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O3e-100 Please refer to response to comments O3e-3 and O3e-89. 
 
O3e-101 The commenter asserts that the other designated Specific Plans 

because of their density are rural projects. There are eight specific 
plans (six are residential) approved in the Valley Center Community 
Planning Area and discussed in the Valley Center Community Plan 
text including the Circle R specific plan which unlike the others is not 
designated as 21-SPA. Three of the designated SPAs: Ridge 
Ranch I, Ridge Ranch II, and Live Oak Ranch include rural densities, 
but allow for one acre lots and include provisions for sewer service, 
which is not considered typical for rural development.   

 
 Woods Valley Ranch SPA in the same rural regional category as the 

others includes a rural density but also Includes three 
neighborhoods with lots ranging from 5,000 square feet, 15,000 
square feet and one-half acre, plus a golf course, and restaurant.  As 
stated in the Valley Center Community Plan text, this project is 
designed to, “…create an environmentally sensitive development 
that successfully integrates a rural residential community (emphasis 
added) consistent with the community character as described in the 
Valley Center Community Plan Text,” and “…create a rural 
residential community with an identity consistent with the community 
character of Valley Center as described in the Valley Center 
Community Plan Text.” 

 
 The Orchard Run SPA is located within the urban village of Valley 

Center, which allows for urban scale development.  This SPA 
includes a density of 7.3 dwelling units per acre in the northern 
portion and 1.5 dwelling units per acre in the southern portion of the 
property.  The plan will result in the creation of seven residential 
development areas (Garden Apartments, Patio Homes, Estate Lots, 
and Executive Homes). As stated in the Valley Center Community 
Plan text this project is designed to, “…create an environmentally 
sensitive residential community within the central valley of Valley 
Center that will offer an affordable and diverse range of housing 
opportunities within the community, and “…provide for a variety of 
low to moderate attached and detached housing opportunities using 
a cluster design in the northern portion of the property.” 
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 O3e-101 (cont.) 
 The Circle R Specific Plan does not include the 21-SPA designation.  

This specific plan was originally adopted in 1978 and last modified in 
1983. Like most of the other Specific Plan designated areas above it 
is located in a rural land use designation which only allows for a rural 
density of 1 du/2acres (SR-2).  The Circle R specific plan as 
approved (and built); however, includes 378 townhomes on lots of 
2,800 square feet, and 27 ‘estate’ lots with lot sizes up to 4 acres 
and a golf course and restaurant.  It is served by sewer and like 
Woods Valley and Orchard Run implements and is “…based on the 
Valley Center Community Plan and the County General Plan. 

 
 Neither the FEIR nor the Specific Plan includes any provision for 

time share types of development. 
 
 An assessment of the proposed project in comparison to the other 

adopted specific plans in Valley Center illustrates that both the 
oldest and the most recent specific plans in the rural designated 
portions of Valley Center include lot sizes comparable to the 
proposed project and also include sewer service.  The project also 
proposes a General Plan Amendment to establish a Village Regional 
category and the implementing specific plan also includes scales of 
development (2.9 du/acre) which are similar to what was adopted 
20 years ago with the Orchard Run designated specific plan (1.5 and 
7.3 du/acre) in the Village of Valley Center. 

 
O3e-102 This comment references prior iterations of the project and not the 

project description as detailed in the FEIR circulated for public 
review. As such, this comment does not address the environmental 
analysis provided in the project FEIR. The commenter’s opinion is 
acknowledged and is included in the project’s FEIR for the decision 
makers to consider. 
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O3e-103 This comment references prior iterations of the project and not the 

project description as detailed in the FEIR circulated for public 
review. As such, this comment does not address the environmental 
analysis provided in the project FEIR. The commenter’s opinion is 
acknowledged and is included in the project’s FEIR for the decision 
makers to consider. 

 
 
O3e-104 Please see subchapter 1.1 of the FEIR for the project’s objectives. 

Ultimately, the decision makers will determine whether the 
amendment is in the public interest and would not be detrimental to 
public health, safety, and welfare.    

 
 
 
O3e-105 This comment references prior iterations of the project and not the 

project description as detailed in the FEIR circulated for public 
review. As such, this comment does not address the environmental 
analysis provided in the project FEIR. The commenter’s opinion is 
acknowledged and is included in the project’s FEIR for the decision 
makers to consider. 

