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I51l-1a This is an introductory comment. Detailed responses follow below. 
 

Letter I51l 

I51l-1a 
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I51l-1b The comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
XX-1 I51l-1b 
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I51l-2 The comment provides factual background information, 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. 

 
I51l-3 The comment restates information contained in the FEIR, 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.    

 
I51l-4 Subsequent to submittal of the comment, the referenced Traffic Study 

dated June 28, 2013 was revised, in part, to address this and other 
comments contained in the letter.  The revised study, Lilac Hills Ranch 
Traffic Impact Study (June 3, 2014) (TIS), is provided in full in 
Appendix E to the FEIR. 

 
 The proposed project would include 90,000 square feet of commercial, 

office, and retail uses.  (FEIR, Chapter 1.0, Project Description.)  
These uses would be provided primarily in the Town Center, with 
additional, though limited, space provided in smaller Neighborhood 
Centers.  (FEIR, Chapter 1.0.)  Specific to the commercial/retail uses, 
allowable uses within the Town Center include neighborhood-serving 
commercial uses that would include a general store and specialty retail 
shops and services. (Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan [June 2014], p. III-
67.)  As explained in Section 4.3.1 of the TIS: 

 
 In analyzing the potential impacts associated with the proposed 

project, the Lilac Hills Ranch TIS utilized a trip generation rate referred 
to as “Specialty Retail/Strip Commercial” (“SR/SC”) for the future 
commercial/retail uses.  The SR/SC rate is 40 vehicle trips per 
thousand square feet. This rate was derived utilizing SANDAG’s Guide 
to Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region (April 
2002). 

I51l-4 

I51l-3 

I51l-2 
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 I51l-4 (cont.) 
 SANDAG describes the SR/SC type of commercial use in its 9/18/07 

land use definitions as “tourist or specialty commercial shopping areas 
such as Seaport Village, Marina Village, Ferry Landing at Coronado, 
Bazaar del Mundo, Flower Hills, Glasshouse Square, The Lumberyard, 
Park Plaza at the Village, Promenade, Belmont Park, Del Mar Plaza.” 
(http://www.sandag.org/resources/maps_and_gis/gis_downloads/down
loads/codes/Land_Use_Definititions.html).  Importantly, however, 
although some of the illustrative examples include “tourist” areas, 
which differ from the uses proposed as part of the Lilac Hills Ranch 
project, the majority of the shopping areas listed by SANDAG include 
high traffic generating land uses, including sit down high turnover 
restaurants that would generate 160 [average daily trips] ADT/1,000 
[square feet] SF, fast food restaurants that would generate 700 
ADT/1,000 SF, and convenience market (7-Eleven) that would 
generate 700 ADT/1,000 SF, as well as a variety of other different 
businesses such as a small general market. 

 
 Despite a number of high traffic generating land uses, SANDAG has 

assigned a trip rate of 40 ADT/1,000 SF for these types of commercial 
uses, as opposed to rates of over 100 ADT/1,000 SF that otherwise 
would apply.  However, while the SR/SC rate appears low relative to 
restaurant or grocery store trip rates, the lower rate accounts for the 
fact that each use is located within walking distance of other uses.  
That is the essence of each of the specialty commercial shopping 
areas SANDAG listed as examples in describing the rate – one vehicle 
trip to Seaport Village or Flower Hill, for example, would potentially 
enable the driver to visit a half dozen different businesses without 
generating additional vehicle trips, thereby substantially reducing the 
number of trips that otherwise would be generated if these uses were 
situated in different locations requiring a separate trip to each location.   

 
 Similarly, Lilac Hills Ranch is to be developed into a pedestrian 

oriented self-sustainable community in which all of the residential units 
would be located within one-half-mile of the community serving 
commercial areas, and the commercial areas would include multiple 
businesses.  This plan would similarly promote walking and cycling, 
and the related reduction of vehicular travel. 
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 I51l-4 (cont.) 
 Overall, because the project does not propose the type of high traffic 

generating, high turnover type land uses that in part characterize the 
commercial uses utilized by SANDAG in calculating the 40/1,000 SF 
SC/SR rate, the proposed project land uses are expected to generate 
less traffic than what the SANDAG defined commercial uses would 
generate (as described above) and therefore the SR/SC rate is the 
most appropriate for this analysis as it accounts for the worst case 
senario of high-turnover commercial uses that generate high traffic 
volumes. 

 
 To illustrate the propriety of use of the 40/1,000 SF trip generation rate 

for the Lilac Hills Ranch commercial/retail uses, the project traffic 
engineer worked with SANDAG to conduct a new select zone 
assignment that replaced 25,000 SF of space analyzed in the TIS at 
the SR/SC rate of 40/1,000 SF with a “supermarket” trip rate of 
150/1,000 SF, which is the rate typically applied to high traffic, large-
scale grocery stores such as Von’s or Ralph’s. And, in response to 
comments submitted on the originally circulated Draft EIR, the new 
select zone assignment also replaced 28,500 SF of single-tenant office 
space analyzed in the TIS at a rate of 14/1,000 SF with 28,500 SF of 
space analyzed at the “standard commercial office” trip rate of 
20/1,000 SF.  All other land uses, amounts and trip rates utilized were 
unchanged from those in the TIS. The purpose of the analysis was to 
determine whether use of these higher trip generation rates for these 
two use types would alter the results of the analysis presented in the 
TIS. 

 
 The results of the analysis showed that the two alternative land uses 

would result in a higher internal capture rate and lower external rate 
than resulted in the TIS, which reflects the higher attraction rate (i.e., a 
supermarket would "attract" a higher percentage of residential trips 
than any other type of retail, keeping more of these trips internal to the 
site) attributable to a “supermarket” use than “specialty retail/strip 
commercial” uses. This increased internal capture, in turn, resulted in 
the number of external trips being almost identical to the number that 
would be generated under the land uses and corresponding trip rates 
utilized in the TIS. Therefore, the conclusions reached in the TIS would 
not change even if different trip rates had been utilized for the 
proposed uses.  (TIS, pp. 68-73.) 
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I51l-5 As explained in the preceding response to comment, subsequent to 

submittal of the comment, the referenced Traffic Study dated June 28, 
2013 was revised, in part, to address this comment.  The revised 
study, Lilac Hills Ranch Traffic Impact Study (June 3, 2014) (TIS), is 
provided in full in Appendix E to the FEIR.  Further explanation of use 
of the single tenant office rate is provided in Section 4.3.1 of the TIS. 

