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I10-1 The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis 
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. 
As indicated in the FEIR subchapter 2.7, project impacts related to 
wildfires would be significant (Impact HZ-1). Project traffic impacts are 
identified in FEIR subchapter 2.3, and include the identification of 
significant impacts to West Lilac Road (Impacts TR-5, TR-7, TR-10, and 
TR-23) and Circle R Drive (Impacts TR-8, and TR-26). However, 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. 

 
I10-2 The comment addresses general subject areas, which received 

extensive analysis in the FEIR. Environmental impacts to surrounding 
residences are addressed throughout the FEIR and local wildlife impacts 
are addressed in subchapter 2.5. Impacts to agricultural resources are 
addressed in subchapter 2.4 and Appendix F of the FEIR.  The comment 
does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, 
no more specific response can be provided or is required.   

 
I10-3 The comment references the “struggle to get out” of the San Elijo Hills 

community during a recent wildfire.  It appears that the comment is 
attempting to draw a comparison between the San Elijo Hills community 
and the proposed project; however, it should be noted that it is difficult to 
compare fire and evacuation hazards across communities that have 
different topography and ingress/egress conditions. Large evacuations 
typically involve some level of congestion on area roadways, which is 
why emergency responders are conservative in making early evacuation 
orders to ensure safe evacuation. Wildfire hazard impacts are addressed 
in subchapter 2.7.2.4 and emergency response and evacuation plans 
are addressed in subchapter 2.7.2.3. As discussed in subchapter 2.7 of 
the FEIR, the Evacuation Plan provides evacuation routes, evacuation 
points, and implementation of a resident awareness and education 
program to keep future residents and employees informed about what to 
do if a wildfire occurs and safe at a time of evacuation.  
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 I10-4 The project includes on- and off-site roadway improvements (refer to 
FEIR subchapter 1.2.1.4). Access road improvements are proposed 
along West Lilac Road as well as Covey Lane, Rodriguez Road, and 
Mountain Ridge Road.  Intersection signalization is proposed at Gopher 
Canyon Road and I-15 ramps; Highway 395 and Circle R Drive; and 
Highway 395 and West Lilac Road.  The comment states, “…West Lilac 
and the I-15 interchange needs to be opened up – provide on and off 
ramps”, it is assumed this comment is referring to the I-15 SB and NB 
ramps at Old Highway 395. As noted in subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR, 
project traffic generation does not warrant improvements to these ramps.  
However, a cumulative impact was identified for these ramps (Impact 
TR-24 and TR-25) that would be mitigated to less than significant by 
implementation of M-TR-8 which requires payment of TIF. Refer to 
Table 2.3-24 of subchapter 2.3. West Lilac Road would be improved to 
the current 2.2C classification from the project entrance to the 
intersection of Old Highway 395 with exceptions as detailed in the FEIR.  
As discussed in the FEIR, widening West Lilac Road to 4 lanes is not 
warranted based on the traffic generation, which would be mitigated 
through the improvement to the 2.2C classification (with exceptions).  
Furthermore, under the General Plan Build-out scenario with the 
proposed General Plan Amendment, the classification of West Lilac 
Road would need to be upgraded to 4 lanes to handle the increased 
traffic volume.  However, the project proposes to add this segment of 
West Lilac Road to Table M-4 of the Mobility Element, which is a list of 
roadways that have been accepted at deficient levels of service because 
the adverse impacts of adding travel lanes do not justify the resulting 
benefit of increased traffic capacity.  As a result, West Lilac Road would 
remain at the 2.2C classification and would not be upgraded to 4 lanes 
because it is a short roadway segment and adding travel lanes would 
result in adverse environmental impacts that are not justified by the 
increased traffic capacity.  In addition, widening Circle R Drive is not 
warranted because the project traffic generation would not significantly 
impact this roadway as detailed in subchapter 2.3 and Appendix E of the 
FEIR. It is also noted that the project would be required to improve other 
roadways and intersections through mitigation measures M-TR-1 
through M-TR-11. See FEIR, subchapter 2.3 for additional details. 

 
 
 
 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Individuals-48 

 I10-5 Property owners may request a General Plan Amendment pursuant to 
Government Code Sections 65300 et seq.  Prior to the sunset of Board 
of Supervisors Policy I-63, in order to initiate and application to amend 
the General Plan, an applicant was required to process a Planned 
Authorized Amendment (PAA). An application to amend the General 
Plan was allowed to proceed by the approval of a PAA by the Planning 
Commission on December 17, 2010. The project includes amendments 
to the County General Plan Regional Land Use Element Map to change 
the regional category from Semi-Rural to Village, which would result in 
an increase in density as noted by the commenter. The project has been 
evaluated for consistency with General Plan Guiding Principles, Goals 
and Policies, and the County’s Community Development Model. The 
FEIR includes analysis demonstrating how the project would comply with 
the General Plan. A General Plan consistency analysis is provided in 
subchapter 3.1.4 and Appendix W of the FEIR.  

 
I10-6 Water supply for the project would come from the Valley Center 

Municipal Water District (VCMWD). A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) 
was prepared for the project by the VCMWD (Appendix Q of the FEIR). 
The WSA report evaluates water supplies that are or will be available 
during normal, single-dry year, and multiple dry water years during a 20-
year projection to meet existing demands, existing plus projected 
demands of the project, and future water demands served by the 
VCMWD. As detailed in the WSA and in subchapter 3.1.7 of the FEIR, 
the project’s total anticipated imported water demand would be less than 
the project’s site’s existing water demand in light of water demand 
offsets including the use of recycled and existing groundwater. Based on 
the VCMWD’s water supply reliability analysis contained in the 2010 
Urban Water Management Plan, the WSA concludes that the VCMWD 
would have adequate water supply to meet and exceed expected 
demands for a 20-year planning horizon, including the project’s water 
demands. In addition, the VCMWD issued an updated letter dated 
May 6, 2014 verifying that the conclusions of the WSA are still valid 
considering recent drought conditions and associated water use 
restrictions. This letter has been included as a cover letter to Appendix Q 
of the FEIR.   

 
I10-7 The County acknowledges your comment and opposition to the project.  

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. 


