within a mapped inundation zone or within any mapped flood 
hazard area. Project development is located outside wetland 
drainages except for road crossings. Therefore the project is 
consistent with this policy. 
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C2b-69 and C2b-70 
 Comments noted. Comments consist of the opinion of the 

commenter and do not raise CEQA issues. Comments will be 
provided for consideration to the decision makers. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-71 The project meets all the locational requirements of Policy LU-1.2. 

Please refer to response to comment C2b-10 for further discussion 
of this topic. Please also refer to the Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.   

C2b-69 

C2b-70 

C2b-71 
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C2b-72 The project is wholly consistent with the General Plan and Policy LU-

1.2 Please refer to responses to comments C2b-1 and C2b-17 for 
further discussion of these topics. Please also refer to the Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
C2b-73 The project is designed so that each phase of construction would 

trigger specific mitigation measures that are tied to the physical 
impacts that would result from that phase of development; As 
detailed in the Specific Plan, Part IV Implementation, the project 
phasing provides for flexibility to allow for market variability.  The 
Specific Plan, Section IV Implementation includes a Community 
Phasing Plan on page IV-1. Construction of the project is anticipated 
to occur over an eight to twelve year period in response to market 
demands and to provide a logical and orderly expansion of 
roadways, public utilities, and infrastructure. The five phases of the 
project are shown in Figure 15a of the Specific Plan and phasing 
would be implemented through the recording of the Final Maps. 
Actual construction of dwelling units could occur in any order. For 
example, Phase 3 may be constructed after Phase 1, followed by 
Phase 2, etc. The project’s phasing plan is discussed in FEIR 
subchapter 1.2.1.10.  

 
 The applicant would be required to meet various commitments prior 

to approval of each Tentative Map or Tentative Parcel Map such as 
providing landscaping, street improvements, parks, open space 
dedications, and satisfying the mitigation measures included in the 
FEIR. As a result, regardless of the order of phasing, the 
environmental impacts would be fully mitigated prior to the impact 
occurring and be consistent with the requirements set forth in the 
Specific Plan.   

 
C2b-74 The project is consistent with the LU-1.2 and its Community 

Development Model component, as discussed in the response to 
comment C2b-17. Please also refer to the Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.  

C2b-72 

C2b-73 
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C2b-75 The project needs only be consistent with both community plans to 

facilitate orderly development. The project is consistent with both 
community plans, as discussed in response to comment C2b-1. See 
also, FEIR Appendix W. 

 
 
C2b-76 The project is consistent with the policies associated with the  

Commercial, Industrial and Accessory Use Goa lof the Bonsall 
Community Plan. 

 
• Policy LU-4.1.1: Project architectural guidelines contain rural-

themed concepts. The Specific Plan includes illustrations to 
show the rural village theme expressed in all land use contexts, 
including commercial. The Specific Plan contains no urban 
concept themed concept. Therefore the project is consistent with 
this policy. 

• Policy LU-4.1.2: Project architectural guidelines contain rural-
themed concepts. The Specific Plan includes illustrations to 
show the rural village theme expressed in all land use contexts, 
including commercial. The Specific Plan includes plans for onsite 
parking, internal circulation, setbacks, and landscaping that 
ensure they will be both aesthetically pleasing and functional. 
Parking lots will include interior trees. Roads will be narrowed, 
curved and landscaped. Commercial areas will be reminiscent of 
historic California villages of the 1920s and 1930s. Therefore the 
project is consistent with this policy. 

• Policy LU-4.1.3: The project commercial areas will include 
special retail, farmer’s markets, and a rural scaled general store. 
The project will not include regional scale, big box commercial. 
Therefore the project is consistent with this policy. 

• Policy LU-4.1.6: Project aesthetics will be unified and ensured by 
the design guidelines in the Specific Plan for all land uses, 
including commercial and commercial parking areas. The project 
is pedestrian-oriented and will discourage the use automobiles 
and parking lots for accessing commercial goods and services. 
All commercial activities must comply with local, state, and 
federal laws controlling air pollution and health hazards. 
Therefore the project is consistent with this policy. 

 
 

 

C2b-75 
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 • Policy LU-4.1.7: The project includes 20.8 acres on-site that 
would be available for community gardens and orchards, and 
permanently protects 48.3 acres of agriculture off-site. Trails will 
be lined with 50-foot buffers planted with trees. Commercial 
areas will accommodate farmer’s markets, and agricultural 
boutiques for value added products and small wineries. Existing 
agricultural areas in open space will be permitted to continue 
with agricultural uses consistent with approved resource 
management plans. Adjacent agriculture will be protected by 
residential CC&Rs that discourage complaints. Therefore the 
project is consistent with this policy. 

• Policy LU-4.1.8: Not applicable. The project does not propose 
sand mining operation. 

• Policy LU-4.1.9: Between the landscape plan, the parks, the 
trails, and the juxtaposition of the biological open space and 
agricultural buffers, the project layout ensures adequate 
buffering between residential and non-residential uses. See EIR, 
Figure 1-4a. Therefore the project is consistent with this policy. 
Therefore the project is consistent with this policy. 
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C2b-77 The Specific Plan works in conjunction with the General Plan and 
associated community plans. Once adopted, the Specific Plan would 
serve as the document which provides development standards, 
similar to zoning standards, which would govern the design of the 
project. Specific plans are used to apply development standards to a 
specific project.  Any possible gaps or lack of specificity in 
development and design standards in the General Plan or 
Community Plan texts will be addressed, in a manner that does not 
conflict with other Plans, through the project-specific refinements to 
standards that are contained in the Specific Plan. 

 
 The project is consistent with community character.  The Specific 

Plan includes site level details regarding design and operations that 
will govern the plan as it is implemented during successive the site 
level approvals to achieve the goals of that plan. For example, the 
project Specific Plan has specific landscape (e.g., plant palettes) and 
architectural design standard (e.g., California bungalow, historic 
1930s village). The site plan approval process (implementing the 
Specific Plan) would incorporate the Valley Center Design 
Guidelines, as applicable, following the special process set forth for 
applying the “V” setback regulator and the “D” Special Area 
Designator requirements as described, in Ch. IV of the Specific Plan 
in p. IV-7. Please refer to the Global Response: General Plan 
Consistency Analysis for more thorough discussion of project and 
community plan consistency with the General Plan. The Specific 
Plan would not replace the Valley Center Design Guidelines with the 
design guidelines of the Specific Plan and would in fact be required 
to meet the design standards of the Valley Center Design 
Guidelines. In such cases, the Site Plan would also be subject to the 
Valley Center Design Review Guidelines. (FEIR Appendix W, 
discussion of consistency with the Valley Center Community Plan 
design issues related to Residential Goals and Commercial Goals). 

 
 With regard to the comment that the requested exceptions to road 

standards would conflict with the Community Plan, please refer to 
the Consistency Analysis Matrix about the private roads within the 
project community and how they may be modified in accordance with 
the County’s policy for Roadway Exceptions.  Approval of any such 
street exceptions for the project would still be consistent with Policy 
2 of the Valley Center Community Plan’s Mobility Goal relating to 
rural character.   Chapter III.B.2.a of the Specific Plan establishes 
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 C2b-77 (cont.) 
 special standards for development of the project’s private roads to 

ensure they “reflect the traditional character and rural theme of the 
Community.”  Further, a number of Specific Plan Policies require 
roadways in the project to be designed in a manner that would 
minimize impacts to significant biological, environmental, and visual 
resources. Policy 8 of the Specific Plan limits disturbance and 
development to only those areas shown in the Specific Plan. Policy 9 
of the Specific Plan requires a safe and efficient circulation system 
that supports the project, links to regional transportation elements 
when appropriate, and minimizes impacts to residential 
neighborhoods and environmentally sensitive areas. The Specific 
Plan also sets forth project road design standards, as well as the site 
plan processes, to ensure consistent application to the project. All 
internal roads are designed to reinforce the rural atmosphere of the 
community by reducing design speed and retaining two lanes. 

 
 While not addressed in the Consistency Analysis Matrix, the project 

is consistent with this Rural Compatibility Policy 5 since it will adhere 
to the Valley Center Community Right of Way Development 
Procedures, as applicable, as indicated in the Specific Plan on page 
II-26. Regarding Rural Compatibility Policy 4, grading guidelines 
ensure natural topography on the site is adhered to, wherever 
possible, by applying refined grading techniques, including 
curvilinear and undulating shapes. The proposed roads would follow 
the natural topography and minimize grading for roads to the 
minimum necessary without compromising safety. Where required, 
the installation of curbs, gutters, and sidewalks will be according to 
County and State standards however, the Specific Plan illustrates on 
Figures 25 through 53 the typical street cross sections, with parallel 
community pathways featuring trees, shrubs, rustic fencing, 
permeable surfacing, such as decomposed granite, which promote a 
rural, rustic atmosphere. The Specific Plan includes a thorough 
discussion of Road Landscaping design standards and regulations in 
Subchapter III.D.3 starting on page III-18. Thus, the project is 
consistent with Rural Compatibility Policy 5. 

 
 While not addressed in the Consistency Analysis Matrix, the project 

is consistent with Rural Compatibility Policy 6 since the project is 
consistent with the Community Development Model which includes 
feathering at the project boundaries to create a seamless transition 
to the surrounding Semi-Rural land use. 
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 C2b-77 (cont.) 
 Furthermore, there are no uses as the project periphery which would 

create heavy traffic, noise, odors, dust, or unsightly views. The 
project periphery to the east would be fully landscaped with trails, 
and 50 foot wide orchard buffers; project features to the west would 
consist of biological open space and parks. Please refer to Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for 
a thorough discussion on the application of “feathering” techniques, 
such as positioning open space and trails at the project perimeter, 
under the Community Development planning model. Please also 
refer to Global Response: General Plan Consistency Analysis for a 
thorough discussion of this topic. 

