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I8-1 Street parking would be allowed within certain areas of the Specific Plan.  
The location of street parking within Phase I is identified on the Parking 
Analysis Exhibit for TM 5572. Phase 1 would allow for 140 on-street 
parking spaces. Conflicts with street parking and fire and emergency 
response have not been identified for areas where street parking would 
be allowed in the Specific Plan. All roads proposed for use during an 
evacuation would be constructed to Consolidated Fire Code standards 
which allow for emergency equipment to utilize the roads, including 
where street parking is allowed. For example, as shown on the cover 
page of the Master Preliminary Grading Plan for TM5571RPL4, the 
private residential road, Street “Z” would provide for 24 feet of pavement, 
exclusive of street parking which occupies an additional 6 feet where 
parking is provided adjacent to residences.  

 
 As detailed in FEIR subchapter 2.7.2.4, an Evacuation Plan was 

prepared for the project (see Appendix K). The Evacuation Plan details 
measures for the evacuation of residents through Main Street, which 
connects West Lilac Road with existing evacuation routes to the south 
that provide access to the north, south, east, and west. Connector 
roadways are Old Highway 395, Circle R Drive, and I-15. The 
Evacuation Plan together with required road improvements would allow 
safe evacuation in the event of a wildfire.  

 
I8-2 The developer would fund multiple road improvements both as design 

features and required as mitigation measures of the project. Specifically, 
as detailed in subchapter 1.2.1.4, the project includes the construction of 
a number of off-site roadway improvements to several roadway 
segments in the project’s vicinity. These improvements include the 
widening, repaving, and restriping of portions of the following existing 
roadways: 

 
• West Lilac Road 
• Covey Lane 
• Rodriquez Road 
• Mountain Ridge Road 

 
 Additionally, the project includes the following intersection 

improvements:  
 

• Installation of traffic lights at the following intersections: Gopher 
Canyon Road and I-15 ramps; Highway 395 and Circle R Drive; 
Highway 395 and West Lilac Road, Highway 395 and East Dulin 
Road, and Miller Road and Valley Center Road.  
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I8-2 (cont.) 
• Dedicated right-turn lanes at the westbound Gopher Canyon Road 

approach and the northbound East Vista Way approach to East 
Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road intersection.  

• Intermittent turn lanes at major access locations along Lilac Road 
from Old Castle Road to Anthony Road including the segment 
between Robles Lane and Cumbres Road, and the intersection of 
Sierra Rojo Road and Lilac Road. 

 
 The project does not include the widening of the West Lilac bridge; 

however, improvements will be made to accommodate projected traffic 
including paving, restriping, installation of a traffic signal at Old Highway 
395 and West Lilac Road including construction of a left-turn lane at the 
westbound West Lilac Road approach to Old Highway 395 and West 
Lilac Road. This portion of West Lilac Road would be improved to meet 
the General Plan Mobility Element classification 2.2C, subject to 
exceptions as approved by the County (M-TR-4). Widening the bridge is 
not proposed as it would require tremendous engineering and 
coordination efforts by multiple jurisdictions including the County and 
Caltrans. Bridge widening would also be infeasible under CEQA due to 
engineering issues, and due to costs. Therefore, it is not considered a 
feasible option for inclusion in the project. As detailed in FEIR 
subchapter 2.7.2.4, an Evacuation Plan was prepared for the project 
(see Appendix K). The Evacuation Plan details measures for the 
evacuation of residents through Main Street, which connects West Lilac 
Road with existing evacuation routes to the south that provide access to 
the north, south, east, and west. The connector roadways are Old 
Highway 395, Circle R Drive, and I-15. 

 
I8-3 Water supply for the project would come from the Valley Center 

Municipal Water District (VCMWD) which is imported from San Diego 
County Water Authority. Pursuant to Senate Bill 610 and Senate Bill 221, 
a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was prepared for the project by the 
VCMWD (see 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. 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-  
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 I8-3 (cont.) 
 year planning horizon, including the project. As discussed in the WSA 

report, the project would offset a portion of its water demand through 
development of 289 acre-feet/year of recycled water, 191 acre-feet/year 
of groundwater, and 323 acre-feet/year from water conservation efforts. 
Groundwater used is based on historic groundwater use from existing 
wells that would continue. With these offsets, the remaining imported 
water demand is 487 acre-feet/year, less than the existing imported 
water demand of 513 acre-feet/year. 

 
 Grading is estimated to require approximately 4 million gallons of water a 

month, which would come from a combination of groundwater, recycled 
water, and/or imported water.  The project at build-out will require over 
12 million gallons of potable water per month and the WSA shows that 
water is available to serve the project at build-out. As a result, there 
would also be adequate water to supply the estimated 4 million gallons 
of water per month needed during grading.     

 
 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.   

 
I8-4 As this comment makes a general statement and does not raise an 

environmental issue under CEQA, a more detailed response is not 
required. The project would result in an increase in density compared to 
the existing General Plan; however, density calculations under the 
County General Plan and Zoning Ordinance do not include group care or 
hotels as noted by the commenter. 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. 

 
I8-5 The project will result in an increase of average daily trips on area 

roadways. The impact of these trips on roadways and intersections was 
evaluated extensively in the FEIR.  Refer to subchapter 2.3 and 
Appendix E of the FEIR for the complete analysis. As detailed in the 
FEIR and in response to comment I8-2 above, several improvements will 
be needed for this project and would be included as conditions of 
approval of the project. 
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 I8-6 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. 