 
 
O3e-106 Community character is established by the uses in an area. The area 

is characterized by diverse uses and lot sizes with denser uses 
generally located within specific planning areas.  The proposed 
project is similar in nature and will fit into the established land use 
patterns.  Please refer to Response 57 above. In any event, the 
commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and is included in the 
project’s FEIR for the decision makers to consider. 

O3e-102 
cont. 
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O3e-107 As noted by the reviewer, the proposed zoning includes the use of 

both the V Setback Regulator and the D Special Area Regulator.  
These have been applied for different reasons to assure that all 
development authorized by the Specific Plan will be implemented 
with the use of a Site Plan which will include details of the proposed 
development that otherwise would not be required.  The D Special 
Area Regulator has been applied to require a Site Plan for all 
development.  The Specific Plan includes detailed lot design and 
architectural design guidelines, and development applications will 
need to include a Site Plan to identify which lot design and 
architectural style guidelines will be applied to each lot.  Similarly the 
V Setback Regulator will allow the setbacks for each lot to be 
established when the individual lot configuration is identified for each 
lot.  These designators will ensure that the development guidelines 
in Section III of the Specific Plan will be followed. 

 
O3e-108 The D designator allows each lot to be reviewed in accordance with 

a specific standard.  Here the standard to be applied to each lot will 
be the Specific Plan Guidelines.  Therefore, in this context, the 
Design Guidelines of the Specific Plan will direct the application of 
this criteria (San Diego County Zoning Code Section 5902.) 

O3e-106 
cont. 
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O3e-109 The D designator allows each lot to be reviewed in accordance with 
a specific standard.  Here the standard to be applied to each lot will 
be the Specific Plan Guidelines.  Therefore, in this context, the 
Design Guidelines of the Specific Plan will direct the application of 
this criteria.  (San Diego County Zoning Code Section 5902.) In 
other words, this standard applies to a lot when its site plan is under 
review. In any event, the project will include an additional 20.8 acres 
of agriculture, outside of the biological open space, to be conserved 
throughout the community.  The project would also preserve and 
enhance continued and future agricultural operations at a more 
optimal location, by Mitigation measure M-AG-1 that requires the 
purchase of an agricultural conservation easement for 43.8 acres of 
prime and statewide importance soils at a 1:1. Finally, the FEIR 
Agricultural Resources Report includes additional measures where 
deemed necessary to ensure that no significant unmitigated impacts 
to existing agriculture will occur, such as:  1) 50-foot-wide buffers 
planted with two rows of citrus, avocado, or olive trees (M-AG-1); 
2) Installing 6-foot-high fencing to protect adjacent agricultural 
activities from unwanted intrusions by people and domestic pets (M-
AG-2); 3) prohibiting habitable structures as well as any structure 
that could attract residents, visitors, or children to congregate nearby 
(M-AG-3). 

 
 With respect to the biological open space being of little or no use to 

wildlife, the project Biological Open Space plan assures the 
permanent conservation of wetlands and associated riparian and 
upland habitats, the restoration of degraded wetland habitat, and the 
provision of opportunities for wetland enhancement, in accordance 
with an approved and funded Resource Management Plan that 
meets rigorous wetland conservation and mitigation criteria required 
by local, state, and federal natural resource agencies. 

 
O3e-110 Refer to the Global Response: Easements (Covey Lane and 

Mountain Ridge Roads).  
 
 Subchapter 2.3.2.3 of the FEIR analyzed the issue of transportation 

hazards with respect to the road network design for the project, and 
determined that overall the road network design for the project would 
provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as 
emergency access and therefore impacts associated with 
transportation hazards would be less than significant.  See also the 
evacuation plan. 
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O3e-111 This criteria is to be applied to individual lots.  As described above, 
the D designator allows each lot to be reviewed in accordance with a 
specific standard.  Here the standard to be applied to each lot will be 
the Specific Plan Guidelines.  Therefore, in this context, the Design 
Guidelines of the Specific Plan will direct the application of this 
criteria.  (San Diego County Zoning Code Section 5902.) In other 
words, this standard applies to a lot when its site plan is under 
review. 