 
C2b-78 The project conserves biological resources. Please refer to response 

to comment C2b-55 for further discussion of this topic. 
 
 
C2b-79 and C2b-80  
 General Plan Policy allows the designation of new villages that are 

consistent with the criteria of Policy LU-1.2. Please refer to the 
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2.   
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C2b-81  General Plan Policy allows the designation of new villages that are 
consistent with the criteria of Policy LU-1.2. Please refer to the 
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2.   

 
C2b-82  General Plan Policy allows the designation of new villages that are 

consistent with Policy LU-1.2. Please refer to comment C2b-31 for 
further discussion of this topic. Please also refer to the Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.   

 
C2b-83  It is not clear what the comment means; however, with respect to the 

last sentence of the comment, the following response is provided:  
The FEIR analyzes and discusses the potential environmental 
impacts of the project. CEQA requires an EIR to provide a 
reasonable, good faith disclosure based on a practical analysis of 
environmental impacts even though others may disagree with the 
underlying analysis or conclusions.  An EIR should provide sufficient 
information to enable decision makers and the public to understand 
the environmental consequences of a project. Reviewing courts will 
resolve any disputes regarding the adequacy of an EIR analysis in 
favor of the lead agency if there is substantial evidence in the record 
supporting the EIR’s approach. (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn v. 
Regents of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376) CEQA Guidelines 15384 
defines substantial evidence to mean enough relevant factual 
information from which reasonable inferences can be drawn. The 
project FEIR analysis is based the project environmental document 
and the 35 technical appendices attached thereto. 

 
C2b-84 The FEIR subchapter 2.3 analyzes roads, including the changed 

classification of West Lilac Road.  The FEIR proposes changing a 
segment of West Lilac Road from a County Light Collector Road 
Standard 2.2C to a County Road Standard Light Collector 2.2F.  
Much of West Lilac Road in the vicinity of the project does not meet 
County road standards.  The project would improve West Lilac Road 
from Old Highway 395 east to the western project boundary to Light 
Collector 2.2C standards.  The south half of the road along the 
project boundary would be improved to 2.2F standards consistent 
with standard subdivision practice and a multi-purpose trail would be 
added. The 2.2F standards would allow a narrower half-width to be 
graded, which would generate less impacts upon adjacent 
residences.  The analysis in the FEIR assumes the Modifications to 
West Lilac Road have been approved by the County and have been  

C2b-81 
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 C2b-84 (cont.) 
 incorporated in the project description.  The FEIR analyzes this 

segment of the roadway consistent with 2.2.F standards.  This 
segment of West Lilac Road, from the western property boundary to 
Covey Lane would operate at LOS D or better at project build out. 
Per the FEIR Table 2.3-10, with the Mobility Element Amendment, all 
segments of West Lilac Road would operate at LOS A-D when the 
project is built out with the 2.2F classification.   
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C2b-85 through C2b-89  
 The project will be growth inducing as discussed in the FEIR 

subchapter 1.8 and response to comment C2b-13. However, 
potential impacts are too speculative for evaluation in this FEIR 
because the specific nature design and timing of future project is 
unknown at this time.  
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C2b-87 
cont. 
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C2b-90 The comment states that the project is currently low denisty 
agricultural land between two established communities. However, 
the General Plan states that it is intended to be a dynamic document 
and any amendments will be reviewed to ensure that the change is 
in the public interest and would not be detrimental to public health, 
safety and welfare.  (County of San Diego General Plan, adopted 
August 3, 2011, Page 1-15, which page is incorporated by this 
reference.)   The project is seeking an amendment to the General 
Plan to add a new Village that meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2.  
The project is a new Village whose structure, design and function are 
based on the Community Development Model. (FEIR, subchapter 
3.1.4.2, Land Use Planning, p. 3-87-89; Technical Appendix W, Att. 
A, pp. 1-2; Specific Plan, Part II.G, pp. II-38-40);  the Project is 
located within existing water and sewer boundaries (SDCWA 
boundaries) as contemplated by the General Plan (FEIR, subchapter 
1.8.4., p, 1-47 and the Specific Plan, Part I.E.2; Water Resources, p. 
1-7); and, the project is designed to be LEED-ND equivalent (Please 
refer to Topical Response with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a 
thorough discussion on this related topic.).  The Project is anchored 
by a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use Town Center that includes high-
density residential, commercial and professional offices, various 
private and public facilities, a park and the community trails. 
Compact residential neighborhoods radiate out from the Town 
Center towards the Project perimeter and support several small 
parks and the community trails. Neighborhood centers include 
clusters of attached homes, commercial and professional uses, a 13-
acre park and the community trails. The Project perimeter transitions 
to surrounding semi-rural areas by featuring: wider, ranchette-style 
lots, a 50-foot wide orchard-planted buffer, swaths of a 104 acre 
natural preserve, and the community trails. The road network is 
densest at the Town Center and there are over sixteen miles of 
landscaped, lighted, and signed multi-use community trails stitching 
every part of the community together and connecting to county 
regional trails. (See Specific Plan, Part V.B., pp. v-7 to v-9) 

C2b-90 
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 C2b-91  FEIR subchapter 1.8.2 explains that the limited type and amount of 
mixed-use and commercial land uses (commercial, office, retail and 
Country Inn uses as identified in FEIR subchapters 1.2 and 1.2.1.3) 
within the project are not likely to cause persons to relocate to the 
area around the project for employment reasons.  Moreover, the 
comment makes the point that is stated in FEIR subchapter 1.8.2 – 
the project “would not necessitate the construction of additional 
housing for employees beyond what is proposed within the project, 
and growth inducement would not occur as a result of the need for 
increased housing.” 

 
Further, the project is consistent with the 2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP), and its Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS), which seek to guide the San Diego region toward a 
more sustainable future by integrating land use, housing, and 
transportation planning to create communities that are more 
sustainable, walkable, transit-oriented, and compact.  The project 
carries out the intent of the SCS by being consistent with the 
General Plan, including Policy LU-1.2, as described in Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. Per 
a study by SANDAG, the average trip length for people in this project 
would be 7.6 miles. That is 8 percent less than the average trip 
length throughout the entire community planning area.   
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C2b-92 through C2b-94  
 The FEIR thoroughly analyzes project traffic including road 

improvements. See FEIR subchapter 2.3.  The proposed circulation 
plan for the project is shown in the FEIR, Chapter 1 on Figure 1-7, 
which shows both on and off-site road improvements.  Regional 
access to the project would be via West Lilac Road westward to the 
Walter F. Maxwell Memorial Bridge, and over I-15 thereby providing 
access to this freeway and SR-76.  Improvements would be made to 
West Lilac Road and the off-site portion of Covey Lane (the on-site 
portion of this road would remain a private road).  All other streets 
within the project site would be private and designed pursuant to 
Section III.B of the Specific Plan.  Improvements to the public roads 
would be made in accordance with County Public Road Standards 
except for West Lilac Road in which six modifications (design 
exceptions) have been incorporated in the design of the roadway.  
Please refer to Response to Comment C2b-40. 

 
 In addition, the project is requesting a General Plan Amendment to 

change the Mobility Element road classification for West Lilac Road 
from the western project boundary east to Covey Lane from 2.2C to 
2.2F.  Additional road modifications have been included for Mountain 
Ridge Road and for two other on-site private roads internal to the 
project.  The design modifications are described in Chapter 1 of the 
FEIR and in subchapter 2.3.2.3 of the FEIR.  The modification 
requests  have been made pursuant to the process set forth in the 
Public Road Standards and Private Road Standards.   All the 
modifications have been incorporated in the design of the 
corresponding roadways and analyzed in subchapters 2.1-Visual, 
2.5-Biology and 2.6-Cultural Resources of the FEIR.   

 
C2b-95 The FEIR thoroughly analyzed pass-through traffic. In general, the 

project would acquire all necessary project easements either as 
proposed, or with the inclusion of alternative alignments, while 
continuing to meet all applicable design guidelines and standards in 
the Specific Plan; and in compliance with all local, state and federal 
laws and regulations. Please refer to the Global Response: 
Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads) and the Off-
Site Improvements - Environmental Analysis and Easement 
Summary Table attached to the Global Responses regarding 
easement information.  Please also refer to response to comment 
C2b-40 for a thorough discussion of project traffic analysis. 

 

C2b-92 
cont. 
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C2b-96  The FEIR thoroughly analyzes project circulation and road 
improvements, as thoroughly discussed in responses to comments 
C2b-40 and in comment cluster C2b-92 through C2b-95. 

 
C2b-97 and C2b-98  
 The project would be growth inducing as discussed in response to 

comment C2b-13, however potential impacts are too speculative for 
evaluation in this FEIR at this time. 

 
C2b-99  The project would be growth inducing as discussed in response to 

comment C2b-13, however potential impacts are too speculative for 
evaluation in this FEIR at this time.  

 
 The FEIR analyzes and discusses agricultural resources in 

subchapter 2.4, and in Appendix F.  See also FEIR, Figures 2.4-1 
through 2.4-2.4-7 for additional technical agricultural information on 
pesticide spraying, soils, Williamson Act lands, and off-site 
agricultural resources.  

 
 The Agricultural Resources Report considers limitations of off-site 

agricultural practices throughout Section 3.2 (Indirect Effects). The 
County acknowledges that restrictions on agricultural practices can 
potentially endanger off-site operations and for this reason the 
Agricultural Resources Report and the FEIR require implementation 
of agricultural buffers as a means of mitigating these effects. The 
project includes 15 agricultural Mitigation Measures, including 
adjacency mitigations addressing M-AG-1 (park adjacency), M-AG-2 
(institutional adjacency) and M-AG-3 (Phase 4 adjacency). 