 
 In analyzing the potential impacts associated with the proposed 

project, the Lilac Hills Ranch TIS utilized a trip generation rate referred 
to as “Single Tenant Office” for the proposed office uses.  The single 
tenant office rate is 14 vehicle trips per thousand square feet.  This 
rate was derived utilizing SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular Traffic 
Generation Rates for the San Diego Region (April 2002). 

 
 The proposed project would include single tenant offices and flex-office 

space such as Co-merge.  (FEIR Chapter 1.0, Project Description.) 
Co-merge/co-working office spaces provide an official work space for 
telecommuters, start-ups, consultants, small businesses, and non-
profits.  These spaces offer a variety of amenities, including but not 
limited to official mailing addresses and mail boxes, phone routing and 
event spaces.  

 
 Phone interviews were conducted on March 3, 2014 with seven co-

merge/co-working office spaces in the San Diego region.  The 
locations included downtown San Diego, Sorrento Valley, Mission 
Valley, and Carlsbad, with square footage ranging from approximately 
4,000 to 18,000 square feet.  

 
 As shown in the TIS, there are roughly 4 people per thousand square 

feet of office space in the respondent locations.  ITE Trip Generation 
Manual, 9th Edition includes a trip generation rate per employee for 
general office uses (see Appendix J), and this rate is 3.32 per 
employee.  With an average of 4 people per one thousand square feet 
as determined based on other similar uses, a trip generation rate of 
13.3 trips per thousand square feet was derived for co-merge/co-
working office space.  This rate of 13.3 is less than the rate of 14, 
which is the rate utilized in the TIS for impact assessment. 

I51l-5 

I51l-4 
cont. 
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I51l-6 Preliminarily, as noted in the preceding responses, subsequent to 

submittal of the comment, the Traffic Study dated June 28, 2013 
referenced in the comment was revised, in part, to address this 
comment.  The table referenced in the comment, Table 4.9, has been 
re-numbered as Table 4.8 in the revised TIS. 

 
 According to the ITE Trip Generation Manual (Appendix D, page 147), 

the internal capture rate is the percentage reduction applicable to the 
trip generation estimates for individual land uses within a multi-use 
site, so that the analyst can account for internal trips at the site.  These 
reductions are applied externally to the site (i.e., at entrances, at 
adjacent intersections, and on adjacent roadways). 

 
 Based upon the nationally accepted definition above, a flat internal 

capture percentage was applied to the total number of trips generated 
by the individual land uses within the project.  The internal capture rate 
was based upon common practice by assessing potential internal 
capture rates of each of the proposed land uses (i.e., residential with a 
10 percent internal capture rate, commercial with a 50 percent internal 
capture rate, etc.), as well as comparison to both the SANDAG select 
zone model and the ITE Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation.  The 
SANDAG select zone model documented a 28.8 percent internal 
capture and the ITE Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation resulted in 
a 22.2 percent internal capture. Please see Attachment A to this 
response for the ITE Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation. Both 
percentages are higher than the conservative 22 percent internal 
capture assumed by the project. 

 
 While it is true that the number of trip origins has to equal the number 

of trip destinations, the number of trip productions does not have to 
equal the number of trip attractions.  The figure below displays an 
example of what is known as trip chaining or pass by trips, when a 
single trip reaches one or multiple additional attractions before its final 
destination.  Trip chaining, particularly in multi-use developments, can 
result in an imbalance between the number of internal and external 
productions and attractions while maintaining a balance between the 
number of internal and external trip origins and destinations.   
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 However, in response to the comment, Table 4.8 of the revised TIS 
was revised to clarify the distinction between internal and external 
trips.     

  
I51l-7 The following is a comparison of the land uses proposed by the 

project, and the land uses that were modeled as part of the traffic 
analysis. 

 
 Proposed project land uses: 

• 903 Single-Family Units 
• 375 Multi-Family Units 
• 61,500 SF of Specialty Commercial  
• 468 Senior Community Units 
• 200 beds of Congregate Care / Assisted Living 
• 28,500 SF of Office 
• 50 rooms Bed and Breakfast 
• 10.7 acres Church 
• 1 Elementary School 
• 1 Middle School 
• 40,000 SF Recreation Center 
• 23.8 acres of Neighborhood Park 
• 2.4 acres Water Reclamation Plant 
• 0.6 acre Recycling Center 

 

I51l-6 
cont. 
 

I51l-7 

I51l-8 
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 I51l-7 (cont.) 
 Modeled land uses: 

• 903 Single-Family Units 
• 375 Multi-Family Units  
• 468 Senior Single-Family Units  
• 69,000 SF of Special Commercial 
• 200 beds of Congregate Care 
• 4.8 acres of Office 
• 50 rooms Bed and Breakfast 
• 10.7 acres Church 
• 1 Elementary School 
• 2.0 acres Recreation Center / YMCA 
• 23.8 acres of Active Park 
• 0.1 acre of Water Reclamation plan 
• 3.0 acres Recycling Center 

 
 As with all development projects, the proposed land use plan is often 

changed during the study process.  In this case, minor land use 
changes were made after the SANDAG Select Zone modeling was 
conducted and it was determined by the licensed traffic consultants 
(Chen Ryan Associates) that these changes would not significantly 
affect the travel patterns and interactions among land uses.  Hence, no 
remodeling was necessary.  Furthermore, only project trip distribution, 
not the forecast volumes, was utilized in the TIS from the Select Zone 
Assignment.  The SANDAG internal capture rate of 28.8 percent was 
used only to confirm the calculated internal capture of 22.0 percent 
that was applied to the TIS.   

 
 Please see Attachment B to this response for a comparison between 

the proposed project land uses internal capture rate and the modeled 
land uses internal capture rate. 

 
I51l-8 As noted in the preceding responses, subsequent to submittal of these 

comments, the Lilac Hills Ranch TIS was revised, in part, to address 
the comments provided in this letter. Specific to this comment, capacity 
reductions were applied to several roadways in the study area. Section 
3.3 of the TIS contains a detailed explanation as to how the analysis 
takes into account the fact that the area roadways are not fully built to 
County standards.  The following is an excerpt from the TIS: 
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I51l-8 (cont.) 
 Roadway segment analysis is based on the comparison of average 

daily traffic (ADTs) to the County of San Diego’s Roadway Segment 
Daily Capacity and Level of Service Standards.  However, a number of 
roadways within the study area are not fully built to County public road 
standards.  Although not required by the County of San Diego’s 
Guidelines for Determining Significance and Report Format for 
Transportation and Traffic, a conservative approach was taken to 
reduce road capacities for purposes of this analysis.  

