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O3e-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  The 

responses follow below.  Please also refer to Global Response: 
General Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts Analysis and Appendix W. 

 
 The project proposes and will require a project-specific General Plan 

Amendment (GP 12-001). Specifically, GP 12-001 proposes to: 
(1) amend the regional Land Use Element map to allow a new 
Village, (2) amend the Valley Center Community Plan Map to allow 
Village Residential and Village Core land uses (and revise the 
community plan text to include the project), (3) amend the Bonsall 
Community Plan to allow Village Residential land uses, and 
(4) amend the Mobility Element to reclassify West Lilac Road and 
specify the reclassified road segments at Table M-4 (FEIR, 
Subchapter 1.2.1.1). Such amendment is purely specific to the 
proposed project. Since the General Plan Amendment will not 
amend General Plan principles, goals, objectives or policies, it will 
not necessitate countywide environmental review of the General 
Plan Update adopted on August 11, 2011.  

Letter O3e 

O3e-1 
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O3e-2 The commenter’s overview is acknowledged. Detailed responses to 
individual comments follow. 

 
O3e-3 Please refer to Global Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA 

Impacts Analysis and Appendix W.  In addition, this comment 
mischaracterizes the analysis framework of the FEIR and statements 
found in the FEIR. The FEIR frames the General Plan consistency 
analysis at Subchapter 1.4 under “Environmental Setting,” and 
describes its current land use planning context. (FEIR, Subchapter 
1.4.) Subchapter 1.6 describes the General Plan amendment 
required for approval of the project and that is analyzed by the FEIR.  
The General Plan Regional Land Use Map is proposed to be 
amended to remove the existing regional category and land use 
designation and to redesignate the project area as Village.  

 
 Then subsequently provides detailed analysis of the physical 

environmental impacts that may flow from the GPA in Chapters 2 
and 3, as well as providing a detailed policy inconsistency analysis in 
the Land Use Planning section, Subchapter 3.1.4 (see FEIR, 
Chapter 3.0 and Appendix W)  Thus, the FEIR clearly and 
thoroughly presents analysis of the potential physical environmental 
impacts that would result from project approval and the concomitant 
amendment of the Regional Land Use Element Map to change the 
regional land use category from Semi-Rural to Village.  

 
 The Regional Categories Map and Land Use Maps are graphic 

representations of the Land Use Framework and the related goals 
and policies of the General Plan (Chapter 3.) The County agrees 
that the General Plan and Community Plans are not subordinate to 
the project’s Specific Plan. General Plan Policy LU-1.2 permits new 
villages that are consistent with the community development model 
and meet the requirements set forth therein. Therefore, the language 
in the General Plan clearly allows for future amendments to the Land 
Use Map and Regional Categories Map. Please refer to Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for 
a thorough discussion on related topic. 

 
 The project is amending the General Plan by adding a new Village 

that meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2. Please refer to Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for 
a full discussion relevant to these issues.  

O3e-3 

O3e-2 
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O3e-3 (cont.) 
 The project does not propose to amend any guiding principles, 

goals, objectives, or policies of the San Diego County General Plan 
adopted August 11, 2011. The project proposes and will require a 
project-specific General Plan Amendment (GP 12-001). Specifically, 
GP 12-001 proposes to: (1) amend the regional Land Use Element 
map to allow a new Village, (2) amend the Valley Center Community 
Plan Map to allow Village Residential and Village Core land uses 
(and revise the community plan text to include the project), 
(3) amend the Bonsall Community Plan to allow Village Residential 
land uses, and (4) amend the Mobility Element to reclassify West 
Lilac Road and specify the reclassified road segments at Table M-4. 
(FEIR, subchapter 1.2.1.1). Such amendment is purely specific to 
the proposed project. Since the General Plan Amendment will not 
amend General Plan principles, goals, objectives, or policies, it will 
not necessitate countywide environmental review of the General 
Plan Update adopted on August 11, 2011.   

 
As shown throughout the FEIR and detailed in FEIR Appendix W, 
the project is consistent with all relevant policies of the County 
General Plan and the Valley Center and Bonsall Community Plans. 
The project does not intent to supersede the land use policies 
contained within these documents, but rather creates 
implementation measures.  

 
O3e-4 The project is amending the General Plan by adding new Village that 

meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2. Please refer to Global Response: 
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full 
discussion relevant to these issues.  

 
 The underlying premise of the General Plan is to conserve natural 

resources and develop lands and infrastructure more sustainably in 
the future (General Plan, p.1-16). The General Plan identifies such 
goals and policies that contribute to achieving this premise as listed 
in Table I-1.  The FEIR analyzes whether the project meets all of the 
relevant policies listed in Table I-1, including the “sustainable 
development” linchpin principles of LU-1.2 and the Community 
Development Model, as described in Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1. and in Appendix-W to 
the FEIR.   

 

O3e-3 
cont. 

O3e-4 
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O3e-5 Please refer to the Global Response: Project consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2.  With respect to the projects proposed 
options for wastewater treatment, please refer to the Global 
Response:  Off-Site Improvements - Environmental Analysis and 
Easement Summary Table for details of the easement and right of 
way requirements for each option. 

O3e-4 
cont. 

O3e-5 
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O3e-6 This comment contains a number of statements that are incorrect. 

The logic behind the commenter’s assertion would lead to the 
conclusion that no general plan amendments would be allowed.  
Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 
Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues.  

 
The General Plan on page 2-7 recognizes the need to accommodate 
future growth by planning and facilitating housing in existing and 
planned villages. The General Plan on page 1-15 states that it is 
intended to be a dynamic document and there are numerous policies 
in the General Plan that accommodate planning for future growth, 
such as M-2.1 (require development projects to provide road 
improvements), M-3.1 (require development to dedicate right-of-
way), S-3.1 (require development to be located to provide adequate 
defensibility) and COS-2.2 (requiring development to be sited in 
least biologically sensitive areas). 

 
 

O3e-5 
cont. 

O3e-6 
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O3e-7 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 
General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
O3e-8 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2.  
 
O3e-9 All roads in the vicinity of the project will operate at LOS D or better 

when the project is built out.  See subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR for the 
analysis of the project’s impacts to roads, intersections and Caltrans’ 
facilities and is based on the Traffic Impact Study, attached as 
Appendix E to the FEIR. A complete synopsis of the significant direct 
and cumulative impacts related to the project can be found in 
subchapter 2.3.S.1. Table 2.3-24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a 
mitigation summary for the direct and cumulative impacts, 
respectively, for the project. The VCMWD has adopted a Water 
Supply Assessment and will provide water (Appendix S). The water 
system adequately sized for the project will be constructed as will 
the wastewater infrastructure (see subchapter 3.1.7.) 