 
C2b-100 through C2b-102 
 The project is consistent with Land Use Policy LU-6.6. The project 

Grading Plan is in FEIR Figure 1-15. Grading for the project 
maintains the overall general contour of the property, requiring 
2,300 cubic yards of earth to be moved for each home (which would 
require a minor grading permit on an individual lot basis). This is 
consistent with projects of this size. 99.7 percent of all steep slopes 
are retained in open space and private roads are used that reduce 
grading by reducing the design speeds and overall development foot 
print, and following the contours of the property. 

 
 Please also see Appendix W for a discussion of conformance with 

the Bonsall Community Plan. 
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C2b-103 The FEIR thoroughly analyzes potential cumulative impacts to 

biological resources in subchapter 2.5.3. The Specific Plan, Ch. III, 
Section G, includes grading guidelines for all areas of the project and 
no more than 50 acres of the project site may be actively graded at 
any one time.  Pollution controls must prevent stormwater 
contamination, over-sedimentation, and airborne dust. All project 
earthwork activities would occur only within project boundaries.  
Runoff would be directed to existing drainages through flow control, 
sediment settling detention basins, as discussed in the FEIR, 
subchapter 3.1.3 and in Appendices U-1, 2 and 3. 

 
Cumulative impacts to biological resources is discussed in FEIR 
subchapter 2.5. The cumulative study area was determined based 
on the localized habitat area in accordance with the County’s Report 
Format and Content Requirements for Biological Resources (County 
2010b).  The localized habitat area was defined by topography and 
man-made features that reduce wildlife movement and generally 
create a local wildlife ecoregion. Within this cumulative study area, 
12 projects were identified for the evaluation of cumulative impacts 
(Figure 2.5-5 and Table 2.5-5).  As discussed in detail in FEIR 
subchapter 2.5.3, cumulative impacts would be less than significant 
due to  

 
C2b-104 The FEIR analyzes and discusses agricultural resources in 

subchapter 2.4, and in the project Agricultural Resources Report 
(FEIR Appendix F).  See in particular, FEIR Figures 2.4-1 through 
2.4-7 for additional technical agricultural information on pesticide 
spraying, soils, Williamson Act lands, and off-site agricultural 
resources.  

 
 FEIR Appendix F considers limitations of off-site agricultural 

practices throughout Section 3.2 (Indirect Effects). The County 
acknowledges that restrictions on agricultural practices can 
potentially endanger off-site operations, and for this reason the 
Agricultural Resources Report and the FEIR require implementation 
of mitigation measures to address these issues. See FEIR 
subchapter 2.4.5 for detailed mitigation measures. 
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C2b-105 The project is wholly consistent with the General Plan as thorough 
discussed in response to comment C2b-1. Please also refer to 
responses to comments C2b-55 (project protection of sensitive 
natural resources) and C2b-58 (project integration of natural 
features) for further discussion of these topics.   

 
C2b-106 and C2b-107 
 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. 

 
C2b-108 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 Global Response: Off-Site Improvements – 
Environmental and Easement Analysis Summary Table, which 
describes the respective off-site improvements, corresponding 
environmental analysis, status of easement rights, and affected 
properties. Please also 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. 
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C2b-109 Proposed improvements to West Lilac Road are discussed in their 
entirety in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR. Specifically, the project proposes 
improvements to West Lilac Road from Old Highway 395 to Road 3. 
Details of the proposed roads are included in the table referenced 
above. 

 
 Impacts associated with these improvements have been considered 

throughout the FEIR, primarily under off-site improvements, and 
included in the cumulative impacts section of each subject as well. A 
figurative illustration of the improvements is included on Table 2.5-2a 
of the FEIR. Please also see response to comment C2b-108, above 
and related reference materials for additional information responsive 
to this comment. 

 
C2b-110 The commenter accurately represents that a redesign of the 

roundabouts resulted from the Reid Middleton Roundabout Study. 
This is the design reflected in the project’s current description. All 
impacts are located within the original footprints of the roundabouts. 
The roundabouts do impact off-site areas; however, these are within 
existing IODs with both slope and drainage rights. No new impacts 
have occurred based on the roundabout redesign. Please also see 
response to comment C2b-108, above and related reference 
materials for additional information responsive to this comment. 

 
C2b-111 The commenter is referencing a second alignment study associated 

with the Reid Middleton Roundabout Study. This design was not 
selected to be included in the project and is not relevant for inclusion 
in the project’s CEQA analysis. See response to comment C2b-110, 
above.  

 
C2b-112 Please see response to comment C2b-111, above. 

C2b-108 
Cont. 
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C2b-113  As discussed below, the scope of the slope rights included in the 
referenced IODs is sufficient to encompass all necessary grading 
and earthwork and, therefore, no additional slope rights beyond 
those granted are necessary for road construction.  As to sight 
distance clearance, as shown in the Global Response, Off-Site 
Improvements – Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary 
Table, a clear space easement for grading would be needed on APN 
129-190-44 and is necessary in order to remedy the existing 
deficient slight distance condition at the intersection. 

 
Attachment 1 to the Global Response: Off-Site Improvements – 
Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary Table, is a 
memorandum prepared by engineers Landmark Consulting that 
addresses access rights on both Mountain Ridge Road and Covey 
Lane (Landmark Memorandum).  The Landmark Memorandum 
determined that for both roads, there are existing road easements or 
Irrevocable Offers to Dedicate Real Property (IODs) that provide the 
necessary rights to improve these roads to accommodate the 
proposed Project and no additional easements are required for road 
construction. 
 
Landmark Memorandum Exhibit I, IOD for parcel no. 80-0494-A1, 
states that the rights offered include “the privilege and right to extend 
drainage structures and excavation and embankment slopes beyond 
the limits of the herein described right-of-way where required for the 
construction and maintenance of said County highway.”  (Ex. I, p. 
839.)  Landmark Memorandum Exhibit J, parcel map no. 18536, 
further states “we hereby dedicate to the public that portion of Covey 
Lane for use as a street as shown on said map together with the 
right to extend and maintain drainage facilities, excavation and 
embankment slopes beyond the limits of said right-of-way.”  (Ex. J, 
Sheet 1 of 4.).  Thus, the IODs convey grading and drainage rights 
beyond the limits of the right-of-way. 
 
Landmark Memorandum Exhibit H, Covey Lane Off-Site Access, 
illustrates the grading limits necessary to construct the public road; 
the grading limits are the furthest the slopes would extend on each 
side of the future public road.  As shown, the grading limits do not 
extend beyond the available right-of-way, except adjacent to the 
right-of-way described in the IOD dedicated with Parcel Map No. 
18536 and, as described above, this IOD includes slope rights that 
permit slopes beyond the limits of the right-of-way.  
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 C2b-113 (cont.) 
Thus, the slope rights associated with the IODs, as described above, 
along with the future dedication of right-of-way, as permitted with the 
private road easement that benefits Lilac Hills Ranch (see Landmark 
Memorandum Exhibit K), provide all of the rights necessary to 
construct the public road portion of Covey Lane to the Project 
boundary, including the slopes necessary to support said public 
road.  As to sight distance clearance, as noted above and shown in 
the Global Response: Off-Site Improvements – Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table, a clear space easement for 
grading would be needed on APN 129-190-44 and is necessary in 
order to remedy the existing deficient sight distance condition at the 
intersection. Please also 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. 

 
C2b-114  Mountain Ridge Road is currently a two-lane private road that 

provides limited access from the project site to the County’s public 
road system via Circle R Drive. Mountain Ridge Road is not 
improved to its designated road design standard and is actually 
substandard with respect to its current ability to support road speeds 
of its users. As described in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR and shown in 
Table 1-2, the project proposes to design Mountain Ridge Road as a 
wider, slower roadway. As proposed, the project would reduce 
dangerous vertical curves along the roadway.  Additionally, the 
project proposes to remove the taper requirement at the intersection 
of Circle R Drive in order to provide a smoother and less impactive 
transition onto this road. As shown on FEIR Table 2.5-2 and 
illustrated in Figure 2.5-2b, no off-site impacts would occur to 
existing biology as a result of the road design, Additionally, no sight 
distance issue exists as the  vegetation was cleared at this location.  
However, an off-site clear space easement would be required in 
order to ensure sight distance is maintained.  With respect to the 
widening of Mountain Ridge Road to Public Road standards, all 
impacts are discussed in subchapter 4.9 of the FEIR.  Additional 
biological resources affected by the road widening are identified and 
mitigation is proposed (see subchapter 4.9.2.5). Please also see 
response to comment C2b-108, above and related reference 
materials for additional information responsive to this comment. 
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 C2b-115 Rodriquez Road is an existing 40-foot-wide private easement road 
that would require surface improvements necessary to 
accommodate the secondary emergency access requirement for the 
Phases 4 and 5. Specifically, Rodriguez Road would be improved 
from its current state to a 28-foot graded/24-foot paved roadway. 
The improvements needed by the project have been previously 
approved under the Sukup TM. Please also see response to 
comment C2b-108, above and related reference materials for 
additional information responsive to this comment. 

 
C2b-116 and C2b-117  
 The need for easements and use of eminent domain is not an 

environmental issue under CEQA as obtaining easements would not 
result a physical change in the environment. The FEIR adequately 
discloses all physical environmental impacts that would result from 
off-site improvements, including those that may require the use of 
eminent domain. In addition, the applicant has the required 
easements needed to construct required improvements. Also, refer 
to the Global Response: Off-site Improvements - Environmental 
Analysis and Easement Summary Table. 

 
Each mitigation measure will become a condition of approval for the 
project. The applicant will be required to implement the mitigation in 
accordance with the condition of approval and will be in violation of 
their permit if they fail to do so. Homes will not be able to be 
occupied without the mitigation being implemented per the condition 
of approval.  