 
 In order to determine the amount of capacity reduction to use in the 

analysis, several factors were considered.  Most important, all of the 
roads considered for capacity reductions provide one lane in each 
direction and the number of lanes is the best indication of capacity.  In 
terms of reduced shoulder width, since the shoulder is outside the 
traveled way, is rarely utilized by drivers, and the fact that the reduced 
shoulder width is present on only a small portion of the study 
roadways, a large capacity reduction would not occur.  In terms of 
minimum curve radii, since the curves are only present on a small 
portion of the study roadways, a large capacity reduction would be 
inappropriate.  

 
 Based on a field and aerial review and analysis of the County roadway 

standards, a 10 percent capacity relation was applied to several area 
roadways.  See TIS Table 3.1. 

 
I51l-9 The commenter is correct that the ramp terminals at the interchange of 

I-15/SR-75 are signalized. The commenter is referencing the prior 
traffic study that has since been updated. The Lilac Hills Ranch project 
would contribute 47/58 and 37/36 peak hour trips (AM/PM) to the ramp 
intersection of I-15 SB Ramps/SR-76 and I-15 NB Ramps/SR-76.  
Since the I-15/SR-76 interchange is under Caltrans’ jurisdiction, the 
Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies 
(December 2002) was utilized in determining whether the ramp 
intersections should be included within the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch 
project study area. Under the Caltrans Guide, a state facility should be 
included as part of a project’s study area if it meets any of the 
conditions below: 

 
 1. The project would add over 100 peak hour trips to a State 

Highway facility. 
 

I51l-8 
cont. 
 

I51l-9 

I51l-10 
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I51l-8 (cont.) 
 2. The project would add 50 to 100 peak hour trips to a State 

Highway facility – and the affected State highway facilities are 
experiencing a noticeable delay; approaching unstable traffic 
flow conditions (LOS “C” or “D”). 

 
 3. The project would add 1 to 49 peak hour trips assigned to a 

State Highway facility – the following are examples that may 
require a full TIS or some lesser analysis: 

  a. Affected State Highway facilities experiencing significant 
delay; unstable or forced traffic flow conditions (LOS “E” or 
“F”). 

  b. The potential risk for a traffic incident is significantly 
increased (i.e., congestion related collisions, non-standard 
sight distance considerations, increase in traffic conflict 
points, etc.). 

  c. Change in local circulation networks that impact a State 
Highway facility (i.e., direct access to State Highway facility, 
a non-standard highway geometric design, etc.).  

 
 In this case, analysis of the interchange shows that LOS A is 

calculated (see Attachment C to these responses).  Because LOS A is 
calculated, Caltrans does not require an analysis of the interchange 
since the project would add less than 100 peak hour trips to the facility. 

 
I51l-10 Access Point X (Birdsong Drive) is a gated emergency access only, 

and the proposed project will not access this road unless there is an 
emergency.  Therefore, the Birdsong Drive and W. Lilac Road 
intersection was not analyzed.  Hence, any percentages shown along 
W. Lilac Road, between Intersections #26 and #31 indicate through 
project traffic only. 

 
 As to the intersection of Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Covey Lane, the 

intersection is a private intersection internal to the project site.  As per 
common practice, intersections of two private roadways, internal to a 
project site, are not analyzed as part of the TIS.  This is because the 
internal roadways do not impact the public roadway system, which is 
the primary focus of the TIS. In addition, the intersection is located 
within a future phase that would require detailed engineering plans and 
studies prior to approval and construction.  

 
 

I51l-10 
cont. 
 

I51l-11 

I51l-12 

I51l-13 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Individuals-409 

 I51l-10 (cont.) 
 Nonetheless, TIS Section 7.2 addresses on-site circulation and 

includes analysis of the Lilac Hills Ranch Road/Covey Lane 
intersection as an All-Way Stop Controlled intersection.  (TIS, pp. 290-
296.) The TIS includes a figure displaying the intersection geometrics 
and peak hour volumes.  A corresponding table displays the 
intersection delay and LOS under project build-out conditions.  The 
table shows that the intersection would operate at LOS A during both 
the AM and PM peak hours.  As to road standards, all project roads 
will be conditioned to conform with applicable County road standards 
except where a Design Exception has been requested. 

 
I51l-11 The proposed roundabouts noted in the comment will be included as a 

project feature and are not intended to mitigate any specific project 
related impacts.  The roundabouts will be designed in compliance with 
County and engineering standards. 

 
I51l-12 Please see response to comment I51l-11. 
 
I51l-13 As displayed in Table 4.1 of the TIS, Phase 4 consists of 171 senior 

housing units, 200 assisted living units (beds), and a 3.7-acre 
neighborhood park.  Please refer to TIS Appendix H for a diagram of 
the individual project phases and their locations.  

 
 As noted in Appendix N of the TIS, the 363 EDU trigger is based on 

the number of peak hour trips that the project could generate before 
causing an unacceptable LOS and/or increase delay to a significant 
level at the intersections identified to be impacted by the project phase 
(critical number of trips).  The number of EDU that could be developed 
prior to triggering these impacts was derived by dividing the critical 
number of trips by the number of peak hour trips an average dwelling 
unit within the projected phase is anticipated to generate.   

 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Individuals-410 

 

I51l-14 As noted in the prior response, as displayed in Table 4.1 of the TIS, 
Phase 4 consists of 171 senior housing units, 200 assisted living units 
(beds), and a 3.7-acre neighborhood park.  Phase C (or Phase 1 + 4 + 
2) consists of a total of 546 SF units, 270 MF units, 171 senior housing 
units, 200 beds of assisted living units, 55 ksf of commercial space, 25 
ksf of office space, a 50-room Bed and Breakfast, 9.7 acres of Park, 
and a 0.6 acre recycling center.  Please see TIS Appendix H for a 
diagram of the individual project phases and their locations. 