 
 Please also refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
 
O3e-10 There is no language in the General Plan that supports the assertion 

that the Community Development Model applies only to existing 
Villages. Also see response to comment O3e-6 above. The project 
proposes to amend the Community Plan adding a third Village.  This 
goal in the Valley Center Community Plan text will be revised to 
indicate that there are three Villages in the community plan. The 
County’s Community Development Model does not dictate the 
number of Villages that may be developed. Rather, it guides new 
Village development into more compact development as a means to 
reduce associated impacts. As discussed in the FEIR subchapter 
3.1.4.2, the project would be consistent with the Community 
Development Model.  See also response to comment O3e-6 above. 

 

O3e-10 

O3e-9 

O3e-8 

O3e-7 

O3e-11 

O3e-12 
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 O3e-10 (cont.) 
 Subchapter 4.1.1.1 of the FEIR analyzed the two sites designated in 

the Valley Center Community Plan for planned villages as an 
alternative project site.  However, these two Villages reflect existing 
land use patterns and are designed to complete the existing 
community.  These two were found to pose many constraints and 
disadvantages relative to the location of the proposed project, 
including encumbered emergency access and evacuation; greater 
potential VMT and associated GHG emissions due to the greater 
distance of these sites from regional facilities (e.g., transportation 
corridors, employment centers and shopping); and substantially 
greater constraints and impacts relative to traffic and required 
roadway improvements (subchapter 4.1.1.1 of the FEIR). Whereas, 
General Plan Policy LU-1.2 permits new villages (like the project) 
that are consistent with the Community Development Model and 
meet the requirements set forth therein.  Please refer to Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for 
a thorough discussion on related topic. 

 
O3e-11 Please refer to comments O3e-6 and O3e-10 above and Global 

Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
 
O3e-12 It is acknowledged that sites surrounding the project will remain at 

their currently designated densities. The commenter’s opinion is 
acknowledged and is included in the project’s FEIR for the decision 
makers to consider.  However, as pointed out by the commenter, the 
approval process of project-specific requests to amend the General 
Plan is not a foregone conclusion and processing will be lengthy. 
See also subchapter 1.8 of the FEIR regarding Growth Inducing 
Impacts.  The project could have the potential to result in adverse 
physical environmental effects due to growth inducement but the 
potential impacts are too speculative for evaluation in this FEIR 
because the specific nature, design and timing of future projects is 
unknown at this time.   
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O3e-13 EIR subchapter 1.8 has been clarified to state that the surrounding 
Property Specific Requests (PSRs) represent that the location of the 
project site can accommodate growth: close to infrastructure, and 
within utility districts. 

 
O3e-14 The comment 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.  

 
O3e-15 The comment states that the size of the project will result in 8 miles 

of edge effects that will threaten surrounding agricultural uses and 
the sprawling shape will also be growth inducing. As discussed in 
FEIR subchapter 2.4.6 or Section 3.4 of the Agricultural Resources 
Report (Appendix H) of the FEIR; the project would include on-site 
biological open space, common open space, and LBZ, as well 
Mitigation Measures 2, 3, and 4, in order to ensure that 
urban/agriculture compatibility conflicts are less than significant. A 
minimum of 50 foot buffer with two rows of orchard trees are 
required at all of the agricultural adjacency (AA) areas regardless of 
the crop type grown within the off-site parcel. In addition to the 50-
foot buffer, most of the AA areas are also required to implement 
fences, Fuel Modification Zone restrictions, and nighttime lighting 
requirements. The FEIR Agricultural Resources Report includes 
mitigation measures 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). 

 
 Regarding growth inducement, subchapter 1.8 of the FEIR was 

revised to conclude that the intensification of land uses on-site could 
encourage intensification in the immediate project vicinity and thus 
be growth inducing. However, potential impacts are too speculative 
for evaluation in the FEIR because the specific nature design and 
timing of future projects are unknown at this time. Any direct and 
cumulative impacts that could be associated with the identified 
growth inducing features of the project would be evaluated at the 
time future projects are identified and processed. 

O3e-13 

O3e-14 

O3e-15 

O3e-16 

O3e-17 

O3e-18 
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 O3e-16 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 
Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on this topic. 

 
O3e-17 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 

Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough disucssion on this topic. 
 
O3e-18 Fire hazard. The FPP evaluated the fire hazard of the area and its 

potential effect on the project as well as the potential increased 
hazard that may result from the proposed project. A wildland Fire 
Behavior Assessment was included in the FPP to provide four worst-
case scenarios for wildland fires. (See Section 3.3.2 of the FPP) As 
a result of the findings of the fire modeling, project design features 
were incorporated into the Project in order to reduce the risk of fire 
hazard, including fuel modification zones, use of ignition resistant 
building materials, and the provision of secondary emergency 
access roads. The project would also meet all fire and building code 
requirements, and an adequate supply of water for fire hydrants was 
deemed available (See Appendix T). The Draft FEIR analyzed each 
of the design features to determine whether the features would 
reduce the risk of exposure of people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death from wildland fires. The FEIR found that 
with the adoption of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1, impacts to wildland 
fires would be reduced to less than significant. (FEIR, subchapter 
2.7.2.4, and subchapter 2.7.3.4 of the FEIR also identified that the 
project’s contribution to a potential cumulative impact would be less 
than cumulatively considerable with respect to wildland fire hazards 
based on implementation of the FPP, associated landscaping plans. 

 
 The Evacuation Plan (FEIR Appendix K) considers both evacuation 

and first responders’ traffic, as shown by it stating the following: 
“[d]uring an emergency evacuation from the proposed Lilac Hills 
Ranch development, the primary and secondary roadways will have 
to be shared with responding emergency vehicles…” As indicated in 
the FEIR subchapter 2.7.6, impacts associated with emergency 
response and evacuation plans would be less than significant and no 
mitigation is warranted. The contingency plan provides that 
evacuations will be implemented in phases based on predetermined 
trigger points, so smaller percentages of the evacuees are on the 
road at the same time. When a wildfire occurs, if it reaches a 
predetermined trigger point, then the population segment located in 
a particularly vulnerable area downwind of that trigger point would be 
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 O3e-18 (cont.) 
 evacuated. Then, when the fire reaches the next trigger point, the 

next phase of evacuation would occur. This would allow smaller 
groups of people and correspondingly fewer vehicles to more freely 
evacuate areas. The Evacuation Plan determined that the location of 
the project and the existing and planned roads provide adequate 
multi-directional primary and secondary emergency evacuation 
routes (Evacuation Plan, page 8). 