 
C2b-118 The commenter raises concerns about the flexibility of project 

phasing and project grading in conjunction with project 
implementation. The Phasing Plan included in Part IV of the Specific 
Plan describes project grading. The Specific Plan indicates that both 
cuts and fills are proposed within each grading area and fill material 
would be transferred between the areas as required. Future grading 
plans would identify the location of grading, which could require 
grading in more than one phase to obtain required fill material. 
However, as stated in the Specific Plan, no more than 50 acres 
would be graded at the same time. Project grading is also discussed 
in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR. With respect to the net import or export 
of fill, project construction would be a balanced cut/fill operation as 
shown in FEIR Table 1-4. Throughout the phasing of the  
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C2b-118 (cont.) 
 construction, however, there are some areas with a net cut and other 

areas with a net import. The project will be using those sites with net 
cut for borrow sites. Phase 3 land will be used as a borrow pit, not a 
quarry, and the project will be required to comply with all applicable 
government regulations and requirements, including provisions of 
the County Grading Ordinance found in Section 87.101 et seq. of the 
San Diego County Code.   

 
C2b-119 The commenter expresses general concern about the environmental 

impacts from the construction of the project. This is a conclusory 
statement and the issues of concern are addressed in more 
specificity in the preceding and following responses. Potential 
impacts from the construction of project grading and construction is 
fully analyzed throughout FEIR. The project would provide all 
infrastructure needed to serve the project and no issues of 
infeasibility have been identified.   

 
C2b-120 and C2b-121 
 The phasing plan discussed in FEIR subchapter 1.2.1.10, as well as 

Section 5 of the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix E), describe the 
traffic trips for both the equivalent residential dwelling units and the 
commercial uses, if any, in each phase of the project. Pursuant to 
Section 5 of the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix E) and subchapter 
2.3.5 of the FEIR, the phased traffic mitigation measures therefore 
relate both to residential and commercial traffic trips generated in 
each phase. Further, the commercial uses for the project generate 
only 33 percent of peak hour traffic trips at project build-out. As a 
result, the recommended mitigation measures are appropriately tied 
to the approval of a specified number of residential dwelling units 
associated with final maps because the commercial uses within each 
Final Map have been translated into equivalent residential dwelling 
units. Therefore, the timing appropriately considers both residential 
and commercial uses. 

 
 The commenter is concerned about the lack of fixed project phasing 

and potential traffic impacts that could occur due to the phasing 
flexibility. However, as described above since the traffic mitigation 
measures are tied to traffic trip generation that consists of both 
residential and commercial traffic trips, regardless of the phase the 
mitigation measures would be applied based upon the traffic trips 
that are generated by that phase. Thus no new impacts would occur 
due to the order of phasing that is ultimately implemented. 

C2b-118 
cont. 

C2b-119 

C2b-120 

C2b-121 
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C2b-122 Please refer to response to C2b-1 for a thorough discussion of 

project consistency with the General Plan and the Bonsall 
Community Plan.  See also FEIR Appendix W. 

 
 
 
 
 
C2b-123 Comment noted. The letter will be included in the administrative 

record and provided to the decision makers for further consideration.  
 
C2b-124  The project is designed to be LEED-ND equivalent.  Please refer to 

Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2 for a thorough discussion on this topic. 

 
 
C2b-125  The project will be an additional village to the two existing ones 

already in Valley Center. The project straddles both Valley Center 
and Bonsall.  

 

C2b-124 

C2b-125 

C2b-123 

C2b-122 
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C2b-126 through C2b-128 
 Escondido Downtown Specific Planning Area (located nearly 15 

miles away from the proposed project) as an off-site alternative in 
the FEIR. Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires the 
discussion of “a reasonable range of alternatives to a project, or the 
location of a project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any 
of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives.” The CEQA Guidelines provide several 
factors that should be considered with regard to the feasibility of an 
alternative: (1) site suitability; (2) economic viability; (3) availability of 
infrastructure; (4) general plan consistency; (5) other plans or 
regulatory limitations; (6) jurisdictional boundaries; and (7) whether 
the project applicant can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise 
have access to the alternative site (if an off-site alternative is 
evaluated). The suggested Escondido alternative is outside the 
jurisdiction of the County of San Diego and would, therefore, fail to 
meet the project objective of providing a range of diverse housing 
types with the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego. Additionally, 
senior housing is a significant and desirable housing type in the 
proposed project, due to the County’s General Plan Housing 
Element Background Report which identifies senior housing as a 
need for future accommodation by new development.  The 468 
deed-restricted senior housing units in the development plan 
comprise 27 percent of the total number of housing units, and the 
Village style design of the project offers particular advantage to 
senior populations via providing proximity to services and shopping.    

 
 The range of proposed housing types in the proposed project also 

includes single-family detached homes abutting open space.  This 
housing type cannot be duplicated in a small-lot urbanized 
environment such as the Escondido Downtown Specific Plan Area 
(see Figure II-4, page II-12, of the Escondido Downtown Specific 
Plan, which Figure is attached) that lacks any adjacent open space 
areas. 

 
 

C2b-128 

C2b-127 

C2b-126 
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 C2b-126 through C2b-128 (cont.) 
 Also, the applicant cannot reasonably, economically and timely 

acquire a large block of parcels under the Escondido alternative that 
are necessary to develop a comparable project that includes single-
family detached homes and single-story senior housing.  As shown 
in Figure II-4, page II-12, of the Escondido Downtown Specific Plan, 
the Escondido Downtown Specific Plan residential areas are 
comprised almost exclusively of very small legal parcels that are 
already developed, Those parcels are mostly in separate fee title 
ownership.  The applicant would therefore be required to negotiate 
for and acquire hundreds of separate occupied and operational legal 
parcels from diverse ownership interests to assemble land for a 
comparable development project.  Also, the existing structures on 
most of the parcels would have to be demolished, and the operations 
and uses on those parcels, many of which are medium to long-term 
leases, would also have to be relocated at significant cost. Such 
tasks are unrealistic, costly, and infeasible. Please refer to the 
December 16, 2014 letter from project applicant regarding the 
Escondido Downtown Specific Plan submitted to the County. 

 
 The alternatives evaluated in detail within the alternative subchapter 

include: (1) No Project/No Development Alternative, (2) No 
Project/Existing Legal Lot Alternative, (3) General Plan Consistent 
Alternative, (4) Reduced Footprint Alternative, (5) Reduced Intensity 
Alternative, (6) 2.2 C Alternative, (7) Roadway Design Alternative, 
and (8) Mountain Ridge Road Fire Station Alternative.  Each of these 
alternatives was selected in order to either: (1) avoid or minimize 
significant impacts associated with the project, or (2) compare 
potential effects with the General Plan Consistent alternative, which 
is considered a viable development option for planning purposes. 
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C2b-129 Please refer to the traffic hazards discussion on Section 4.6 of the 

project’s Traffic Impact Study which proves a full analysis this issue 
for all proposed road modification requests.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-130 The TIS includes an analysis of traffic hazards pursuant to 

Section 4.6 of the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance 
– Transportation and Traffic.  The Traffic Guidelines are used to 
analyze potential hazards related to an existing transportation design 
feature.  See Appendix E and FEIR subchapter 2.3.2.3 for an 
analysis in compliance with Section 4.6. The comment restates 
information contained in the TIS, 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.  However, 
because the comment does not raise an environmental issue with 
respect to the FEIR, no further response is required. Additional 
responses to specific comments follow. 

 

C2b-130 

C2b-129 

C2b-128 
Cont. 
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C2b-130 
Cont. 
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C2b-131  The driveways around Mountain Ridge Road serve only a very small 

amount of traffic and, therefore, an analysis of these locations is not 
warranted based on County guidelines. CEQA does not require a 
quantitative analysis of very rare speculative occurrences such as 
the impact to a roadway of a full evacuation scenario. In this case, 
there would be no design safety issues under full evacuation 
scenario because the traffic would be moving very slowly.  

 
 
C2b-132  The 1,190 ADT forecast is correct for Mountain Ridge Road. Only 

Phase 5 of the project will have access to Mountain Ridge Road; 
hence, the lower traffic projection on this roadway. 

 

C2b-130 
Cont. 

C2b-131 

C2b-132 
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C2b-133 See response to comment C2b-131, 1bove. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-134 and C2b-135 
 The Mountain Ridge Road/Circle R Drive intersection was analyzed 

and sight distance requirements would be met and verified during 
implementation of a future implementing Tentative Map for this area. 
The road modification proposed is intended to alleviate any hazards 
associated with the roads current design. The existing sight distance 
issue at Mountain Ridge Road and Circle R Drive has been resolved 
by means of vegetation clearing along Circle R Drive. As detailed in 
Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR a Clear Space easement would be required 
at this location to assure the ongoing adequacy of the sight distance. 
Refer also to Global Response: Easements (Covey Lane and 
Mountain Ridge Roads) for details on the sight distance analysis that 
was completed. 

 
 
C2b-136 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. 

C2b-135 

C2b-136 

C2b-134 

C2b-133 
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C2b-137 No traffic hazards would result from approval of any road design 

exception requests Please refer to FEIR subchapter 2.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-138 The FEIR analyzed the fire response times for the project, including 

alternatives, as discussed in responses to comments C2b-41 and 
C2b-42. With respect to the assertion that the Mountain Ridge 
Alternative is being used to justify condemnation, there is no 
evidence presented by the commenter for this claim.  The FEIR 
thoroughly analyzes project alternatives, as discussed in response to 
comment C2b-126.  With respect to the concern raised by the 
commenter that DSFPD has not accepted the Fire Station in 
Phase 5 option, please refer to the Global Response: Fire and 
Medical Services. 