 
 With respect to the project, visual impacts are discussed in 

subchapter 2.1 of the FEIR.  As stated in the conclusions, 
subchapter 2.1.6, the project would change the composition of the 
visual environment in terms of dominance, scale, diversity, and 
continuity, resulting in a significant unavoidable impact.  Additionally, 
short-term construction-related visual impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable.   

 
O3e-112 Please refer to response to comment O3e-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. 

 
O3e-113 Light and glare impacts associated with the project are discussed in 

FEIR subchapters 2.1.2.4 and 2.1.2.5, respectively.  See also 
response to comment O3e-107 above. 

 
O3e-114 The FEIR, subchapter 3.1.7 contains a complete description of the 

alternatives for wastewater collection and treatment.  These 
alternatives include on-site treatment at a treatment plant shown in 
the FEIR and Specific Plan as well as alternatives for sending all 
wastewater to the existing Lower Moosa Wastewater Treatment 
Facility.  The decision about which alternative will be used is the 
jurisdiction of the VCMWD.  The impacts of all alternatives are 
addressed in the FEIR.  

 
 The commenter is correct that there are two open space easements 

that exist within the project site. One open space easement was 
granted to the County of San Diego in conjunction with Parcel Map 
No. 17704, on June 10, 1996. The second easement was granted to 
the County per document No. 1996-030583 on July 12, 1996. Both  

O3e-112 
cont. 
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 O3e-114 (cont.) 
 easements prohibit all of the following on any portion of the land 

subject to the easement: grading, excavation, placement of 
structures, construction, mineral excavation, trash, dumping or any 
use other than open space. Limited vegetative clearing by hand as 
required by the fire authority is permitted within the first open space 
easement; within the second incidental agriculture, such as nursery 
crops, is permitted. Both open space easements would need to be 
vacated for development within those areas in conjunction with the 
approval of the Final Maps for the project. Both open space 
easements currently cover agricultural land, which would not require 
substitute mitigation. A small area of oak riparian woodland that is 
located within one of the existing open space easements would be 
preserved within the project’s biological open space. 

 
O3e-115 The comment suggests that there are established fair share 

population targets by community.  This is not the case.  The County 
accommodates its proportion of regional growth as projected by 
SANDAG through the many community plans but General Plan does 
not include a population limit for each community or for the County in 
general. SANDAG regularly updates their population projections to 
reflect changes in jurisdictional land use plans, the regional economy 
and changes in economy.  These changes include, for example, land 
approved for housing that will never be built because of purchases of 
land for open space.  The comment also states that the project is in 
an area remote from community infrastructure.  As noted in the 
FEIR, subchapter 3.1.7, water is available at the property boundary.  
There are several options for providing wastewater treatment. Land 
is designated for a neighborhood park and school, The property is 
located less than one-half mile from the I-15 corridor.  This is much 
the same of the state of infrastructure for the North and South 
Villages.  Those areas have a water supply.  They do not currently 
have wastewater treatment.  Schools already exist but parks must 
be provided or expanded by the village development.  Finally, the 
North and South Villages are located 20 to 30 minutes from a major 
interstate highway depending on the route taken. 
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O3e-116 The FPP and Capabilities Assessment report analyzed both EMS 
and structure fire calls, along with any other type of call, which 
historically occurred in the DSFPD.  The types of calls projected 
from the project are anticipated to follow County wide statistics for 
type of call, number of calls per capita per year (with a higher rate for 
the senior residential and Alzheimer care facility).  Based on those 
numbers, at least 85 percent of the calls will be emergency medical 
response.  A smaller percentage, 3 percent or less, would be 
structure fires.  The options for fire service at the site provide the 
apparatus and staffing needed to respond to any type of call that 
would be anticipated from the project. 

 
 With respect to the residential care facility adding more density with 

respect to trip generation, the trip generation rates for the senior 
citizen community, developed utilizing SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular 
Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, is proportionally 
less than the generation rate shown for other similar types of uses 
as described in Tables 4.3 thru 4.8 of the TIS.  

 
 While the project supports densities up to 24 units per acre, the 

overall project density is 2.9 units per acre. This was calculated by 
dividing the number of units by the number of acres in the project. 
The density identified in the Specific Plan conforms to General Plan 
Policy LU-1.7 Maximum Residential Densities, which states that 
residential density is determined by taking the maximum number of 
dwelling units permitted within the boundaries of any subdivision 
based on the applicable land use designation. Please refer to Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
O3e-117 This comment does not address the environmental analysis provided 

in the project FEIR. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and 
is included in the project’s FEIR for the decision makers to consider. 