 
 The comment asserts that the FPP does not sufficiently address 

structure fires or emergency medical services such that the impact 
and mitigation can be assessed. The Fire Response Capabilities 
Assessment, prepared by Dudek and Hunt, dated May 24, 2014, 
(“Capabilities Assessment”), evaluated three separate response 
scenarios, including a structure fire, a wildland fire with structural 
threat, and a medical aid response. The response routes included 
one from each of the four existing stations providing service to 
DSFPD (Stations No. 11, 12, 13, and 15). ( See Capabilities 
Assessment, attached as an Appendix to the Specific Plan, Section 
2.3, page 50.) In addition, structure fires are included in analyzing 
the call load data and was included in the call volume and is a part of 
the evaluation. The data indicated that a very large volume of 
responses for DSFPD is for medical aid (37%), traffic collisions 
(11%), and cancelled calls (17%). Based on this data, and the 
information presented in the Capabilities Assessment, the FPP 
concluded that DSFPD would have the existing capacity to respond 
to all of these types of expected calls from the proposed Lilac Hills 
Ranch project (see FPP APPENDIX ‘K’ - 2005–2011 Response Data 
for Deer Springs Fire Protection District). (See also Section 4.1 of 
the FPP) Also, the project included design features for new 
development in WUI areas to minimize structural ignitions as well as 
providing adequate access by emergency responders. (See Section 
1.1.2 of the Capabilities Assessment.)  Guidance to mitigate fire 
protection measures and to mitigate structural firefighting risks for 
individual commercial/structure and other public facilities will be 
established in accordance with the requirements of the County 
Consolidated Fire Code and California Building Code. (Section 4.9 of 
the FPP) The County of San Diego and the DSFPD will review all 
proposed building plans for compliance with the requirements of fire 
codes and this Fire Protection Plan. Also the FPP includes specific 
requirements, for commercial, industrial, school, age-restricted 
community, and other public facilities structures on the project site.  
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 O3e-18 (cont.) 
 The comments from DSFPD that are referred to herein do not reflect 

the most recent comment letter provided by DSFPD, dated July 28, 
2014. First, the District states it has the capacity and intent to 
provide service to the Project. DSFPD also states that should the 
County accept the use of Miller Station as meeting the intent of the 
General Plan (see Fire Option 1 in subchapter 2.7 of the FEIR), the 
District will respond to the development under its own response time 
standards of 7 to 9 minutes within the Project. With respect to the 
comment that a new fire station would have to provide emergency 
response within five minutes for not only the Project, but for other 
residents of the District would go beyond any standard that is 
presently required by the County for new development projects. See 
Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a thorough 
discussion regarding General Plan Policy S-6.4 from which the five 
minute standard is derived.  Finally, the Project has conducted an 
analyses with respect to the locations in which a station could be 
sited in order to provide service within the five minute travel time 
standard to the Project. (See Capabilities Assessment.) The Project 
would pay its fair share if the District wanted to conduct a district 
wide study to determine the optimal location of new fire stations to 
serve the entire district. 

 
 The FEIR analyzed response times and their impact on public safety. 

Subchapter 2.7.2.4 of the FEIR concluded that although response 
time from Station 11 to the project would not meet the requirements 
of General Plan Policy S-6.4, the four options identified in the FEIR 
would allow the project to be in compliance with the response times 
of the General Plan. DSFPD also determined that the project 
included additional factors that when considered by the District 
allowed them to determine that adequate service could be provided 
to the project site. Please refer to Global Response: Fire and 
Medical Services. DSFPD concluded that a 7-9 minute response 
time is acceptable to the District to ensure adequate fire services to 
protect health, safety and the general welfare of the community. 
(Project Facility Availability Form attached to Specific Plan.)   

 
 The FEIR also concluded that the increase in personnel and 

expansion of facilities under the four options would not adversely 
affect the environment.  
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O3e-18 (cont.) 
 The comment states that the project is inconsistent with LEED-ND 

Certification standards and that there is no recognized equivalent to 
LEED-ND. Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency 
with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O3e-19 through O3e-22 
 Comments Oe19 through O3e-22 apply the specific requirements for 

LEED-ND to the project. Please refer to Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion 
relevant to these issues. 

O3e-18 
cont. 

O3e-19 
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O3e-19 
cont. 

O3e-20 

O3e-21 

O3e-22 
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O3e-23 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
 
 
 
 
O3e-24 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
 
O3e-25 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
 
 
 
O3e-26 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2.  
 
 
 
 
 
O3e-27 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
 

O3e-22 
cont. 

O3e-23 

O3e-24 

O3e-25 

O3e-26 

O3e-27 
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O3e-28 The project does include ten requests for exceptions to County Road 
Standards as part of this project and are described in Figures 1-4A 
and 1-4B. The purpose of the exceptions being requested are to 
reduce traffic speeds to support traffic calming measures. 

 
 All of the exceptions being requested for the roadway improvements 

were included as part of the project’s circulation design and 
considered as a part of the analysis for each subject area discussion 
within the FEIR. The exceptions would be granted by the County 
where capacity and safety are not unduly affected. (FEIR, 
subchapter 2.3.2.3.)  The proposed roadway exceptions would not 
affect road capacity As detailed in Table 1-2 of Chaper 1 of the 
FEIR, 4 of the 10 proposed roadway exception requests would affect 
design speed. Two of those roads are internal to the project site.  

 
 Subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR provides the analysis of the project’s 

impacts to roads, intersections and Caltrans’ facilities and is based 
on the Traffic Impact Study, attached as Appendix E to the FEIR. A 
complete synopsis of the Significant Direct and Cumulative impacts 
related to the Project can be found in subchapter 2.3.S.1. Table 2.3-
24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a mitigation summary for the direct and 
cumulative impacts, respectively, for the project. There are two 
significant and unavoidable impacts to County roadways. The 
remaining significant and unavoidable impacts are to Caltrans 
facilities. Significant impacts to County roads include: the segment of 
Pankey Road, between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76 (identified in the 
FEIR as Impact TR-16) and the segment of Gopher Canyon Road 
between E. Vista Way to Little Gopher Canyon Road (identified in 
the FEIR as Impact TR-12). Mitigation for these road segements is 
determined infeasible, as discussed in section 6.4 of Appendix E of 
the FEIR, because the cost to construct the improvement is not 
roughly proportional to the impact of the project. Mitigation measures 
must be roughly proportional to the environmental impacts caused 
by the project. These significant and unmitigable impacts are fully 
disclosed in the FEIR for consideration by the Board of Supervisors. 
In addition, the segment of Pankey Road is currently required to be 
improved to the Mobility Element Road Classification of 4.2B as a 
condition of the previously approved Campus Park and Meadowood 
projects. While the General Plan has a desired LOS standard for 
Mobility Element roads, the General Plan does not prohibit projects 
from having significant and unmitigable impacts on County 
 

O3e-27 
cont. 

O3e-28 
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 O3e-28 (cont.) 
 roadways. 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. A number of 
exceptions pertain to the roundabouts that are proposed along W. 
Lilac Road and Main Street. The roundabouts help to calm traffic, 
improve safety, and increase roadway capacity, thereby enhancing 
the comfort and safety of both cyclists and pedestrians. 