 
C2b-139 Please refer to response to comment C2b-1 for a thorough 

discussion of project consistency with the General Plan and the 
Bonsall Community Plan.  The project general plan amendment has 
been thoroughly analyzed under CEQA with respect to existing 
physical conditions, as discussed in response to comment C2b-2. 
See also, Global Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA 
Impacts Analysis. 

C2b-139 

C2b-138 

C2b-137 
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C2b-140 Please refer to response to comment C2b-1 for a thorough 

discussion of project consistency with the General Plan and the 
Bonsall Community Plan and the Valley Center Community Plan. 
The project general plan amendment has been thoroughly analyzed 
under CEQA with respect to existing physical conditions, as 
discussed in response to comment C2b-2. See also Global 
Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts Analysis for 
information relative to this issue. 

 
 
 
 
C2b-141 and C2b-142 
 The project CEQA analysis is thorough and fully supported by 35 

technical appendices, as further discussed in response to comment 
C2b-83.  

C2b-141 

C2b-140 

C2b-139 
Cont. 
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C2b-143 through C2b-153  
 This comment cluster, in general, questions project consistency with 

the General Plan Land Use Element Policy LU-1.2, specifically with 
LEED-ND equivalency principles.  In general, the project is 
amending the General Plan by adding a new Village that meets the 
criteria of Policy LU-1.2. The project is not certified by the branded 
LEED-ND program commercially administered by the U.S. Green 
Building Council.  

 
 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 

Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion of this topic including 
each of the concerns called out in this comment cluster.  Please also 
refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of project 
consistency with LU-1.2.   

C2b-143 

C2b-142 
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C2b-144  Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion of how the 
project is LEED-equivalent. 

C2b-144 

C2b-143 
Cont. 
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C2b-145  Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion of how the 
project is LEED-equivalent.   

 
 
 
 
 
C2b-146 There is no minimum or maximum size for a LEED-ND project 

according to the, “LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development Rating 
System,” on page xiv, as published by the Congress for New 
Urbanism, Natural Resources Defense Council, and U.S. Green 
Building Council, who administers the LEED-ND.  Nevertheless, as 
described thoroughly in Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2, while the project is not seeking LEED-ND certification 
through the U.S. Green Building Council, equivalency with LEED-ND 
is not nullified, as the commenter asserts, by the fact that the project 
exceeds 320 acres. 

C2b-145 

C2b-146 

C2b-144 
Cont. 
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C2b-147 through C2b-149 
 The project is thoroughly walkable.  Please refer to the Global 

Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 
(including analysis of LEED-ND equivalency) for a thorough 
discussion and analysis of project walkability (e.g., 16 plus miles of 
tree-lined, lighted, signed, soft base, paths and trails).  See the Trail 
Plan in the Specific Plan, Figure 1-8.  The Specific Plan, Section II 
(B) analyzes project walkability explaining that the project is zoned 
so that the geographic center is projected to be within one-half mile 
walk distance of at least seven diverse uses. Among the projected 
diverse uses are included: farmer’s market, bank, coffee shop, 
bakery, drug store, senior care center, gym, recreational center, 
school, civic offices, public park, and commercial office 

 
C2b-150  The project does not need to comply with LEED ND standards. It is 

considered an equivalent design. Please refer to the Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for 
additional information regarding compliance. 

 
C2b-151 As discussed in FEIR subchapter 3.1.7, the project is within the 

existing boundaries of the County Water Authority and the Valley 
Center Municipal Water District for water and wastewater services.  
It is therefore consistent with Policy LU-1.2 on that matter.  Also as 
discussed in FEIR subchapter 3.1.7, the project will construct and 
install all facilities and lines that are required to serve the water and 
wastewater needs of the project.  Please refer to the Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 as 
to the project’s consistency with equivalent LEED-ND design 
features relating to location within existing water and sewer district 
boundaries and for Recycling and Innovating Wastewater 
Technology.  

 
C2b-152 Subchapter 3.1.7 of the FEIR and the Wastewater Alternative Study, 

(Appendix S), describes four alternatives routes for  wastewater 
transmission lines to connect to the Moosa WRF. Each of these 
options follow improved existing roadways located entirely within 
public right of way or existing easements. Scenario 3 is the preferred 
route along the Mountain Ridge Road (Figure 3.1.8) easement.  
However, VCMWD has indicated, in a letter dated July 8, 2013, that 
it does not presently have sewer or recycled water easement rights 
across Covey Lane parcels or the West side of Mountain Ridge 
private road from the Lilac Hills Subdivision Boundary to the Circle R 
Public Road.   

C2b-150 

C2b-149 

C2b-151 

C2b-152 

C2b-148 

C2b-147 
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 C2b-152 cont. 
 In addition, VCMWD lacks sewer easement rights for approximately 

1260 feet on the east side of Mountain Ridge private road.  In order 
for the project to use three of these routes  additional rights may  
need to be secured.  As a result of the easements restrictions, a 
fourth alternative was examined.  Subchapter 1.2.1.7 and 3.1.7.1 
was revised after public review to describe the four possible 
wastewater scenarios.  Therefore, in the event that it is found that 
additional right-of-way is needed for the installation of pipelines, the 
alternate route could be used.  Locating the pipeline along a public 
road right of way is consistent with VCMWD Administrative 
Regulations Sec. 200.4 provides that under normal circumstances, 
sewer and water lines are to be located in a maintained roadway.  
However, VCMWD Administrative Regulations Sec. 200.3[d] 
provides that properties requiring an offsite line extension that do not 
have adequate easements to extend water lines may petition the 
VCMWD Board of Directors to initiate proceedings to acquire the 
easements through eminent domain.  Ultimately it is in the discretion 
of the Board of Director’s to decide whether to initiate proceedings to 
acquire the easements. California law also grants local public 
agencies the ability to impose conditions on private development 
requiring the construction of public improvements located within land 
not owned by the developer. (See Government Code Section 
66462.5)  Therefore none of the four scenarios are infeasible 
because of easement restrictions in that such rights may be legally 
obtained by the applicant.   
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C2b-153 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 
General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
C2b-154 All roads in the vicinity of the project will operate at LOS D or better 

when the project is built out.  See  subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR, for 
the analysis of the project’s impacts to roads, intersections and 
Caltrans’ facilities and is based on the Traffic Impact Study, attached 
as Appendix E to the FEIR. A complete synopsis of the Significant 
Direct and Cumulative impacts related to the Project can be found in 
FEIR subchapter 2.3.S.1. Table 2.3-24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a 
mitigation summary for the direct and cumulative impacts, 
respectively, for the project.  

 
 The cost of improving Mobility Element roads is not passed on to the 

taxpayer.  The project applicant will mitigate direct impacts through 
construction of improvements as noted in the FEIR, Chapter 1 and 
as required through mitigation measures in Chapter 2.3..  
Cumulative impacts will be mitigated through the payment of TIF, 
which has been found to be adequate mitigation. 

 
 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. The exceptions could be 
granted by the County where capacity and safety are not unduly 
affected. (REIR, subchapter 2.3.2.3, page 2.3-34.) In addition,   
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.  

 
 TIF fees established by the County for the Valley Center area Valley 

Center area are assessed on development projects to ensure that 
they pay their fair share to mitigate cumulative traffic impacts to the 
road network. 

 

C2b-153 

C2b- 
154 
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C2b-154 
Cont. 
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C2b-155 With respect to village expansion and the County Community 

Development Model, please refer to the Global Response: Project 
Consistency with the General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 

C2b- 
155 

C2b- 
154 
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C2b-156 through C2b-159 
 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for information relevant to these issues. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-160 Please refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-161 The project is consistent with the General Plan and the Valley Center 

and Bonsall Community Plans, of which they are a part.  Please refer 
to Appendix W.   

C2b-156 

C2b-157 

C2b-159 

C2b-158 

C2b-161 

C2b-160 
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C2b-161 
cont. 
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 C2b-162 Many comments throughout this letter are duplicative of other 
comment letters submitted. Where relevant, response to comments 
in other are referenced as responsive to the comments herein.  

 
 The FEIR discloses the project’s inconsistencies with applicable land 

use policies. Each subchapter of the FEIR contains a regulatory 
setting section where the most applicable plans and policies are 
identified. Relevant General Plan policies are included in the 
regulatory setting. Detailed responses to individual comments follow. 

 
 General Plan Amendments are allowed by state law in accordance 

with the procedures established by the Board of Supervisors.  
 
 Subchapter 3.1.4 of the FEIR explains that the proposed project 

includes a General Plan Amendment, which if approved, would result 
in the project being consistent with the General Plan. See Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.  

 
 Subchapter 3.1.4.2 of the FEIR clearly states that the project 

proposes land uses and densities that are not currently consistent 
with the adopted land use designation of Semi-Rural SR 4 (Valley 
Center Community Plan Land Use Map) and Semi-Rural SR 10 
(Bonsall Community Plan Land Use Map).  

 
 In order for the Project to be approved and implemented, the 

General Plan Regional Land Use Map needs to be amended to 
change the adopted regional category (Semi-Rural) designation of 
the project site and to re-designate the entire 608-acre site as 
“Village” (as shown in Figure 1-1 of the FEIR). In addition, the Valley 
Center Community Plan (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 (Bonsall Community Plan)BCP land use 
designation will need to be amended to Village Residential (VR 2.9) 
(as shown in Figure 1-2). The General Plan Mobility Element 
amendment of the 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.)  

 
 

C2b
-162 

Letter C2b  
(2013 attachment)  
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 C2b-162 (cont.) 
 General Plan policy LU-1.2 permits the establishment of new villages 

that are designed to be consistent with the Community Development 
Model, provide necessary services and facilities, and meet the 
LEED-ND certification or an equivalent.  

 
 LU-2.2 provides that community plans must be internally consistent 

with General Plan goals and policies of which they are part. This 
means that community plans cannot be interpreted to undermine the 
policies of the General Plan. 