 
 As noted in Appendix N of the TIS, the 929 EDU (9,298 ADT) 

threshold is based on the number of daily trips the project would 
contribute to West Lilac Road, between Old Highway 395 and Main 
Street, that would result in the road exceeding its functional capacity.  
In other words, the 930 EDU would trigger the need for West Lilac 
Road to be improved to the 2.2C road standard.  The number of EDUs 
that could be developed prior to triggering these impacts was derived 
by dividing the number of project trips making the critical movement by 
the number of peak hour trips an average dwelling unit within the 
projected phase is anticipated to generate.  The critical movement is 
the movement where the project adds trips and causes the intersection 
to fail; for example, in the case of the intersection of West Lilac Road 
and Old Highway 395, the critical movement is the westbound left-turn 
lane. This method and its associated calculations are documented in 
Appendix AC of the TIS. 

  
 The mitigation trigger of 9,298 ADT was determined based upon the 

roadway capacity threshold as documented in the TIS and the County 
of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Guidelines.  Since the TIS did not 
assume any internal capture for the interim years, not having any non-
residential land use does not affect the mitigation threshold.  
Additionally, as documented in Table 4.3, the project would construct a 
majority of the non-residential land uses by Phase C, rather than at 
build-out, as noted in the comment.   

 
 The same response applies to the timing of the signalization of the 

intersection of Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road, albeit with a different 
threshold. 

 
 

I51l-16 

I51l-15 

I51l-14 
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I51l-15 As noted in prior responses, subsequent to submittal of the comments, 
the Lilac Hills Ranch TIS was revised, in part, in response to the 
comments. In this regard, the study was revised and mitigation 
measures are now recommended for both segments listed in the 
comment (Gopher Canyon Road and E. Vista Way).  See revised TIS, 
pp. 130-131 [Gopher Canyon Road between E. Vista Way and I-15 SB 
Ramps] and p. 173 [E. Vista Way between Gopher Canyon and 
Osborne].  See also TIS Table 10.5. 

 
I51l-16 As noted in response to comment I51l-15, the traffic study has been 

revised to address this comment.  Mitigation measures are now 
recommended for both segments listed in the comment. 

 
I51l-17 Please refer to TIS Tables 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 for all project phasing data, 

as well as Appendix H for a diagram of the individual project phases 
and their locations.   

 
I51l-18 As noted in response to comment I51l-15, the traffic study has been 

revised to address this comment.  Mitigation measures are now 
recommended for both segments listed in the comment. 

 
I51l-19 As noted in prior responses, subsequent to submittal of the comments, 

the Lilac Hills Ranch TIS was revised, in part, in response to the 
comments. In this regard, the traffic study was revised to recommend 
improvements at the Gopher Canyon Road/East Vista Way 
intersection to mitigate the direct project impact on the Gopher Canyon 
Road segment.  (TIS, pp. 130-131.)  The “rural community character” 
discussion has been removed from the traffic study.  

 
I51l-20 Please see response to comments I51l-4 through I51l-7 above 

regarding the TIS trip generation rates and internal capture analysis.   
 
 As to the forecast traffic volumes on Mountain Ridge Road and Covey 

Lane, both would be less than the County's 2,500 ADT threshold:  
 
 Mountain Ridge Road:  As documented in Section 7.0 of the TIS, 

Mountain Ridge Road would be gated and would provide access only 
for the senior community and assisted living south of Covey Lane, as 
well as the neighborhood park and the institutional (church) site. Thus, 
the majority of the project trips would not have access to Mountain 
Ridge Road.  As shown in TIS Table 7.4, Mountain Ridge Road is 
forecasted to carry approximately 1,190 ADT under the horizon year 
plus project build-out condition. 

 
  

I51l-20 

I51l-19 

I51l-18 

I51l-17 
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 I51l-20 (cont.) 
 Covey Lane:  As documented in Table 7.4 of the TIS, Covey Lane is 

forecasted to carry 1,390 ADT, less than the 2,500 ADT capacity  
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I51l-21 The TIS utilized the appropriate traffic distribution methodology to 

forecast traffic volumes.  The hybrid methodology was developed in 
coordination with SANDAG and Caltrans.  Please see Attachment C to 
this response for additional documentation of the modeling approach. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I51l-22 As noted in prior responses, subsequent to submittal of the comments, 

the original traffic study was revised, in part, to address the comment. 
In the original traffic study, approximately 80 percent of the total land 
uses in Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) 157 and 183 were replaced by 
the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project.  However, it was later 
determined that under the General Plan Update (GPU) only 110 
dwelling units (DU) could be built within the LHR project site, thereby 
resulting in an over estimation of the reductions assumed in the 
original TIS.  As a result, the Horizon Year was reanalyzed in the 
revised TIS consistent with the 110 DU GPU.  The revised TIS was 
analyzed with the correct base year volume and land use.  Please see 
Chapter 9 of the revised TIS for additional information responsive to 
the comment. 

I51l-22 

I51l-21 
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I51l-23 Please see response to comment number 22. 
 
I51l-24 Since the SANDAG Series 10 regional transportation model is no 

longer available, the rerouting of vehicular traffic under the “Without 
Road 3” scenarios was calculated by comparing the key study area 
roadway volumes from the following two Series 12 SANDAG regional 
models:  

 
• Series 12 2050 with Road 3 with Project  
• Series 12 2050 without Road 3 with Project 

 
 The effect of the Road 3 removal based on the above two models was 

applied to the Horizon Year Base traffic volumes.   
 
 Additionally, traffic from the Rancho Lilac project was also removed 

from the “without Road 3” scenarios since it would not be implemented 
because the property was purchased by SANDAG for mitigation and 
preserved within permanent open space.  Please see TIS Section 9.0, 
General Plan Consistency Analysis, for additional information 
regarding the revised analysis. 

 
I51l-25 Please review TAZ 149 of the County of San Diego GP Update EIR-

2030 Planning Commission Recommended LOS and Volume Plot - 
Valley Center Area - 2030 Proposed Network, Model Run 09/03/10, 
“Without Road 3A.”  The model includes 1,900 ADT added to W. Lilac 
Road from properties located northeast of W. Lilac Road. Adding this 
1,900 ADT makes up the majority of the difference cited in the 
comment. 

 
 A screen shot of the daily traffic volumes generated by TAZ 149 in the 

County of San Diego General Plan update is provided below. 

 
 

I51l-22 
cont. 