 
 The resulting effects on roadway capacity of each of the design 

exceptions are also described in the TIS. All of the exceptions being 
requested for the roadway improvements, were included as part of 
the project’s circulation design and considered as a part of the 
analysis for each subject area discussion within the FEIR. None of 
the proposed exception requests to road standards would affect the 
capacity of the roadways, including Mountain Ridge Road in which it 
was concluded that Mountain Ridge Road could accommodate the 
project’s 1,190 ADT. (Subchapter 1.2.3 of the TIS, attached as 
Appendix E.) 

 
 The project also includes a Road Design Alternative in Chapter 4.0 

of the FEIR that evaluates the proposed project without each of the 
exception requests. Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will decide 
whether to approve the proposed project or pick and chose from the 
excetion requests analysized in the alternative. 

 
 The project includes a General Plan Amendment to the Mobility 

Element to downgrade the segment of West Lilac Road from New 
Road 3 to Main Street from a 2.2C to a 2.2F road, addressed in 
subchapter 1.6 of the FEIR (See also subchapter 2.3, Traffic with 
respect to West Lilac Road and Road 3). Under the General Plan 
Build-out condition (see FEIR, subchapter 2.3.3.2), an amendment 
to Table M-4 would also be required because the reduction of West 
Lilac Road from a 2.2C to a 2.2F would result in West Lilac Road 
operating below acceptable levels of service. As described under 
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 O3e-28 (cont.) 
 Goal M‐2, there are instances where the County considers it more 

appropriate to retain a road classification that could result in a LOS 
E/F rather than increase the number of travel lanes where the 
County has determined that the adverse impacts of adding travel 
lanes does not justify the resulting benefit of increased traffic 
capacity. These instances are based on criteria established under 
Policy M‐2.1. 

 
 West Lilac Road is being proposed to be added to Table M-4 and 

exempt from LOS standards because improvements to General Plan 
standards of 2.2C would adversely affect active agricultural 
operations and mature oak woodland habitat. Additionally, the 
improvement of West Lilac Road to 2.2C width would require the 
condemnation of private land on the northern side of West Lilac 
Road. West Lilac Road would be improved in compliance with the 
County Public Road Standards, unless road exceptions are granted 
by the County. The section of West Lilac Road proposed to be 
downgraded to a 2.2F Mobility Element road will operate at LOS D or 
better in every scenario except with Road 3 as shown on the current 
Mobility Element. As noted in the TIS, Section 9.2.3, SANDAG has 
purchased the 902 acre Rancho Lilac property, through which Road 
3 runs for permanent biological open space. Therefore, is would be 
unlikely that Road 3 would be constructed in this location. (See 
FEIR, subchapter 2.3,Traffic.) 
 

 With respect to TIF fees, said fees are established by the County 
and are assessed in order for developers to pay their fair share for 
cumulative impacts to roadway network when warranted.  
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O3e-29 The comment asserts that the roadway exceptions are being 

requested for the reasons listed in the comment. The purpose of the 
exception requests are to avoid impacts to surrounding properties 
and to support traffic calming measures. See response to comment 
O3e-28 above. See also Global Response: Project Consistency with 
General Plan Policy LU-1.2.  

 
O3e-30 Please refer to response to comment O3-28, above. 
 
 A complete synopsis of the Significant Direct and Cumulative 

impacts related to the traffic impacts of the Project can be found in 
subchapter 2.3.S.1. Table 2.3-24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a 
mitigation summary for the direct and cumulative impacts, 
respectively, for the project. There are two significant and 
unavoidable impacts to County roadways. The remaining significant 
and unavoidable impacts are to Caltrans facilities. Significant 
impacts to County roads include: the segment of Pankey Road, 
between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76 (identified in the FEIR as 
Impact TR-16) and the segment of Gopher Canyon Road, between 
E. Vista Way to Little Gopher Canyon Road(identified in the FEIR as 
Impact TR-12) . Mitigation for these road segements is determined 
infeasible, as discussed in section 6.4 of Appendix E of the FEIR, 
because the cost to construct the improvement is not roughly 
proportional to the impact of the project. Mitigation measures must 
be roughly proportional to the environmental impacts caused by the 
project. These significant and unmitigable impacts are fully disclosed 
in the FEIR for consideration by the decision maker. In addition, the 
segment of Pankey Road is currently required to be improved to the 
Mobility Element Road Classification of 4.2BWhile the General Plan 
has a desired LOS standard for Mobility Element road, the General 
Plan does not prohibit projects from having significant and 
unmitigable impacts on County roadways.  

O3e-29 

O3e-30 

O3e-31 

O3e-32 
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 O3e-30 (cont.) 
 The cost of improving Mobility Element roads is not passed on to the 

taxpayer. The project applicant will mitigate direct impacts through 
construction of improvements as noted in the FEIR, Chapter 1.0 and 
as required through mitigation measures in subchapter 2.3. 
Cumulative impacts will be mitigated through the payment of TIF, 
whenever available and feasible to mitigate the cumulative impacts. 
Table 2.3-24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a mitigation summary for the 
direct and cumulative impacts, respectively, for the project as related 
to traffic by equivalency dwelling units (EDUs). If any impacts cannot 
be mitigated, the FEIR has fully informed the decision maker of such 
fact for their consideration. 

 
O3e-31 Please refer to the Global Response: Easemensts (Covey Lane and 

Mountain Ridge Roads) for a thorough discussion on this topic. 
 
O3e-32 The commenter raises a concern about project fire response times. 

Please refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a 
thorough discussion on related topic. 
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O3e-33 The FEIR (subchapter 3.1.7.1.) described several alternatives for 
treatment of wastewater, both on and offsite as requested by 
VCMWD. The project applicant would implement one of the options 
for wastewater treatment as approved by the VCMWD.  

 
 With respect to the comment related to having sufficient right of way 

to construct the sewer force main or recycled water lines, a fourth 
alternative pipeline location has been added to Appendix S of the 
FEIR (Wastewater Management Alternatives Report). This 
alternative would utilize public road rights-of-way along Covey Lane 
(upon acceptance of the IODs ), West Lilac Road and Circle R Road 
to reach the Lower Moosa Wastewater Treatment Facility. This 
alternative does not have any new impacts to undisturbed land 
because the pipeline would be located within existing roadways. This 
alternative would require the County acceptance of an existing IOD 
and grant additional right of way. FEIR subchapters 1.2.1.7 and 
3.1.7.2 have been revised after receipt of public review comments to 
clarify that additional alternative routes for sewer lines have been 
considered and analyzed. Locating the pipeline along a public road 
right of way is consistent with VCMWD Administrative Regulations 
Sec. 200.4 provides that under normal circumstances, sewer and 
water lines are to be located in a maintained roadway. 