 
 The existing VCCP identifies two existing rural villages where urban 

levels of development are permitted and the BCP recognizes three 
areas with the Village Regional Category. However, this does not 
preclude the addition of a new village that meets the criteria set forth 
by the General Plan. The project proposes to modify the text of both 
community plans by adding Lilac Hills Ranch as an additional rural 
village and as an additional Village Regional Category area.  

 
 As described above the project would be consistent with all 

applicable policies of the County General Plan and VCCP once the 
General Plan amendments are approved. The Specific Plan also 
addresses General Plan consistency in Chapter 5.  
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C2b-163 The Specific Plan works in conjunction with the General Plan and 

associated community plans. Once adopted, the Specific Plan would 
serve as the document which provides development standards, 
similar to zoning standards, which would govern the design of the 
project.  Any possible gaps or lack of specificity in development and 
design standards in the General Plan or Community Plan texts will 
be addressed, in a manner that does not conflict with other Plans, 
through the project-specific standards that are contained in the 
Specific Plan. 

 
C2b-164 General Plan Amendment Reports are not required by State law, nor 

does CEQA require such a report. Please refer to response to 
comment C2b-162. 

 
C2b-165 The FEIR discusses the project’s consistency with LEED-ND in FEIR 

Subchapter 3.1.4. Please also refer to Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
C2b-166 The conclusions of the County’s 2011 General Plan related to 

locating growth are not applicable to the proposed project. Local 
housing trends are based on projected population growth which is 
used for planning purposes only. 
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C2b-167 The project will be served by the VCMWD for sewer and water 
services. Please refer to the FEIR subchapter 3.1.7 for a detailed 
discussion of public utilities proposed to serve the project. 

 
 SR 76, which serves the Bonsall Village, was accepted by the Board 

of Supervisors with a LOS E/F indicating much congestion. The 
proposed project is located 6 miles from the Bonsall Post Office, or 
Village Center, in an area where neighborhood serving uses do not 
exist. This project will provide such services as well as a community 
focus for the residents of that area.  

 
 There is no prohibition of a new Village in either the General Plan or 

the Bonsall Community Plan. If the project is approved, a description 
of a third village would be added to the Bonsall Community Plan. 
The effects of this potential impact are analyzed in the FEIR, 
Chapter 3. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-168 Reference material is noted and included in the FEIR. No additional 

comment is required. 
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C2b-169 See Global Response: Fire and Medical Services. 
 
C2b-170 This commenter’s assertion is incorrect. The FPP and FEIR 

evaluated the consistency of the proposed project with applicable fire 
protection regulations. The project demonstrates compliance with 
applicable fire regulations, including but not limited to the California 
Fire Code, California Code of Regulations, County Fire Code, or the 
County Consolidated Fire Code. The emergency road access (Fire 
Apparatus Access Roads) requirements for this project will be 
adequate and fire code compliant in terms of access and 
construction standards for roadways. Public roads serving the 
project will comply with the San Diego County Public Road 
Standards, West Lilac Road and a portion of Covey Lane, except for 
West Lilac Road in which six modifications or exceptions have been 
incorporated in the design. San Diego County Private Road 
Standards will apply to all interior roads. (Section 4.2 of the FPP 
provides that the circulation network shall be designed according to 
the County public and private road standards and in compliance with 
CFC Sec. 503.2.1 (see APPENDIX ‘G’ - Phasing Exhibit, Project 
Internal Circulation Map and Access Exhibit Map). 

 
 Gates proposed for the Project shall be in compliance with DSFPD 

guidelines and County Consolidated Fire Code, Section 503.6.  
 
 Water supply shall meet the water supply requirements of the San 

Diego County’s Consolidated Fire Code and the Fire Code for a 
commercial/business/residential development. (FPP Section 4.3) 

 
 A Fuel Management Zone (FMZ) will be established within 100 feet 

of structures, to the extent possible, for each Implementing Tentative 
Map that is submitted to the County for approval pursuant to the 
County’s Consolidated Fire Code and the California Fire Code. (FPP 
Section 4.4 and 4.5) 

C2b-
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 C2b-170 (cont.) 
 The required (SDCCFC 2011) ignition-resistant construction for all 

structures will be required. The ignition-resistant construction 
requirements provide critical improvements to structures for 
minimizing ember penetration and resisting potential heat exposure. 
In addition, the FPP requires that ignition-resistant construction will 
apply to mitigate the ignitability of all future proposed structures and 
projections (casitas, storage sheds, exterior balconies, carports, 
decks, patio covers, unenclosed roofs and floors, etc.). (See FPP 
sections 4. 6, 4.7 and 4.8.) 
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C2b-171 As stated in response to comment 163 above, the FPP considered 
the property location, topography, geology, combustible vegetation 
(fuel types), climatic conditions, and fire history, water supply, 
access, structure ignitability, fire resistive building materials for 
residential structures, technical guidance for protection of 
commercial structures, fire protection systems and equipment, 
impacts to existing emergency services, defensible space, and 
vegetation management. The FPP identifies and prioritizes the 
measures necessary to adequately reduce the fire risks of the 
project, including all structures. 

 
 The comment asserts that the FPP does not sufficiently address 

structure fires or emergency medical services such that the impact 
and mitigation can be assessed. The Fire Response Capabilities 
Assessment, prepared by Dudek and Hunt, dated May 24, 2014, 
(“Capabilities Assessment”), evaluated three separate response 
scenarios, including a structure fire, a wildland fire with structural 
threat, and a medical aid response. The response routes included 
one from each of the four existing stations providing service to 
DSFPD (Stations No. 11, 12, 13, and 15). (See Capabilities 
Assessment, attached as an Appendix to the Specific Plan, 
Section 2.3, page 50.) In addition, structure fires are included in 
analyzing the call load data and was included in the call volume and 
is a part of the evaluation. The data indicated that a very large 
volume of responses for DSFPD is for medical aid (37%), traffic 
collisions (11%), and cancelled calls (17%). Based on this data, and 
the information presented in the Capabilities Assessment, the FPP 
concluded that DSFPD would have the existing capacity to respond 
to all of these types of expected calls from the proposed Lilac Hills 
Ranch project (see FPP APPENDIX ‘K’ - 2005–2011 Response Data 
for Deer Springs Fire Protection District). (See also Section 4.1 of 
the FPP) Also, the project included design features for new 
development in WUI areas to minimize structural ignitions as well as 
providing adequate access by emergency responders. (See Section 
1.1.2 of the Capabilities Assessment.)   

C2b-176 

C2b-171 
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C2b-173 

C2b-174 

C2b-175 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-749 

 C2b-172 The FPP requires that all gates are in compliance with DSFPD 
guidelines and County Consolidated Fire Code, Section 503.6. A 
gate across a fire access roadway shall be equipped with an 
approved design feature (i.e., electronic access) that provides 
access to the fire department and law enforcement. The project 
proposes to include gates that control public access to Phases 4 and 
5, which will be developed as Senior housing. Private streets with 
gates are features of a number of major developments approved by 
the County of San Diego, including the Rancho Cielo, Castle Creek, 
Montecito Ranch, Woods Valley Ranch, and The Crosby Specific 
Plans, as documented in the Dudek (2013) Study. Any gate or 
barrier across a fire access roadway shall have specific plans 
reviewed and approved by Deer Springs Fire Protection District prior 
to installation. Additional information about gates is included in the 
FEIR, Chapter 2.7. 

 
C2b-173 The comment is incorrect. As stated in FEIR Subchapter 2.7.2.4, 

absent the availability of off-site clearing, where 100-foot FMZ 
cannot be met, the project includes a number of design 
considerations and mitigation measures detailed in the FPP (and 
FEIR Subchapter 2.7.2.4). The additional measures would assure 
that the same level of protection would be afforded to structures 
within the FMZ that have less than 100-foot buffer. 

 
C2b-174 Reference material is noted and included in the FEIR. No additional 

response is required. 
 
C2b-175 The proposed project implements 50-foot agricultural buffers with 

two rows of orchard trees in order to buffer the two uses and to 
minimize the effects mentioned in this comment. Specifically, the 
buffer is implemented where the project perimeter directly abuts 
adjacent off-site agricultural operation. Please refer to Figure 14 of 
the Agricultural Resources Report (Appendix H) of the FEIR.  

 
 The second part of this comment is not applicable because, the 

project is implementing on-site compatibility buffers. Therefore, the 
burden rests with the applicant and not the surrounding agricultural 
operators, which would reduce potential impacts to less-than-
significant.   
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 C2b-176 Please refer to the preceding response. If approved, the project 
would not preclude aerial spraying or other chemical applications 
due to the buffering that would be implemented, provided that the 
applicable state and County regulations are adhered to. These 
regulations require prevention of “drift” onto neighboring properties 
and impose penalties should drift occur. As described above, the 
project design incorporates 50-foot buffers as well as land use 
restrictions where there are potential conflicts. See FEIR 
Appendix H, Section 3.2.3. 
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C2b-177 Please refer to responses to comment C1d-157 to C1d-162 for 

detailed discussion of the project’s evacuation plan. Please also, see 
FEIR subchapter 2.7. 

 
 
 
 
 
C2b-178- Please refer to responses to comment C1d-157 to C1d-162 for 

detailed discussion of the project’s evacuation plan. Please also, see 
FEIR subchapter 2.7. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-179 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 

Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
 
 FEIR Subchapter 2.7.1.2 discusses the project site’s location within 

its Fire Hazard Severity Zone. This information is disclosed and 
included in the fire modeling contained in the FPP upon which the 
FEIR conclusions are based. 

C2b-177 
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C2b-180 As negotiated and approved with adjacent land owners, a recorded 
easement will be acquired by the project to accommodate the 
requirements for fuel modification to provide adequate fire protection 
for the project. 

