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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 
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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 

C2b-74 
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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. 
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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 
 

C2b-77 
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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 

C2b-82 
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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.  

 
 

C2b-85 
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C2b-87 
cont. 

C2b-88 

C2b-89 
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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 

C2b-91 
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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. 
 

C2b-98 

C2b-99 

C2b-100 

C2b-97 

C2b-96 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-715 

 

 
 
 
 
 
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. 

C2b-101 
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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. 

 

C2b-107 
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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. 

C2b-110 

C2b-109 

C2b-111 

C2b-112 
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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.  

C2b-115 

C2b-116 

C2b-118 

C2b-117 

C2b-114 

C2b-113 
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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 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-725 

 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. 