 
 With respect to the comment regarding the lack of legal viability of 

the other options because of lack of right of way, VCMWD has 
stated that in order for the project to use three of the four routes 
additional right-of-way may need to be secured.  VCMWD 
Administrative Regulations Sec. 200.3[d] provides that properties 
requiring an offsite line extension that do not have adequate 
easements to extend water lines may petition the VCMWD Board of 
Directors to initiate proceedings to acquire the easements through 
eminent domain. Ultimately it is in the discretion of the Board of 
Director’s to decide whether to initiate proceedings to acquire the 
easements. California law also grants local public agencies the 
ability to impose conditions on private development requiring the 
construction of public improvements located within land not owned 
by the developer. (See Government Code Section 66462.5) 
Therefore none of the four alternatives are infeasible because of 
easement restrictions in that such rights may be legally obtained. 

O3e-34 

O3e-32 
cont. 

O3e-33 
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 O3e-34 Regarding project consistency with the General Plan ten guiding 
principles, all of the goals and policies of the General Plan are based 
upon the ten guiding principles that are set forth in Chapter 2 of the 
General Plan. (General Plan, pp.-6) The FEIR analyzes whether the 
project meets the ten guiding principles by its analysis of the 
appropriate policies that implement those principles throughout each 
of the subchapters of the FEIR and in Appendix W to the FEIR. 
Please also refer to Global Response: General Plan Amendment 
CEQA Impacts Analysis and Appendix W. (See also FEIR, 
Chapter 3.0.) Also see response to comments O3e-35 through O3e-
46, below. 
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O3e-35 The proposed project does comply with Guiding Principle one in that 
it would help contribute to the County-wide need for housing. 
Although the ccommenter notes that Valley Center already 
accommodates increases in population as forecasted under the 
current General Plan, the County population forecast model was 
intended to forecast population at a regional scale, and did not 
consider individual property boundaries or individual property 
constraints. The model identified the number of future residential 
units that would be allowed at build-out according to the proposed 
land use map and derived the forecasted population for the various 
community plan areas.  (County of San Diego’s General Plan 
Update Final Program EIR, Section 1.13.1, page 1-27 which page is 
incorporated by reference into this response.) In other words, the 
population of the various community planning areas were theoretical 
projected at build out but no adjustments were made for actual 
physical constraints (such as setbacks, slope, terrain, water 
availability, and other physical limitations) or constraints related to 
actual market availablity of land parcels. The numbers and actual 
location of growth are not certain in that it is impossible to anticipate 
all the circumstances that can affect development nor the reduction 
of units that may result due to such constraints. Actual development 
in any city or county is a result of market forces, population growth 
(including birth rates and immigration) as well as phsyical 
constraints, availablity of resources and other federal , state and 
local regulations. The County has only limited control over growth 
and cannot control external factors such as market demands and the 
intent of individual property owners, businesses and citizens.  While 
population growth and associated development through the horizon 
year of the General Plan can be considered reasonably foreseable, 
potential development on any particular parcel is not certain at a 
general plan level. In fact the North and South Villages of the Valley 
Center Community Plan were found to pose a number of constraints 
and limitations as described in comment C1c-6. 

 
 Although the General Plan has directed growth to certain areas 

within the community planning areas of Valley Center, General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2 provides flexibility to the General Plan to 
accommodate population increases as necessary in a manner that 
meets the requirements of the Sustainable Communities Strategy of 
the General Plan. (consistent with Assembly Bill 32) The General 
Plan clearly allows for future amendments to the Land Use Map and 

O3e-34 
cont. 

O3e-35 
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 O3e-35 (cont.) 
 Regional Categories Map and is intended to be a dynamic document 

and provides that amendments will be reviewed to ensure that the 
change is in the public interest and would not be detrimental to 
public, health, safety, and welfare. (General Plan, page 1-15) Please 
refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan 
Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues. 

 
 The 2050 RTP and the SCS, which is incorporated into the RTP, is 

based upon principles of sustainability and smart growth. Smart-
growth development incorporates a number of principles including: 
preserving open spaces, ecological resources and agricultural land; 
locating mixed land uses in close proximity to one another; providing 
a variety of housing types, densities and levels of affordability, and 
compact building footprints to minimize land consumption and 
maximize energy efficiency; designing distinctive, attractive 
communities, and neighborhoods for pedestrian activity; and 
providing a broad range of mobility options to improve community 
health, conserve energy, and reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions. The 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) seeks to 
better link jobs, homes, and major activity centers by enabling more 
people to use transit and to walk and bike, efficiently transport 
goods, and provide fast, convenient, and effective transportation 
options for all people (2050 Regional Transportation Plan, available 
at http://www.sandag.org/uploads/2050RTP/F2050rtp_all.pdf and 
incorporated herein by reference). 
 

 The County’s General Plan is also based upon the same principles 
of developing lands and infrastructure more sustainably in the future 
and conserving natural resources. (General Plan, p.1-16) The 
General Plan identifies the goals and policies that contribute to 
achieving these principles and are listed in Table I-1. The FEIR 
analyzed whether the project met all of the relevant policies listed in 
Table I-1, including the principles of LU-1.2 and the Community 
Development Model.  
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 O3e-35 (cont.) 
 The project carries out the intent of the SCS and is consistent with 

the County’s related General Plan policies. The project locates 
higher density and mixed use development where infrastructure can 
be provided. It will provide reclaimed water that can be used for 
many non-potable purposes, reducing reliance on potable water 
supplies. It will provide a town center with commercial and 
employment opportunities potentially reducing the need for 
surrounding residents to travel by automobile several miles to the 
closest neighborhood center. The Project is a compact walkable 
community providing neighborhood serving commercial uses within 
one-half mile of all residents. Besides sidewalks, residents and the 
public will have access to 16 miles of trails that connect the 
commercial areas, residential areas, school and park creating 
pedestrian friendly commercial centers and development. (See 
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2.) The FEIR shows impacts on agriculture will be mitigated by the 
preservation of off-site agricultural land. The project incorporates 
mitigation measures and project design features to assure the 
protection of agricultural operations. Specifically, on-site prime and 
statewide importance soils that would be converted to non-
agricultural uses would be mitigated through the purchase of 
agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio. Additionally, 42.2 
acres of agricultural buffers and agricultural open space are included 
as part of the project design, and ongoing agricultural cultivation 
would be allowed to continue in these areas. (Subchapter 2.4.6 of 
the FEIR) Impacts associated with biological resources would be 
reduced to less than significant. The property is not located within a 
proposed Pre-Approved Mitigation Area and impacts to upland 
vegetation will be mitigated through the dedication of appropriate 
habitat. (Subchapter 2.5 of the FEIR.) Impacts on GHG emission will 
be less than significant. (Subchapter 3.1.2.1 of the FEIR.)  The 
average trip length for people in this project will be 7.6 to 8.25 miles. 
(Chen Ryan 2014-TIS) The average trip length throughout the entire 
community planning area is 8.25 miles. When the project is 
combined with the community planning area, the average trip length 
is reduced to 8.17 due to the inclusion of local services in closer 
proximity than existing. 
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 O3e-35 (cont.) 
 Please note that SANDAG’s SCS, including the forecasted 

development pattern, is not intended to regulate the use of land, as 
explicitly provided by the California Legislature when enacting SB 
375. Rather, pursuant to Government Code section 65080(b)(2)(K), 
the SCS does not regulate the use of land; does not supersede the 
exercise of the land use authority of cities and counties within its 
region; and, does not require that a city’s or county’s land use 
policies and regulations, including its general plan, be consistent 
with it. 