 
 Acquisition of a recorded easement to provide adequate fuel 

modification around inhabited structures is an acceptable measure. 
The FPP evaluates all risks to ensure fire protection of structures 
and requires the combination of all measures, including vegetation 
modification, ignition-resistant construction, fire access, fire water 
supply, etc. 

 
C2b-181 One of the primary purposes of an EIR is to identify a project’s 

significant environmental effects. The identification of a significant 
environmental effect is the first step in the CEQA process. Second, 
the EIR identifies feasible mitigation measures and project 
alternatives that may reduce or avoid the identified impacts. Then 
the EIR determines whether the project’s environmental effects are 
unavoidable or can be avoided by using mitigation measures or 
project alternatives. 

 
 The lead agency, here the County, is responsible for determining 

whether an adverse environmental effect identified in an EIR should 
be classified as “significant” or “less than significant.”  The lead 
agency has the discretion to formulate standards of significance for 
use in the EIR. After completing the EIR, the lead agency must 
decide whether to certify the final EIR and to approve or deny the 
project. 

 
 When the EIR identifies significant environmental impacts from the 

project, the lead agency must make specific findings for each impact 
that: changes required in the project will avoid or substantially lessen 
the impact, the impacts are within jurisdiction of another agency or 
that specific economic or social conditions render identified 
mitigation measures or project alternative infeasible. 

C2b-181 
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C2b-182 As part of the application process, the County prepared a Project 

Issue Checklist detailing all information and documentation needed 
to move forward with the processing of the project. A General Plan 
Amendment Report (GPAR) was included as an item required to 
allow the County to consider the issue of General Plan consistency. 
State Law does not require a GPAR. As of June 13, 2013 the County 
determined that all technical studies had been accepted and the EIR 
addressed consistency with the applicable General Plan policies. 
This determination removed the need for a GPAR to be included in 
any further submittals. 

 
C2b-183 Please refer to response to comment C2b-1. 
 
 
 
 
C2b-184 Please refer to response to comment C2b-1. 
 
 
 
C2b-185 Please refer to response to comment C2b-1. 

C2b-
182 

C2b-
183 

C2b-
184 

C2b-
185 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-754 

 

C2b-186 As noted, the project is consistent with General Plan LU-3.1, LU-3.2 
and LU-3.3. The project includes a large variety of housing types and 
residential land use designations. The Specific Plan provides for a 
variety of single family detached, single-family attached and mixed 
use development lot sizes, building types and densities. Section III of 
the Specific Plan illustrates the multitude of residential layouts that 
could be built along with tables showing general requirements for lot 
sizes along with required setbacks in various areas.  

 
 The project includes a Town Center complete with commercial and 

public uses that is within one-half mile of many of the project’s 
residences. Two smaller neighborhood centers are located in the 
southern half of the project and may provide neighborhood serving 
uses for the southern area of the project, providing necessary 
commercial services within one-half mile of residences. 

 
C2b-187 Please refer to response to comments C2b-1 and C2b-4. 
 
 The commenter incorrectly asserts that Mobility Element standards 

are relaxed. Amendments to the Mobility Element are proposed to 
change the classification of West Lilac and to add three road 
segments to Table M-4. Any amendments to the Mobility Element  
would be approved at the discretion of the Board of Supervisors.  

 
 Please refer to response to comments C2b-1 and C2b-3 above, and 

Global Response:  Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2. 
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C2b-188 Please refer response to comment C2b-1. 
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C2b-189 Please refer to response to comment C2b-1. 
 
 
C2b-190 Mitigation Measure M-CR-1 has been revised subsequent to public 

review to provide an open space easement dedicated over CA-SDI-
20436, without any allowance for entrance into the area. Therefore, 
the requirement for a Native American monitor associated with this 
impact is longer a requirement. With respect to Mitigation Measure 
M-CR-2, associated with potential significant impacts to undetected 
or buried archaeological deposits located on-site or within off-site 
improvement areas, details of the process for selecting the monitor is 
included within the terms of the mitigation measure in FEIR 
subchapter 2.6. 

 
 
C2b-191 CA-SDI-4808 was addressed as a previously recorded site in 

proximity to proposed off-site improvements for the project. No 
further study was conducted, because the site would not be affected 
by the project, including off-site improvements. 

 
 A Sacred Lands File search was conducted by the Native American 

Heritage Commission for this project; no traditional cultural sites 
were identified within the project. There are no known archaeological 
sites within the project or proposed off-site improvements that were 
not addressed in the technical report and the FEIR. Consultation with 
the Native American community is ongoing.   
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C2b-192 The records search addresses previous studies to give a 

background for understanding the current study. A thorough cultural 
resources survey was conducted for the project, which included 
Native American consultation and the presence of Native American 
monitors during all fieldwork. 

 
 
C2b-193 See response to comment C1m-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-194 See response to comment C1m-2. 
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C2b-195 See response to comment C1m-2. 
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C2b-196 See response to comments C1m-3 through C1m-9. C2b-

196 
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C2b-197 See response to comment C1m-10. 
 
 
 
C2b-198 See, Response to Comments C1m-10, C1m-11 and C1m-12. The 

referenced measure does address the effects of blasting. If an active 
raptor nest is within 500 feet of a blasting location then the blasting 
activity would have to occur after the young have fledged. If possible, 
the blasting component of the grading would be timed to avoid the 
raptor nesting period. Any blasting that must occur during the raptor 
breeding season must comply with the raptor breeding season 
restrictions if an active nest is discovered within 500 feet of the 
construction activity. Implementation of the measures designed to 
avoid impacts to active raptor nests would reduce any impacts on 
raptors to a level below significant. 

 
 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. 

 
 Table 1-3 can be found on page 1-49 of the FEIR. 
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C2b-199 See response to comments C1m-13 and C1m-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-200 See response to comment C1m-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-201 See response to comment C1m-16. 
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C2b-202 See response to comment C1m-17. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-203 See response to comment C1m-18. 
 
C2b-204 See response to comments C1m-19 through C1m-21. 
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C2b-204 See response to comments C1m-19 through C1m-21. 
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C2b-205 See response to comment C1m-22 and C1m-23. 
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C2b-206 See response to comment C1m-24. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-207 See response to comment C1m-25.  
 
 Additionally, the project is consistent with the General Plan and 

Bonsall Community Plan regarding agricultural issues. Specifically, 
the project is consistent with General Plan Policy COS 6.2 and 6.3. 
Homeowner association regulations for the project will require new 
residents to recognize and acknowledge the existence of agriculture 
in surrounding areas, limiting their ability file nuisance complaints. 
The site plan has been designed to, where feasible, locate open 
space or large lots adjacent to existing agricultural operations. The 
FEIR subchapter 2.4 and Agricultural Resources Report include 
mitigation measures to ensure that no significant impacts to existing 
agriculture will occur. Please also refer to Letter F, responses to 
comments 44, and 58.  

 
 A County-wide study of cumulative agricultural resources is beyond 

the scope of the project. 
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C2b-208 The introductory comment relating to the project’s alternatives is 

noted. Please refer to the response to comments C2b-36 through 
C2b-60, below, for complete responses to the issues raised. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-209 The introductory comment relating to the project’s alternatives is 

noted. Please refer to the response to comments C2b-36 through 
C2b-60, below, for complete responses to the issues raised. 
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C2b-210 See response to comment C1s-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-211 See response to comment C1s-3. 
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C2b-212 See response to comment C1s-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-213 See response to comment C1s-5. 
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C2b-214 See response to comment C1s-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-215 See response to comment C1s-7. 
 
 
 
C2b-216 See response to comment C1s-8. 
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C2b-217 The County agrees with the commenter’s concern, and as a result 

the FEIR was revised on page 1-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-218 See response to comments C1s-10 and C1s11. 
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C2b-219 See response to comment C1s-12. 
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C2b-220 See response to comment C1s-13. C2b-

220 
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cont. 
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C2b-221 Reference material is included in the FEIR. No comment is required. 
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C2b-222 See response to comments C1d-57 through C1d-59. 
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C2b-223 See response to comment C1d-60. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-224 See response to comment C1d-61. 
 
 
 
 
C2b-225 See response to comment C1d-62. 
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C2b-226 See response to comment C1d-63. 
 
 
C2b-227 See response to comment C1d-64. 
 
 
 
C2b-228 See response to comment C1d-65. 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-229 See response to comment C1d-66. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-230 See response to comments C1d-67 and C1d-68. 
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C2b-231 See response to comment C1d-69. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-232 See response to comment C1d-70. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-233 See response to comment C1d-71. 
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C2b-234 See response to comments C1d-72 and C1d73. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-235 See response to comments C1d-73 and C1d 74. 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-236 See response to comment C1q-1. 
 
 
 
C2b-237 See response to comment C1q-3. 
 
 
C2b-238 See response to comment C1q-4. 
 
 
C2b-239 See response to comment C1q-5. 
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C2b-240 See response to comments C1q-6 and C1q-7. 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-241 See response to comment C1q-8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-242 See response to comments C1q-9 and C1q- 10. 
 
 
C2b-243 See response to comment C1q-11 
  
 
 
C2b-244 See response to comment C1q-12 
 
C2b-245 See response to comment C1q-13 
 
C2b-246 This comment does not address the environmental analysis provided 

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

 
 Please refer to response to comment C2b-76 and C2b-81. The 

County inspector will ensure that grading is completed in compliance 
with the County’s grading ordinance, including the amount of open 
grading. 
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C2b-247 See response to comment C2b-85, above. 
 
C2b-248 See response to comment C2b-83, above 
 
C2b-249 See response to comment C1q-17. 
 
