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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. 
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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 

C2b-180 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-753 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
 

C2b-
213 
cont. 

C2b-
214 

C2b-
215 

C2b-
216 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-772 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 
 
 

C2b-
216 
cont. 

C2b-
217 

C2b-
218 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-773 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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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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 

C2b-250 

C2b-249 

C2b-248 
C2b-247 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Community Groups-785 

 

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. 
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