 
 Please refer to Respons O9-36 and O9-37. 
 
 The comment asserts that this project will eliminate the need for 

1,746 homes that would otherwise have been built in a city. There is 
no support or documentation for this assertion. SANDAG projects 
the need for 388,000 new homes of all types in all areas of the 
county (including cities) by 2050. The project will provide a very 
small portion of these homes. See Table 3.2 – 2050 Regional 
Growth Forecast Projections, available at 
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/2050RTP/F2050rtp_all.pdf, which is 
incorporated herein by this reference. 
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O3e-36 and O3e-37 
 Section 4.1 of the TIS (attached Appendix X to the FEIR) describes 

the commercial center as consisting of commercial retail uses which 
may include a 25,000 square foot general store-local serving, small 
scale and boutique style specialty retail – nothing of the nature that 
would raise the issue of blight as suggested by the commenter. Also, 
it is unlikely that the proposed project would pull commercial uses 
from other existing commercial areas, the FEIR, subchapter 2.3, and 
Table 2.3-10, shows a maximum of 920 trips on any segment of 
Camino Del Rey at project buildout. With two phases of the project 
built, prior to any commercial within the project, less than 300 trips 
are added to any segment of Camino Del Rey (TIS Table 5.7). In 
short, very few residents are driving to Bonsall with or without onsite 
commercial uses. In the town of Valley Center, the project only adds 
80 trips to Valley Center Road between Woods Valley Road and 
Lilac Road at build out (TIS Table 5.3). This is the location of the 
North and South Villages. In short, few project residents will be 
driving to the commercial areas in central Valley Center.  

 
 While economic and social effects ordinarily need not be discussed 

in an EIR, physical changes, such as blight, are secondary impacts 
that must be analyzed if they are significant. The potential for 
commercial uses in the project blighting other parts of the community 
planning areas is too speculative. The commercial uses intended for 
the project will be sized to meet the needs of the project. The 
Specific Plan design guidelines for the Town Center and 
Neighborhood Centers specifically exclude big box type commercial 
uses within the project area. In addition, the lead agency is not 
obligated to assess indirect impacts resulting from urban decay 
merely because the project includes a commercial center and 
therefore no economic study is required by CEQA. (Melom v. City of 
Madera (2010) 183 Cal.App4th 41.) The project does not include a 
supercenter and the commercial uses would not have hours of 
operation or traffic concerns that would be similar to these types of 
uses. No substantial evidence has been presented by the 
commenter. 

 
 

O3e-35 
cont. 

O3e-36 

O3e-37 

O3e-38 
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 O3e-38 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with 
Guiding Principle 2, raising specific concerns about infrastructure, 
compact development and feathering. The project is amending the 
General Plan by adding a new Village in accordance with the criteria 
of Policy LU-1.2. See Global Response: Project Consistency with 
General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a more detailed discussion on these 
topics. 

 
 The project includes several methods of transitioning from the 

denser uses onsite to the less dense uses surrounding the property. 
These include the use of the biological open space to separate the 
project from adjacent uses and buffers where adjacent to existing 
agricultural areas. The Specific Plan also requires the use of wider 
lots and certain grading techniques to further separate the project 
from adjacent uses. The Project is anchored by a pedestrian-
oriented, mixed-use Town Center that includes high-density 
residential, commercial and professional offices, various private and 
public facilities, a park and the community trails. Compact residential 
neighborhoods radiate out from the Town Center towards the Project 
perimeter and support several small parks and the community trails. 
Neighborhood centers include clusters of attached homes, 
commercial and professional uses, a 13-acre public park and the 
community trails. The Project perimeter transitions to surrounding 
semi-rural areas by featuring: wider, ranchette-style lots, a 50-foot 
wide orchard-planted buffer, a 104 acre natural preserve, and the 
community trails. The road network is densest at the Town Center 
and there are over sixteen miles of landscaped, lighted, and signed 
multi-use community trails stitching every part of the community 
together and connecting to county regional trails. (See Specific Plan, 
Part V.B., pp. v-7 to v-9.) 
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  O3e-38 (cont.) 
 The comment also refers to the existing Villages that are designated 

in the Bonsall and Valley Center Community Plans as “village cores” 
within the community development model and contends that the 
project will destroy these existing Villages’ design and complaince 
with the Community Development Model. The General Plan allows 
for the designation of new villages that meet the criteria of LU-1.2. 
The project will have little impact on either town as is documented by 
the number of trips that will be added to the roads. (See response to 
comments O3e-36 and O3e-37, above.) 
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O3e-39 With respect to the comment that the proposed project fails to 
analyze the impact of the Project on the existing and proposed 
central Village economy and character, the project is located 10-12 
miles away from the town centers of Valley Center and Bonsall. The 
project will have little impact on either town as is documented by the 
number of trips that will be added to roads. The FEIR, subchapter 
2.3, Table 2.3-10, shows a maximum of 920 trips on any segment of 
Camino Del Rey at project buildout. With two phases of the project 
built, prior to any commercial within the project, less than 300 trips 
are added to any segment of Camino Del Rey (TIS Table 5.7). In 
short, very few residents are driving to Bonsall with or without onsite 
commercial uses. In the town of Valley Center, the project only adds 
80 trips to Valley Center Road between Woods Valley Road and 
Lilac Road at build out (TIS Table 5.3). This is the location of the 
North and South Villages. In short, few project residents will be 
driving to the commercial areas in central Valley Center.  

 
 Section 4.1 of the TIS describes the commercial center as 

consisting of commercial retail uses which may include a 25,000 
square foot general store-local serving, small scale and boutique 
style specialty retail nothing of the nature that would raise the issue 
of blight as may be suggested by the commenter. The potential for 
commercial uses in the project blighting other parts of the 
community planning areas is too speculative. The commercial uses 
intended for the project will be sized to meet the needs of the 
project. The Specific Plan design guidelines for the Town Center 
and Neighborhood Centers specifically exclude big box type 
commercial uses within the project area. In addition, the lead 
agency is not obligated to assess indirect impacts resulting from 
urban decay merely because the project includes a commercial 
center and therefore no economic study is required by CEQA. The 
project does not include a supercenter and the commercial uses 
would not have hours of operation or traffic concerns that would be 
similar to these types of uses. (See Melom v. City of Madera (2010) 
183 Cal.App4th 41.)  