O3e-115 
cont. 
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O3e-118 The commenter is concerned that by trucking wastewater in the 

initial phase, it would mean that wastewater for up to 350 dwelling 
units would require trucking. 

 
 Wastewater treatment plants require a minimal continual flow to 

start-up and operate.  Trucking of raw wastewater to an off-site 
treatment facility would occur if the new wastewater treatment plant 
is constructed on-site to serve the first phase of development.  
Trucking of up to the first 100 homes would allow sufficient flows to 
accumulate to operate the new treatment facility.  Once sufficient 
flows to operate the plant have accumulated (up to 100 homes), 
trucking of raw wastewater would cease (subchapter 3.1.7). 

 
 With respect to recycled water, Chapter 3.0 of the FEIR describes 

the recycled water facilities which would be constructed (including a 
pump station to transfer recycled water from the Lower Moosa 
Canyon WRF to the project).  Additionally, Figure 5-2 in Appendix S 
– Wastewater Management Alternatives to the FEIR provides an 
overall exhibit of the proposed recycled water facilities. 
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O3e-119 EIR Appendix S – Wastewater Management Alternatives describes 
the specific treatment processes which would be constructed for 
each alternative.  The appendix also describes that the level of 
treatment will be to Title 22 requirements for unrestricted reuse.  
Also described further in Appendix S, disposal of residual solids 
(whether from the new on-site or the Lower Moosa Canyon WRF) 
will occur via local landfill (as is the current practice at the Lower 
Moosa Canyon WRF). 

 
O3e-120 (a) The overall project density is 2.9 units per acre. This was 

calculated by dividing the number of units (1,746) by the number of 
acres (608) in the project. The density identified in the Specific Plan 
conforms to General Plan Policy LU-1.7 Maximum Residential 
Densities, which states that residential density is determined by 
taking the maximum number of dwelling units permitted within the 
boundaries of any subdivision based on the applicable land use 
designation. Section I.B. of the revised Specific Plan, further 
describes that the actual residential density permitted by the Specific 
Plan is calculated by dividing the residential units contained with the 
“RU” zone (1,371) by the land designated “RU” which equals a 
density of 2.36 du/acre. This is not an overall density, as the 
commenter has stated.   Section I.B. and Table 1 calculate and 
describe that the C34 zone allows for 375 units on 27.8 acres, which 
equals a density of 13.5 du/acre.  Lastly, this comment incorrectly 
references 582.2 acres as part of the yield calculations.  The correct 
acreage for the “RU” zone is 580.2 acres (608 acres minus 27.8 
acres zoned C34 equals 580.2 acres zoned for RU.) 

 
 (b)  The comment incorrectly refers to 23.8 acres as the acreage for 

the C34 zone.  The correct acreage of C34 zone is 27.8 acres.  The 
overall density within this zone is 13.5 du/acre (calculated by dividing 
375 units by 27.8 acres). Please refer to Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
 (c) The 200-bed assisted living facility is not considered a 

“residential” use under County land use policy and thus does not 
meet the criteria to be defined as density.  As explained in Section 
II.B.6.a. in the Specific Plan, “a maximum of 200 group residential 
and/or Group Care units complete with the required group kitchen 
facilities.  Because of the central kitchen this use is classified as a 
“Civic” use and not a “Residential” use, so these units do not count 
against the project density.” 

O3e-119 
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 O3e-120 (cont.) 
 (d):  With respect to the comment that densities such as in the 

project are not comparable to the rural surrounding areas, please 
see subchapter 3.1.4 regarding community character.  The 
community character of both the Valley Center and Bonsall is 
acknowledged as rural communities with relevant goals within each 
community plan addressing interest in preserving the rural character 
of the planning areas. Specifically, Goal 1 of the VCCP Community 
Character Goals is to preserve and enhance the rural character of 
Valley Center. The project is designed consistent with the County’s 
Community Development Model, which contains the highest 
densities in the center of the community, and the lowest densities at 
the edges, along with many different densities and architectural 
styles, integrated into a cohesive community through landscaping, 
trails, and a Town Center to provide community focus.  The Design 
Guidelines and other provisions of the Specific Plan assure that 
monotony in design is avoided. The proposed project further assures 
consistency with relevant policies associated with this goal through 
the requirement for Site Plan review. Additionally, BCP Policy LU-
1.1.1 requires development in the community to preserve the rural 
qualities of the area. Conformance to this policy is reflected through 
the varied land uses proposed within the project site including 
different patterned homes, the maintenance of on-site agriculture 
within biological buffers and common areas, and small village 
commercial centers. Additionally, the project places the highest 
density of homes closest to the center of the site, furthest from 
adjacent agricultural operations. Developing the village in this 
manner would provide housing needs in a compact village design. 