 

I51l-26 

I51l-25 

I51l-24 

I51l-23 
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I51l-26 Please see response to comment I51l-24 regarding use of the correct 
base. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I51-27 Please see response to comment I51l-21 regarding TIS use of the 

hybrid methodology and corresponding Attachment C to these 
responses. 

 
I51l-28 The model assumes build-out of the land uses and calculates the 

traffic volumes accordingly.  As long as the land uses are correct, it is 
not necessary to compare population and employment numbers to 
ensure consistency. Please see Attachment C to these responses for 
additional information responsive to the comment. 

 
I51l-29 The model assumes build-out of the land uses and calculates the 

traffic volumes accordingly.  As long as the land uses are correct, 
socio-economic data is irrelevant.  Furthermore, the traffic models 
used for this TIS have been approved by both the County and 
Caltrans. Please see Attachment C to these responses. 

 
I51-30 The model assumes build-out of the land uses and calculates the 

traffic volumes accordingly.  As long as the land uses are correct, 
socioeconomic data is irrelevant.  Furthermore, the traffic models used 
for this TIS have been approved by both the County and Caltrans. 
Please see Attachment A to these responses for additional information 
responsive to the comment. 

 
I51-31 The SANDAG Series 12 model is the most up to date model available; 

thus, the Series 12 model was used to run the select zone analysis.  
The traffic models used for this TIS have been approved by both the 
County and Caltrans. Please see Attachment C to these responses for 
additional information responsive to the comment. 

 
 

I51l-29 

I51l-30 

I51l-28 

I51l-27 

I51l-31 
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I51l-32 The comment summarizes the preceding comments I51l-21 to I51l-31.  

Please see the corresponding responses to comments I51l-21 to I51l-
31. 

 
I51l-33 The implementation of additional turning lanes was considered as 

mitigation for the impacted intersections listed in the comment; 
however, it was determined that these intersections would operate at 
acceptable LOS without the need for additional turning lanes under 
Existing + Project conditions.  See TIS Table 5.41 [I-15 SB & NB 
Ramps/ Gopher Canyon Road]; Table 5.15 [Old Hwy 395/W. Lilac 
Road and Old Hwy 395/Circle R Drive]. 

 
I51l-34 The introductory comment is noted, and expresses the opinions of the 

commentator. 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.  The second part of the comment indicates that the 
proposed modification of the bridge crossing over I-15 will require the 
approval of Caltrans. However, as proposed, the design exception 
does not require Caltrans approval because the surface roadway is 
under the jurisdiction of the County and the County is responsible for 
maintaining the road in this location. Caltrans has jurisdiction over the 
actual bridge structure. If the project required alterations to the actual 
bridge structure (e.g. widening or reconfiguring), Caltrans approval 
would be required. As the proposed improvements and design 
exception in this location do not require alterations to the bridge, 
Caltrans concurrence on the design exception request is not required. 
Please see the revised TIS, pp. 4 to 13 for information regarding the 
proposed design exceptions. 

 
I51l-35 The comment is noted, and expresses the opinions of the 

commentator. 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. Please see the revised TIS, pp. 4 to 13 for information 
regarding the proposed design exceptions. 

 

I51l-34 

I51l-35 

I51l-33 

I51l-32 
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I51l-36 The County has verified the amount of grading and rights of way 
needed to accommodate the required improvements. Additionally, the 
design exception for this section of West Lilac Road only affects the 
parkway width (the walkable portion of the right-of-way) and the north 
side shoulder. The design exception does not affect the pavement 
width of travel lanes or turn lanes. The project would include a 
signalized intersection with turn lane(s) at the West Lilac Road and 
Highway 395 intersection constructed to County standards without 
design exceptions.  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. Please see the revised TIS, pp. 4 to 13 for information 
regarding the proposed design exceptions. 

 
I51l-37 The requested design exception is a reduction in design speed from 

40 mph to 25 mph as the road enters the proposed roundabout; the 
justification relates to the operating speed of the proposed roundabout. 
(TIS, p. 8.) Please see the revised TIS, pp. 4 to 13 for information 
regarding the proposed design exceptions. 

 
I51l-38 The comment is noted, and expresses the opinions of the 

commentator. 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. Please see the revised TIS, pp. 4 to 13 for information 
regarding the proposed design exceptions. 

 
I51l-39 The comment is noted, and expresses the opinions of the 

commentator. 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. Please see the revised TIS, pp. 4 to 13 for information 
regarding the proposed design exceptions. 
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 I51l-40 The comment is noted, and expresses the opinions of the 
commentator. 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. Please see the revised TIS, pp. 4 to 13 for information 
regarding the proposed design exceptions. 

 
I51-41 The comment is noted, and expresses the opinions of the 

commentator. 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. Please see the revised TIS, pp. 4 to 13 for information 
regarding the proposed design exceptions. 

 
I51l-42 The comment is noted, and expresses the opinions of the 

commentator. 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. Please see the revised TIS, pp. 4 to 13 for information 
regarding the proposed design exceptions. 
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I51l-43 The comment is noted, and expresses the opinions of the 
commentator. 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. Please see the revised TIS, pp. 4 to 13 for information 
regarding the proposed design exceptions. 

 
I51l-44 As documented in TIS Table 6.1, on pages 232 and 234 respectively, 

both the Pala and Pauma Casino Projects were included as part of the 
cumulative impact analysis. 

 
 There was a text error in Table 6.1, revised Map Key #123 (page 240 

of the TIS). In fact, the Orchard Run Project was included as part of 
the SANDAG Series 12 Year 2020 Regional Model.  Please see 
Attachment D of this comment letter for documentation of the Orchard 
Run project, which was included as part of the cumulative model and 
was accounted for under the Existing + Cumulative + Project condition.  
As shown in Attachment D, the Orchard Run project was included in 
TAZ # 364 and TAZ 386.  The increase of 325 Single Family dwelling 
units in both TAZ by the year 2020 is a very conservative estimate for 
the Orchard Run project.  Hence, the cumulative traffic analysis is 
correct. 

 
I51l-45 Since the proposed project is seeking an amendment to the County of 

San Diego's General Plan, the proposed project will be required to 
update the County of San Diego's Transportation Impact Fee (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; therefore with the update, 
the projects cumulative transportation related impacts will be 
adequately accounted for and funded by the County of San Diego TIF 
program. 