 
 

O3e-39 

O3e-40 

O3e-41 

O3e-42 
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 O3e-39 (cont.) 
 The commenter raises concern about the project dividing an 

established community. As the FEIR discusses the project will not 
divide an established community (FEIR, subchapter 3.2.4) because 
the project site is at the western edge of Valley Center and does not 
serve as a connecting point between community areas. The 
roadways on-site provide access to the on-site uses but do not 
provide a connection between community areas. Since the project 
does not serve as a connection point between community areas, the 
project would not significantly disrupt or divide an established 
community. However, the FEIR, subchapter 3.2.4 has been clarified 
after public review to explain that the project site is currently a mix of 
undeveloped open space, agricultural uses and rural residences. 
The project site is located along the western fringe of the rural 
community of Valley Center. On site, the project consists of rural 
residential uses and agricultural land. Although the proposed Project 
would not divide an established community, the project addressed its 
relationship to existing and planned land uses with adjacent 
properties. Subchapter 3.1.4.2 evaluated the project’s compatibility 
with surrounding off-site land uses and the project’s internal 
compatibility with existing and planned land uses on site. 
Compliance with the goals and policies of both Valley Center and 
Bonsall community plans are detailed in the General Plan 
Consistency Analysis (see Appendix W) and in subchapter 3.1.4.2. 
Compliance with the project’s design guidelines and other provisions 
of the Specific Plan assures the project’s compatibility with the 
adjacent off-site land uses and within the project. Overall, the project 
is consistent with the relevant policies of both the Bonsall 
Community and Valley Center Community Plans and land use 
impacts associated with policy inconsistencies would be less than 
significant. 
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 O3e-40 The project would not result in significant impacts to biological 
resources. The property is not located within a proposed Pre-
Approved Mitigation Area and impacts to upland vegetation will be 
mitigated through the dedication of appropriate habitat. (Subchapter 
2.5 of the FEIR.) The project design incorporates the preservation of 
104.1 acres of open space, the on-site creation of 6.0 acres of 
wetland habitat for wildlife use, and the enhancement of 12 acres of 
existing disturbed riparian habitat to native riparian habitat for wildlife 
use. See FEIR, subchapter 2.5 and Biological Resources Report, 
Section 8.0 and Table 10. 

 
 The biological open space being preserved on the project site 

conserves the local important wildlife corridors. See Figures 14a and 
14b of the FEIR, subchapter 2.5 and Biology Resource Report. In 
addition, see Section 8.0 and Table 10 for a summary of impacts and 
mitigation measures. Mitigation measures will protect raptor foraging 
habitat, will restore, enhance, and maintain open space subject to a 
reviewed Resource Management Plan, funded through an 
endowment or community facilities district, will enhance and create 
wetlands, under the jurisdiction of local, state, and federal resource 
agencies, and will include a Revegetation Plan, with numeric 
success criteria, and subject to local, state, and federal review and 
approval prior to issuance of wetland and the first and all subsequent 
grading permits. The FEIR shows impacts on agriculture will be 
mitigated by the preservation of off-site agricultural land. The project 
incorporates mitigation measures and project design features to 
assure the protection of agricultural operations. Specifically, on-site 
prime and statewide importance soils that would be converted to 
non-agricultural uses would be mitigated through the purchase of 
agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio. Additionally, 42.2 
acres of agricultural buffers and agricultural open space are included 
as part of the project design, and ongoing agricultural cultivation 
would be allowed to continue in these areas. (Subchapter 2.4.6 of 
the FEIR.)  

 
 Grading for the project maintains the overall general contour of the 

property, requiring 2,300 cubic yards of grading per home, which 
would require a minor grading permit on an individual lot basis. This 
is consistent with projects of this size. Private roads are used that 
reduce grading by reducing the design speeds and overall 
development foot print, and following the contours of the property.  
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 O3e-40 (cont.) 
 The FEIR includes conceptual grading plans showing how the 

grading would adhere to existing landforms and contours. The 
project Grading Plan is at FEIR Figure 1-15. 

 
 The Specific Plan, Ch. III, Section G, includes guidelines for grading 

all areas of the project beginning on page III-51. Grading in all 
phases, including off-site improvements, would comply with these 
Landform Grading Guidelines as contained in the Specific Plan, 
which will include the blending and rounding of slopes, roadways, 
and pads to reflect the existing surrounding contours and undulating 
slopes, replicating the natural terrain. Therefore the project’s grading 
would conform to the natural contours of the land and would not 
substantially alter the profile of the site as shown by the grading 
cross-sections included as Figure 68 in the Specific Plan. In addition, 
approximately 99.7 percent of the RPO ‘steep slopes’ are avoided. 
All graded areas will be landscaped with drought tolerant plantings 
that are compatible with the surrounding environment as well as the 
theme of the project. 

 
 No more than 50 acres of the project site will be actively graded at 

any one time. See FEIR, Table 1-4 for grading phasing. Please refer 
to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of project 
consistency with General Plan Land Use policies.  
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 O3e-41 The project accounts for the physical constraints and natural hazards 
of the land. With respect to grading, the overall shape of the land 
would remain intact as shown by the grading cross-sections included 
as Figure 68 in the Specific Plan. Grading in all phases, including off-
site improvements, would comply with the Landform Grading 
Guidelines contained in the Specific Plan which will include the 
blending and rounding of slopes, roadways, and pads to reflect the 
existing surrounding contours by undulating slopes and replicating 
the natural terrain. The FEIR includes conceptual grading plans 
showing how the grading would adhere to existing landforms and 
contours. (See also response to comment O3e-40, above.) With 
respect to other physical constraints and natural hazards: 
approximately 91 percent of the RPO ‘steep slopes’ are avoided and 
flood prone areas within the project are located in open space. The 
Fire Protection Plan analyzes the potential fire safety issues of the 
project area and Includes detailed fire prevention measures that 
have been incorporated into the project design. In addition a 50 to 
100 foot wide fuel modification zone is provided around the internal 
perimeter of the property and along natural open space areas as 
required by the Fire Protection Plan. Additional measures are 
included to ensure that safety is not compromised in those areas in 
which the 100 feet wide fuel modification zone is not met and require 
the approval of the Fire District. (see, FEIR Figure 1-6), Ignition 
resistant construction provides additional safety. 
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 O3e-42 The project is consistent with Guiding Principle 6 by enhancing the 
connectivity of the County’s transportation network and provides a 
transportation system that supports public transportation. The 
Project’s circulation network was designed to accommodate the 
public traveling from the adjacent public road system while 
maintaining the rural atmosphere and rural theme of the surrounding 
Community. The project will make improvements to widen West Lilac 
Hills Road . Although the transportation system in the 
unincorporated areas of the County will rely primarily on the public 
road network, the Specific Plan reserves a site for a future transit 
stop in the Town Center that could be utilized when the Community 
reaches a point in its development in which the NCTD system will be 
able to provide transit service. The project includes a Transit 
Demand Management Plan that ensures project linkage to the 
regional transit system through implementation of an interim plan 
and through long-term coordination with regional transportation 
agencies. In addition, the TDM includes an interim transit service to 
transport residents to the nearest transit stop until the NCTD 
establishes a transit route to the Project. 