 Please also refer to the response to comment O3e-3 and 
Appendix W. 

 
O3e-121 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 
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O3e-121 (cont.) 
 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.  The mix of 
water to be used to supply potable and landscaping supplies will be 
determined by the VCMWD.  Chapter 3 of the FEIR describes various 
alternatives and analyzes the impacts of each.  Rain barrels will also 
be allowed and encouraged.  The use of either or both systems would 
reduce the cost of water to individual users.   

 
O3e-122 Both districts have provided service availability letters.  With respect 

to the comment that the school district that will serve the project is 
unresolved, it incorrect. As noted in subchapter 3.1.5 of the FEIR, 
Chapter 3, Proposition BB was approved by voters in Fallbrook and 
Bonsall school districts to create a new K-12 district.  A new Bonsall 
high school would be established by the district using existing 
facilities.  The Bonsall Unified School District is composed of four 
schools all of which of could potentially serve the students. 

 
 Approximately 401 acres of the project site are located within the 

VCPUSD.  According to the PFAF, a number of schools could serve 
the project within this school district.  

 
 Ultimately, the provision of school services is the responsibility of the 

school districts. Students would attend schools in the district in which 
they are located if or until a school is built on-site. The districts are 
not obligated to build the school and would make any such 
determination based on need. The school site is being offered to the 
local districts or to potentially a private school.  However, ultimately 
per SB 50, statutory fees are the exclusive means of mitigating 
school impacts.  
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 O3e-122 (cont.) 
 The traffic study (FEIR subchapter 2.3) addressed traffic impacts 

based on current school district boundaries which includes trips 
generated by the proposed school. Section 12.3 of the Traffic Impact 
Study analyzes the traffic impacts that would occur if the school is 
not built, again using current district boundaries. 

 
O3e-123 As discussed in the FEIR subchapter 2.5, the proposed project 

preserves 103.6 acres of natural habitat on-site, consisting mostly of 
wetlands and riparian woodlands. It is anticipated that mitigation for 
wetland impacts will be provided onsite through restoration and 
enhancement.  Mitigation for upland vegetation would be provided 
off-site within the proposed PAMA.  Consistent with the proposed 
North County MSCP, the location would be anywhere in the PAMA 
that supports the appropriate vegetation.  Limiting the mitigation 
location to a specific location may not provide the most benefit to the 
resources being conserved.   

 
O3e-124 The comment that the private roads are not integrated with existing 

land uses in the surrounding areas and the regional transportation 
network.  In particular, the commenter asserts this would mean that 
the circulation system in the project will be closed except for Main 
Street bypass to West Lilac Road.   

 
 The proposed circulation plan for the project is shown in the FEIR, 

Chapter 1.0, Figure 1-7, which shows both on- and off-site road 
improvements.  Regional access to the project would be from West 
Lilac Road that leads directly to the Walter F. Maxwell Memorial 
Bridge over I-15 providing access to this freeway and SR-76. The 
project can be accessed by the public from West Lilac Road and 
Covey Lane.  Main Street provides an alternate route to West Lilac 
Road through the project, allowing that portion of West Lilac Road to 
maintain the existing centerline.  The FEIR also analyzed the issue 
of transportation hazards with respect to the road network design for 
the project, and determined that impacts associated with transporta-
tion hazards would be less than significant. The overall road network 
design for the project would provide adequate ingress and egress for 
residents as well as emergency access and conform to Goal M-4.  
The roads within the project site were designed to accommodate 
emergency vehicles and allow residents to evacuate efficiently if 
necessary (Policy M-4.4) and the project would provide four 
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 O3e-124 (cont.) 
 connecting points to existing roads ensuring that both local and 

surrounding residents have alternate routes (Policy M-4.2) (FEIR, 
Subchapter 2.3.3.3.). The FEIR and Specific Plan, both state that the 
roads within the proposed project are private but are open to use by 
the public.  The only exception to this is the senior community which 
is gated.   