 
 
C2b-250 Please see response to comment C2b-75. The extensive biological 

surveys conducted on the property did not identify any vernal pools 
and none are expected to occur on the site as the soil conditions and 
topography are not conducive for the formation of vernal pools. 

 
C2b-251 The project does not propose reduced standards as the comment 

states, but rather the project proposes modifications to design 
standards as allowed under the County’s adopted Public Road 
Standards. To the extent additional property is required to implement 
the County's standards, such property will be acquired consistent 
with applicable law. 

 
 The comment states the project is inconsistent with certain General 

Plan. Specifically, the comment states the project is inconsistent with 
certain General Plan policies and specifically refers to the project 
proposal to downgrade W. Lilac Road from a 2.2C to a 2.2F road.   
However, approval of the proposed project would include a General 
Plan Amendment to the Mobility Element that would correspondingly 
downgrade the segments as proposed. Therefore, if the segments 
are in fact downgraded it would be done consistent with an amended 
General Plan. Similarly, the comment also states that the proposed 
project would generate substantially more traffic than contemplated 
under the current General Plan. However, if the General Plan is 
amended as proposed by the project, the amount of traffic generated 
by the project would be consistent with an amended General Plan. 

 
 The comment states that TIF fees are not adequate. TIF fees are 

available for the project’s cumulative impacts.  Project mitigation 
includes payment of the County of San Diego's Transportation 
Impact Fee (TIF), which the comment contends was inadequate to 
mitigate the identified impacts.  However, since the proposed project 
is seeking an amendment to the County of San Diego's General 
Plan, the County will be required to update the TIF Program.  

C2b-251 
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C2b-251 (cont.) 
 Through this process, the program fee calculations contained in the 

TIF program's nexus study will be updated to account for the 
General Plan land use and roadway network changes proposed by 
the project.  With this required update, the TIF program will then 
accurately account for the proposed project land uses and identified 
cumulative transportation-related impacts; hence, the project's 
cumulative transportation-related impacts would be adequately 
accounted for and funded by the County of San Diego TIF program. 

 
 
C2b-252 This comment does not address the environmental analysis provided 

in the project FEIR, not does it quote the FEIR accurately. The 
commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and is included in the 
project’s FEIR for the decision makers to consider. 

 
 
C2b-253 Please refer to 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. See also, Please see Global Response: 
Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads), which 
addresses intersection design relative to sight distance at the 
intersection of Covey Lane and West Lilac Road. 

 
C2b-254 Please see Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for 

information relevant to this comment. 
 
 See also response to comment C2b-90, above. 
 
C2b-255 Since the majority of the project (>70%) would travel west on W. 

Lilac Road. The project proposes to improve W. Lilac Road, between 
Old Highway 395 and Main Street to a 2.2C as consistent with the 
General Plan Mobility Element. 
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C2b-255 (cont.) 
 The proposed downgrade of West Lilac Road from 2.2C to 2.2F is 

limited to the section between Main Street and the planned Road 3. 
This proposal is supported by the low (less than 6,200 ADT) forecast 
daily traffic volumes when Road 3 is deleted from the Mobility 
Element system. In October, 2011, after adoption of the County 
General Plan Update, the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) acquired the 902-acre Rancho Lilac property through its 
Environmental Mitigation Program (EMP). SANDAG recorded a 
conservation easement over the entire 902 acres and designated 
this land as part of a 1,600 acre open space preserve in the State 
Route 76 corridor in North San Diego County. This acquisition would 
prevent implementation of the County’s planned Road 3, and make 
the deletion of Road 3 from the currently adopted Mobility Element 
network a reasonably expected scenario.  

 
 Significant Direct Impacts: The comment also lists the road 

segments identified in the Draft EIR (July 2013) at which the project 
would result in a significant direct impact and for which mitigation 
was deemed infeasible.  However, subsequent to submittal of the 
comment, a Draft REIR (June 2014) was prepared and circulated for 
public review. The Draft REIR identified significant direct impacts at 
four segments and five intersections.  For most locations, the EIR 
reported that impacts would be reduced to less than significant with 
recommended mitigation. However, as to two intersections – the I-15 
Southbound Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road and I-15 Northbound 
Ramps/Gopher Canyon Road - because the recommended 
improvements would be located outside of the jurisdiction and 
control of the County (i.e., within the jurisdiction of Caltrans), the 
Draft REIR identified the impacts as potentially significant and 
unavoidable.  However, since circulation of the Draft REIR, Caltrans 
has informed the County that the agency is not opposed to the 
mitigation to install traffic signals at the intersection as long as 
appropriate assurances are provided.  Based on the Caltrans 
comments, the applicant will coordinate with Caltrans through the 
Caltrans encroachment permit process to provide the funding and 
construction work necessary to install the traffic signals at the two 
intersections.  Therefore, the identified impacts will be mitigated. 

C2b-
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C2b-255 (cont.) 
 Significant Cumulative Impacts: The comment lists the segments 

and intersections identified in the Draft EIR (July 2013) at which the 
project would result in a significant cumulative impact.  The 
recommended mitigation was payment of the County of San Diego's 
Transportation Impact Fee (TIF), which the comment contends was 
inadequate to mitigate the identified impacts.  However, since the 
proposed project is seeking an amendment to the County of San 
Diego's General Plan, the County will be required to update the TIF 
Program. Through this process, the program fee calculations 
contained in the TIF program's nexus study will be updated to 
account for the General Plan land use and roadway network 
changes proposed by the project.  With this required update, the TIF 
program will then accurately account for the proposed project land 
uses and identified cumulative transportation-related impacts; hence, 
the project's cumulative transportation-related impacts would be 
adequately accounted for and funded by the County of San Diego 
TIF program. 

 
 The comment refers to identified significant cumulative impacts at 

segments of Interstate 15.  As these facilities are under the 
jurisdiction and control of Caltrans, the County General Plan policies 
do not apply in this instance.  As to the comment that the project 
proposes to do nothing to mitigate the impacts, please see Global 
Response: Significant and Unavoidable Impacts to I-15. 

 
 Planning For Compatibility: The project is consistent with Policy LU-

12.4. The project includes design guidelines to ensure compatibility 
with the character of a rural Village.  Stand-alone facilities are 
located outside of dedicated open space and are separated from 
residential areas.  Old West Lilac Road will be retained in its current 
location and is not used for access by individual homes within the 
project.  Designed as a Village Entry Street, new Main Street within 
the project includes a travel way, bike lane, and parking.  Pedestrian 
walkways are included in the private area adjacent to buildings.   

 
C2b-256 See response to comment C1e-76. 
 
 

C2b-
256 

C2b-
255 
cont. 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-788 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-257 See response to comment C1e-77. 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-258 See response to comment C1e-78. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-259 See response to comment C1e-79. 
 

C2b-
256 
cont. 

C2b-
257 

C2b-
259 

C2b-
258 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-789 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-260 See response to comment C1e-80 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-261 See response to comment C1e-81 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-262 See response to comment C1e-82. 
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C2b-263 See response to comment C1e-83. 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-264 See response to comment C1e-84. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-265 See response to comment C1e-85 
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C2b-266 See response to comment C1e-86. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-267 See response to comment C1e-87. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-268 See response to comment C1e-88. 
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C2b-269 See response to comment C1e-89. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-270 See response to comment C1e-90. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-271 See response to comment C1e-91. 
 
 
 
 
C2b-272 See response to comment C1e-92. 
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C2b-273 See response to comment C1e-93. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-274 See response to comment C1e-95. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-275 See response to comment C1e-96. 
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C2b-276 See response to comment C1e-97. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-277 See response to comment C1e-98. 
 
 

C2b-
277 

C2b-
276 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-795 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-278 See response to comment C1e-99 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-279 The project is consistent with the Community Conservation and 

Protection Goals of the Valley Center and Bonsall Community Plans. 
 
 A review of the grading plan shows how the project design is 

stepped down slopes to maintain the overall “shape” of the land. 
Additionally, grading is contoured to maintain the rolling nature of the 
existing topography.  

 
 The project is designed to be as compact as possible, in order to 

encourage walkability and use land efficiently. The grading needed 
to ensure efficient use of land is less than 2,500 cubic yards per 
house but it allows a compact development footprint rather than a 
scattered approach to project design which spreads development out 
just to avoid an otherwise developable area. Grading avoids the vast 
majority of steep slopes as defined in RPO complies with 
encroachment allowances. 

 
 The project will result in the designation of 75 acres within the 

Bonsall Community Plan area being changed from Semi-Rural to 
Village 2.9. As described for several policies above, this new Village 
would be consistent with the collection of highly varied uses that is 
Bonsall, contributing to the overall atmosphere that is defined as 
rural for the Bonsall and Valley Center areas.  No lot area averaging 
or Planned Residential permits are proposed. The project does 
comply with the proposed zoning necessary to implement the 
Specific Plan. 
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C2b-280 See response to comment C1e-102. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-281 See response to comment C1e-101. 
 
 
 

C2b-
281 

C2b-
280 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-797 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-282 See response to comment C1e-102. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-283 See response to comment C1e-103. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-284 See response to comment C1e-104. 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-285 See response to comment C1e-105. 
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C2b-286 See response to comment C1e-106. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-287 See response to comment I51j-4. 
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C2b-288 See response to comments I51j-5 through I51j-8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-289 See response to comment I51j-8. C2b-
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C21b-290 See response to comments I51j-9 through I51j-11. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-291 See response to comment I51j-12. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-292 See response to comment I51j-13. 
 
 

C2b-
292 

C2b-
290 

C2b-
291 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-801 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2b-293 See response to comment I51j-14. 
 
 This is a conclusory comment. The issues raised have been 

addressed in the responses provided above. There are no errors or 
omissions in the Noise Technical Report and recirculation is not 
required. This comment will be maintained in the administrative 
record and available for review by the decision making body. 
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