 
I51l-46 The comment is noted. 
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Attachment Darnell-A

Primary Land Use ADT AM - In AM - Out PM - In PM - Out
Residential (903 DU SF + 375 DU MF + 468 DU Senior Community + 200 Beds Congregate Care) 11,280 302 714 872 404
Commercial (61,500 SF) 2,460 44 30 111 111
Office (28,500 SF) 399 54 6 12 48
School (568 Elementary Students + 132 Middle School Students) 1,094 208 139 39 59
Recreation ( 40,000 SF Recreation Center + 23.8 Acres Park) 1,034 60 53 43 62
Church 321 10 6 13 13
Total Trips 16,588
Total Internal Trips from Worksheet 3,683
Internal Capture Percentage 22.2%
Internal Capture Percentage used in TIS 22.00%

ITE Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation

21.60%29.60%

1,625 1,787
581.5 398.5
35.8% 22.3%
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ITE FIGURE 7.4 - Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation
ADT

Total Internal External
Enter 1230 136 1094

Demand 3% 5.985 Exit 1230 154 1076
6 Total 2460 290 2170

Demand 31% 61.845 % 100% 12% 88% Demand 9% 110.7
111

Demand 2% 24.6 Demand 12% 147.6 Demand 53% 3617.78
25 148

Demand 23% 45.885 Demand 31% 2116.06

Demand Demand
2% 2%

3.99 4 136.52
Total Internal External Total Internal External

Enter 199.5 6 193.5 Enter 6826 152 6674
Exit 199.5 25 174.5 Demand Demand Exit 6826 115 6711
Total 399 31 368 2% 2% Total 13652 267 13385
% 100% 8% 92% 3.99 4 136.52 % 100% 2% 98%

Land Use A Land Use B Land Use C Total
Enter 1230 199.5 6826 8255.5
Exit 1230 199.5 6826 8255.5
Total 2460 399 13652 16511 588
Single-Use Trip Gen. Est. 4920 798 27304 33022 2%

Office

28500 SF

Landuse A Commercial
ITE Landuse Code

Size 61500 SF

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development

Balance

Balance

Balance Balance

Balance

Balance Landuse C Residential
ITE Landuse Code

Size
903 SF + 375 MF + 
468 SN + 200 CC

Landuse B
ITE Landuse Code

Size
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ITE FIGURE 7.4 - Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation
ADT

Total Internal External
Enter 547 78 469

Demand 0 0 Exit 547 438 109
0 Total 1094 516 578

Demand 0 0 % 100% 48% 52% Demand 0.8 437.6
438

Demand 0.15 82.05 Demand 0.8 437.6 Demand 0.8 5460.8
78 438

Demand 0.15 77.55 Demand 0.8 5460.8

Demand Demand
0.5 0.5

258.5 259 3413
Total Internal External Total Internal External

Enter 517 259 258.5 Enter 6826 697 6129
Exit 517 337 180.5 Demand Demand Exit 6826 697 6129
Total 1034 595 439 0.5 0.5 Total 13652 1394 12258
% 100% 58% 42% 258.5 259 3413 % 100% 11% 89%

Land Use A Land Use B Land Use C Total
Enter 547 517 6826 7890
Exit 547 517 6826 7890
Total 1094 1034 13652 15780 2505
Single-Use Trip Gen. Est. 2188 2068 27304 31560 8%

Landuse A School
ITE Landuse Code

Size
538 element st + 132 

middle student

Balance

Balance

Balance Balance

Landuse B Recreation Balance Landuse C Residential
ITE Landuse Code

Balance

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development

ITE Landuse Code
Size Size 903 SF + 375 MF
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ITE FIGURE 7.4 - Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation
ADT

Total Internal External
Enter 160.5 162 -1.5

Demand 2% 3.21 Exit 160.5 133 27.5
4 Total 321 295 26

Demand 2% 10.34 % 100% 92% 8% Demand 0.8 128.4
129

Demand 20% 32.1 Demand 0.8 128.4 Demand 0.8 5460.8
33 129

Demand 20% 103.4 Demand 0.8 5460.8

Demand Demand
0 0
0 0 0

Total Internal External Total Internal External
Enter 517 4 513 Enter 6826 129 6697
Exit 517 33 484 Demand Demand Exit 6826 129 6697
Total 1034 37 997 0 0 Total 13652 258 13394
% 100% 4% 96% 0 0 0 % 100% 2% 98%

Land Use A Land Use B Land Use C Total
Enter 160.5 517 6826 7503.5
Exit 160.5 517 6826 7503.5
Total 321 1034 13652 15007 590
Single-Use Trip Gen. Est. 642 2068 27304 30014 2%

Landuse A Church
ITE Landuse Code

Size Church

Balance

Balance

Balance Balance

Landuse B Recreation Balance Landuse C Residential
ITE Landuse Code

Balance

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development

ITE Landuse Code
Size Size 903 SF + 375 MF
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ITE FIGURE 7.4 - Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation
AM PEAK

Total Internal External
Enter 44 5 39

Demand 3% 1.62 Exit 29 8 21
2 Total 73 13 60

Demand 31% 16.74 % 100% 18% 82% Demand 9% 3.96
4

Demand 2% 0.88 Demand 12% 5.28 Demand 53% 377.89
1 6

Demand 23% 1.38 Demand 31% 93.62

Demand Demand
2% 2%

1.08 2 14.26
Total Internal External Total Internal External

Enter 54 2 52 Enter 302 7 295
Exit 6 1 5 Demand Demand Exit 713 6 707
Total 60 3 57 2% 2% Total 1015 13 1002
% 100% 5% 95% 0.12 1 6.04 % 100% 2% 98%

Land Use A Land Use B Land Use C Total
Enter 44 54 302 400
Exit 29 6 713 748
Total 73 60 1015 1148 29
Single-Use Trip Gen. Est. 146 120 2030 2296 1%

Landuse A Commercial
ITE Landuse Code

Size 61500 SF

Balance

Balance

Balance Balance

Landuse B Office Balance Landuse C Residential
ITE Landuse Code

Balance

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development

ITE Landuse Code

Size 28500 SF Size
903 SF + 375 MF + 
468 SN + 200 CC
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ITE FIGURE 7.4 - Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation
AM PEAK