 
 The comment also states that the maps failing to show residential 

private roads in any of the residential phases and the connection of 
the two halves of the Lilac Hills Ranch Road in the vicinity of Covey 
Lane.   

 
 The Specific Plan shows the circulation system necessary for the 

entire project.  The street system for each phase will be designed at 
that time and shown on subsequent implementing tentative maps. 

 
 With respect to the comment about the map that shows a private 

road arrow, the proposed project does show Lilac Hills Ranch Road, 
a private road, crossing an existing legal lot to re-enter the project 
area.  That lot is owned by the project applicant.  It is not included 
within the Specific Plan area, nor is it required to be.  A Specific Plan 
amendment would be needed in the future should the landowner 
desire to add this lot to the Specific Plan. 

 
 With respect to the comment that the request to reclassify from West 

Lilac Road Mobility Element Classification from a 2.2C light collector 
to a 2.2F light collector to divert traffic through their commercial 
center along 'Main Street' without regard to the existing community, 
this is incorrect.  

 
 The proposed change in Mobility Element Designation from Light 

Collector 2.2C to 2.2F will allow the current centerline to be 
maintained. This will reduce impacts to residents with direct access 
to West Lilac Road, maintaining the current nature of that road. The 
County Mobility Element currently classifies West Lilac Road 
between Old Highway 395 and Covey Lane as a Light Collector with 
intermittent turn lanes (2.2C) while the segment between Covey 
Lane and Circle R Road is classified as a Light Collector with 
reduced shoulder (2.2F).  Both the 2.2C and 2.2F standards require 
two 12-foot travel ways and two 12-foot-wide parkways (i.e., the area 
between the curb and the right-of-way).  The 2.2F standard requires 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Organizations-252 

 O3e-124 (cont.) 
 two-foot-wide shoulders while the 2.2C requires shoulders that are 

two to eight feet wide.  A road built to 2.2F standards requires a 
narrower right-of-way which is essential in reducing the impacts of 
road widening on the existing adjacent homes.  The south half of the 
road along the project boundary will be improved to 2.2F standards 
consistent with standard subdivision practice.  A multi-purpose trail 
will be added as discussed in the FEIR and Specific Plan, 
Chapter 2.0, consistent with the Valley Center Community Plan. The 
analysis in the FEIR analyzes this segment of the roadway 
consistent with 2.2.F standards.  Per the FEIR Table 2.3-1, with the  
Mobility Element amendment, all segments of West Lilac Road will 
operate at LOS A-D when the project is built out with the 2.2F 
classification.  (The analysis of West Lilac Road without 
modifications can be found in subchapter 4.8 of the FEIR, Analysis 
of Road Design Alternative.)   

 
 The proposed road system does follow the topography as much as is 

allowed and still be consistent with County road standards. 
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O3e-125 The proposed trail system includes a variety of trails as described in 
the Specific Plan.  The trail system incorporates some of the existing 
dirt roads to minimize the need for new disturbance of natural 
vegetation.  The County Parks and Recreation Department has 
determined that the proposed trail system is acceptable. 

 
O3e-126 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. 

 
 With respect to the comment requesting that the Applicant provide 

the VCCPG the kinds of specific, detailed information necessary for 
a reasoned evaluation, the project’s FEIR includes an executive 
summary, six chapters of environmental analysis and 35 technical 
appendices. 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 FEIR 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 statement also states that none of the issues requiring 

resolution identified in the October 22, 2012 Valley Center 
Community Plan comment letter or the December 10, 2012 Planning 
and Development Services letter to the Applicant have been 
addressed. Both these letters predate the public review period of the 
FEIR. CEQA requires that comments on a draft EIR should focus on 
the sufficiency of the document in identifying an analyzing the 
possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the project’s 
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 significant effects might be avoided or mitigated, especially specific 

alternatives or mitigation measures. (Guidelines 15204(a).)  Since 
the attached letters were written before the FEIR was out for public 
review, the letter goes beyond the scope of CEQA and does not 
raise any environmental issue with respect to this document. 
Therefore, no response is required.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O3e-127 Title and introduction of exhibit is acknowledged. 
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