Total Internal External
Enter 208 8 200

Demand 0 0 Exit 139 112 27
0 Total 347 120 227

Demand 0 0 % 100% 35% 65% Demand 0.8 166.4
167

Demand 0.15 31.2 Demand 0.8 111.2 Demand 0.8 570.4
8 112

Demand 0.15 7.95 Demand 0.8 241.6

Demand Demand
0.5 0.5
30 30 356.5

Total Internal External Total Internal External
Enter 60 30 30 Enter 302 139 163
Exit 53 35 18.5 Demand Demand Exit 713 197 516
Total 113 64.5 48.5 0.5 0.5 Total 1015 336 679
% 100% 58% 42% 26.5 27 151 % 100% 34% 66%

Land Use A Land Use B Land Use C Total
Enter 208 60 302 570
Exit 139 53 713 905
Total 347 113 1015 1475 520.5
Single-Use Trip Gen. Est. 694 226 2030 2950 18%

Landuse A School
ITE Landuse Code

Size
538 element st + 132 

middle student

Balance

Balance

Balance Balance

Landuse B Recreation Balance Landuse C Residential
ITE Landuse Code

Balance

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development

ITE Landuse Code
Size Size 903 SF + 375 MF
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ITE FIGURE 7.4 - Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation
AM PEAK

Total Internal External
Enter 10 10 0

Demand 2% 0.12 Exit 6 6 0
1 Total 16 16 0

Demand 2% 1.2 % 100% 100% 0% Demand 0.8 8
8

Demand 20% 2 Demand 0.8 4.8 Demand 0.8 570.4
2 5

Demand 20% 10.6 Demand 0.8 241.6

Demand Demand
0 0
0 0 0

Total Internal External Total Internal External
Enter 60 1 59 Enter 302 5 297
Exit 53 2 51 Demand Demand Exit 713 8 705
Total 113 3 110 0 0 Total 1015 13 1002
% 100% 3% 97% 0 0 0 % 100% 2% 98%

Land Use A Land Use B Land Use C Total
Enter 10 60 302 372
Exit 6 53 713 772
Total 16 113 1015 1144 32
Single-Use Trip Gen. Est. 32 226 2030 2288 1%

Landuse A Church
ITE Landuse Code

Size Church

Balance

Balance

Balance Balance

Landuse B Recreation Balance Landuse C Residential
ITE Landuse Code

Balance

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development

ITE Landuse Code
Size Size 903 SF + 375 MF
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ITE FIGURE 7.4 - Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation
PM PEAK

Total Internal External
Enter 111 13 98

Demand 3% 0.36 Exit 111 15 96
1 Total 222 28 194

Demand 31% 3.72 % 100% 13% 87% Demand 9% 9.99
10

Demand 2% 2.22 Demand 12% 13.32 Demand 53% 214.12
3 14

Demand 23% 11.04 Demand 31% 270.32

Demand Demand
2% 2%

0.24 1 8.08
Total Internal External Total Internal External

Enter 12 1 11 Enter 872 15 857
Exit 48 3 45 Demand Demand Exit 404 11 393
Total 60 4 56 2% 2% Total 1276 26 1250
% 100% 7% 93% 0.96 1 17.44 % 100% 3% 97%

Land Use A Land Use B Land Use C Total
Enter 111 12 872 995
Exit 111 48 404 563
Total 222 60 1276 1558 58
Single-Use Trip Gen. Est. 444 120 2552 3116 2%

Landuse A Commercial
ITE Landuse Code

Size 61500 SF

Balance

Balance

Balance Balance

Landuse B Office Balance Landuse C Residential
ITE Landuse Code

Balance

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development

ITE Landuse Code

Size 28500 SF Size
903 SF + 375 MF + 
468 SN + 200 CC
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ITE FIGURE 7.4 - Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation
PM PEAK

Total Internal External
Enter 39 6 33

Demand 0 0 Exit 59 48 11
0 Total 98 54 44

Demand 0 0 % 100% 56% 44% Demand 0.8 31.2
32

Demand 0.15 5.85 Demand 0.8 47.2 Demand 0.8 323.2
6 48

Demand 0.15 9.3 Demand 0.8 697.6

Demand Demand
0.7 0.7

30.1 31 282.8
Total Internal External Total Internal External

Enter 43 30 12.9 Enter 872 92 780
Exit 62 49 12.6 Demand Demand Exit 404 63 341
Total 105 79.5 25.5 0.7 0.7 Total 1276 155 1121
% 100% 76% 24% 43.4 44 610.4 % 100% 13% 87%

Land Use A Land Use B Land Use C Total
Enter 39 43 872 954
Exit 59 62 404 525
Total 98 105 1276 1479 288.5
Single-Use Trip Gen. Est. 196 210 2552 2958 10%

Landuse A School
ITE Landuse Code

Size
538 element st + 132 

middle student

Balance

Balance

Balance Balance

Landuse B Recreation Balance Landuse C Residential
ITE Landuse Code

Balance

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development

ITE Landuse Code
Size Size 903 SF + 375 MF
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ITE FIGURE 7.4 - Multi-Use Trip Generation Calculation
PM PEAK

Total Internal External
Enter 13 14 -1

Demand 2% 0.26 Exit 13 12 1
1 Total 26 26 0

Demand 2% 0.86 % 100% 100% 0% Demand 0.8 10.4
11

Demand 20% 2.6 Demand 0.8 10.4 Demand 0.8 323.2
3 11

Demand 20% 12.4 Demand 0.8 697.6

Demand Demand
0 0
0 0 0

Total Internal External Total Internal External
Enter 43 1 42 Enter 872 11 861
Exit 62 3 59 Demand Demand Exit 404 11 393
Total 105 4 101 0 0 Total 1276 22 1254
% 100% 4% 96% 0 0 0 % 100% 2% 98%

Land Use A Land Use B Land Use C Total
Enter 13 43 872 928
Exit 13 62 404 479
Total 26 105 1276 1407 52
Single-Use Trip Gen. Est. 52 210 2552 2814 2%

Landuse A Church
ITE Landuse Code

Size Church

Balance

Balance

Balance Balance

Landuse B Recreation Balance Landuse C Residential
ITE Landuse Code

Balance

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development

ITE Landuse Code
Size Size 903 SF + 375 MF
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Attachment Darnell-B 

Landuse Proposed Land Use Modeled Land Use 
Single Family 903 DU 903 DU 
Multi-Family 375 DU 375 DU 
Senior Community 468 DU 468 DU 
Assisted Living 200 Beds 200 Beds 

Specialty/Strip Commercial  61,500 SF 10.5 Acres 
Office 28,500 SF 4.8 Acres 
Country Inn / B&B 50 Rooms 50 Rooms 
Church 10.7 Acres 10.7 Acres 

Elementary School (K-5) 568 Students 1 Site 
Middle School (6-8) 132 Students 0 Site 
Recreation Center1 40,000 SF 2.0 Acres 

Neighborhood/County Park 23.8 Acres 23.8 Acres 
Water Reclamation 2.4 Acres 0.1 Acres 
Recycling Center 0.6 Acres 3.0 Acres 

Total Trips 19,428 18,849 
External Trips 15,151 13,427 
Internal Trips 4,278 5,422 

Internal % 22.0% 28.8% 
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Chen Ryan Associates | PO Box 1062 | La Jol la,  CA 92038 | 619-318-4664 

 
July 12, 2012 
 
 
Mr. Nick Ortiz 
County of San Diego 
Department of Public Works  
Transportation Planning Section  
(858) 694-2410 
 
SUBJECT:     Lilac Hills Ranch – Approach to Traffic Forecast Modeling 
 
Dear Nick: 
 
The purpose of this letter is to document the traffic forecast modeling approach as per our recent 
meetings with County staff (7/6/2012) and Caltrans (7/12/2012). 
 
Lilac Hills Ranch is a mixed use master planned community consisting of 1,746 dwelling units, a 
neighborhood-serving commercial village center, a congregate care facility, a school, a recreation 
center, various parks, a church, a bed and breakfast, a residential recycling drop-off/ buyback facility, 
and a green waste drop-off site.  The project is generally located in the Valley Center Community 
Planning Area, and approximately ¼ mile east of Interstate 15 in the vicinity of the OldHwy395 
Interchange. 
 
As part of the traffic study, a horizon year analysis and SANDAG traffic model are required.  The current 
Series 12 regional transportation model is in the process of being calibrated at the community plan level 
for the unincorporated County of San Diego and is estimated to take a few more months for model 
calibration and validation.  The current Series 12 model, yet to be calibrated or validated, has been 
found to be forecasting roadway average daily traffic (ADT) volumes significantly different from those 
illustrated in the recently adopted General Plan Update Mobility Element (Series 10).   Unfortunately, 
the Series 10 County GPU Model is no longer available for our use.  In the intent to utilize the best 
available and defensible data for the CEQA-level traffic analysis, we are proposing the following 
approach: 
 
County Facilities 
 

• Utilize Series 10 GPU 2030 model forecast ADT as a starting point (as used in the County’s GPA)  

• Conduct a select zone assignment for the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project in Series 12 and this 
will provide trip distribution and assignment, as well as the potential study area.  The adopted 
GPU land use and network will be reflected in this model.   

• Compare the trip generation between the adopted and proposed land uses for the subject TAZ.  

• The delta of the trip generation along with the proposed project distribution will be used to 
derive the 2030 ADTs with the proposed project. 
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Caltrans Facilities 
 

• Utilize Year 2050 of the Series 12 Regional Model as adopted along with the 2050 RTP.  While 
this regional model is not calibrated at the arterial and local levels, it is calibrated and approved 
for use at the state facility level.  Caltrans staff feel that this will be the most appropriate model 
to use for Caltrans facilities.    

• The delta of the trip generation (between the adopted and proposed land uses for the subject 
TAZ) along with the proposed project distribution (from Series 12 Select Zone Assignment) will 
be used to derive horizon year with proposed project freeway/state highway segment ADTs. 

 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions and/or comments.  And please forward this letter to 
Maurice Eaton and Jacob Armstrong at Caltrans for confirmation.  Thank you! 
 
 
Sincerely,  

 
 
 

Monique Chen, PE 
Principal 
 
 
 
 
Cc:   Everett Hauser, County of San Diego 
 Mark Slovick, County of San Diego 
 Jacob Armstrong, Caltrans 
 Maurice Eaton, Caltrans 
 Randy Goodson, The Accretive Group of Companies 
 Jon Rilling, The Accretive Group of Companies 
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Attachment D 

Orchard Run Land Use – Cumulative Conditions 

The purpose of this document is to document the land use assumption for the Orchard Run Project 
under the Cumulative conditions.  The Orchard Run project which is a part of both TAZ 364 and TAZ 386 
in the unincorporated area of San Diego County was included as part of the SANDAG Series 12 Year 2020 
Regional Model.  This model was then used to develop the “Existing + Cumulative + Project” conditions. 

Tables 1 and 2 display the land use for the Orchard Run project under the Base Year 2008 (Existing 
Conditions) for TAZ 364 and 386, respectively. 

TABLE 1 
TAZ 364 LAND USE 

BASE YEAR 2008 – EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 
Source:  SANDAG Series 12 Regional Model, August 2012 

 

TABLE 2 
TAZ 380 LAND USE 

BASE YEAR 2008 – EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 
 Source:  SANDAG Series 12 Regional Model, August 2012 
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As shown in Tables 1 and 2, the sum of Single Family (SF) dwelling units under existing conditions is 81 
SF units with the majority of the land use dedicated to Orchards and Vineyard. 

Tables 3 and 4 display the land use for the Order Run project under the Cumulative conditions for both 
TAZ 364 and 386 respectively. 

TABLE 3 
TAZ 364 LAND USE 

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

 Source:  SANDAG Series 12 Regional Model, August 2012 

 
TABLE 4 

TAZ 380 LAND USE 
CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

 Source:  SANDAG Series 12 Regional Model, August 2012 

As shown above in Tables 3 and 4, the sum of SF units in both TAZ 364 and TAZ 386 is 406 SF units by the 
Year 2020, which is an increase of at least 325 SF units by the Year 2020.  This increase in SF and 
decrease in Orchard or Vineyard Land Use resulted in additional traffic on the surrounding roadway 
network  as shown in Figure 1 below.  

 

I51L-Attachment D



 
FIGURE 1 

SANDAG SERIES 12 REGIONAL MODEL WITH CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 
CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

  
Source:  SANDAG Series 12 Regional Model with Cumulative Projects, August 2012 

 

The increase in traffic on the surrounding roadway network was accounted for during the development 
of the Cumulative conditions traffic volumes. 
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