 
 The comment states that the project would build roads to degraded 

standards, have degraded emergency ingress and egress for fire, 
law enforcement and evacuation in event of fire, and detract from 
community development patterns in the existing central Villages. The 
comment also states that the project does not have assurances that 
commercial amenities, schools, and parks will be built until phase 3, 
there are not easement rights for required ingress and egress to 
planned homes, the project’s request to downgrade a portion of 
West Lilac Road from a 2.2.C circulation Element road to a 2.2.F 
Circulation element road would undermine existing connectivity. 

 
 With respect to roads being built to degraded standards. All of the 

exceptions being requested for the roadway improvements were 
included as part of the project’s circulation design and considered as 
a part of the analysis for each subject area discussion within the 
FEIR. See response to comment O3e-28, above. 

 
 The project includes a General Plan Amendment to the Mobility 

Element to downgrade the segment of West Lilac Road from 
Running Creek Road (Road 3) to Main Street from a 2.2C to a 2.2F 
road, addressed in subchapter 1.6 of the FEIR (See also subchapter 
2.3, Traffic with respect to West Lilac Road and Road 3).  
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O3e-42 (cont.) 
 An amendment to Table M-4 would also be required because the 

reduction of West Lilac Road from a 2.2C to a 2.2F would result in 
West Lilac Road operating below acceptable levels of service (in the 
General Plan build-out scenario). West Lilac Road is being proposed 
to be added to Table M-4 and exempt from LOS standards because 
improvements to General Plan standards of 2.2C would adversely 
affect active agricultural operations and mature oak woodland 
habitat. Additionally, the improvement of West Lilac Road to 2.2C 
width would require the condemnation of private land on the northern 
side of West Lilac Road. West Lilac Road would be improved in 
compliance with the County Public Road Standards, unless road 
exceptions are granted by the County. The section of West Lilac 
Road proposed to be downgraded to a 2.2F Mobility Element road 
will operate at LOS D or better in every scenario except with Road 3 
as shown on the current Mobility Element. As noted in the TIS, 
Section 9.2.3, SANDAG has purchased the 902 acre Rancho Lilac 
property, through which Road 3 runs for biological open space. 
Therefore, is would be unlikely that Road 3 would be constructed in 
this location. 

 
 With respect to emergency ingress and egress being degraded, the 

FEIR analyzed the issue of transportation hazards with respect to 
the road network design for the Project, and determined that impacts 
associated with transportation 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 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 Evacuation 
Plan examined the existing and the Project’s planned roads and 
determined that it would provide adequate multi-directional primary 
and secondary emergency evacuation routes. 

 
 With respect to detracting from community development patterns in 

the existing central Villages, it is noted that the General Plan has 
directed growth to certain areas within the community planning areas 
of Valley Center and Bonsall for development, General Plan Policy 

O3e-42 
cont. 
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 O3e-42 (cont.) 
 LU-1.2 provides a degree of flexibility to the General Plan to 

accommodate additional population increases as necessary in a 
manner that meets the requirements of the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy of the General Plan (consistent with Assembly Bill 32) 
(County of San Diego General Plan, adopted August 3, 2011, pp 2-7 
through 2-9, which pages are incorporated herein by this reference.) 
The General Plan clearly allows for future amendments to the Land 
Use Map and Regional Categories Map and is intended to be a 
dynamic document and provides that amendments will be reviewed 
to ensure that the change is in the public interest and would not be 
detrimental to public, health, safety, and welfare. (County of San 
Diego General Plan, adopted August 3, 2011, page 1-15, which 
page is incorporated herein by reference.) General Plan Policy LU-
1.2 permits new villages that are consistent with the Community 
development model and meet the requirements set forth therein. 
Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 
Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W for a thorough discussion on 
related topic. 

 
 The comment is correct in that the commercial amenities, schools 

and parks will be built with phase 3. However, even though the 
project phasing provides flexability, the project requires the 
implementation of each of the mitigation measures identified in the 
FEIR by either phase, building permit issuance or other applicable 
measurement that will ensure construction and provision of services 
commensurate with development impacts. ( For instances, Table 
2.3-24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a mitigation summary for the direct 
and cumulative impacts, respectively, for the project as related to 
traffic by EDUs.)  Therefore the project will be required to build the 
infrastructure needed to serve the project when the project requires 
such facility, such as in the case of the public parks. The project will 
dedicate a public park (P7) to the County and provide the amenities 
in accordance with the County’s Park Lands Dedication Ordinance. 
An interim park will be provided after a period of time has lapsed as 
described in the Specific Plan. With respect to schools, the project 
will be required to pay the appropriate fees at building permit 
issuance. If any impacts cannot be mitigated by the construction of 
the needed infrastructure, the FEIR has fully informed the decision 
maker of such fact for their consideration.   
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 O3e-42 (cont.) 
 With respect to the commercial center, the commenter is correct in 

that there is no requirement that all phases of the project will be 
constructed at a certain point in the project or that the town center be 
operational within a specific period of time. Please refer to comment 
C1c-173.  
 

 With respect to the comment that there are not easement rights for 
required ingress and egress to planned homes, please refer to 
Global Responses: Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge 
Roads) and the Off-site Improvements - Environmental Analysis and 
Easement Summary Table regarding rights-of-way included in these 
response to comments.  
 

O3e-43 The comment states that the project does not provide any support 
that the project meets the requirements of sustainable development. 
The underlying premise of the General Plan is to conserve natural 
resources and develop lands and infrastructure more sustainably in 
the future. (General Plan, p.1-16) The General Plan identifies such 
goals and policies that contribute to achieving this premise as listed 
in Table I-1.  

 
 The FEIR analyzes whether the project meets all of the relevant 

policies listed in Table I-1, including the “sustainable development” 
linchpin principles of LU-1.2 and the Community Development 
Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 
Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues. 

 
O3e-44 The comment states that the project conflicts with the Guiding 

Principle 8 by removing 504 acres of productive agricultural lands 
from use, uses an inappropriate model to devalue existing productive 
agriculture and ignores reality that the project site and surrounding 
area contain some of the most unique and valuable agriculture 
operations in the region.  

 
 The project does not conflict with Guiding Principle 8. The site is 

currently located in an area of agricultural and rural residential uses. 
The project incorporates mitigation measures and project design 
features to assure the protection of agricultural operations. 
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 O3e-44 (cont.) 
 Specifically, on-site prime and statewide importance soils that would 

be converted to non-agricultural uses would be mitigated through the 
purchase of agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio. 
Additionally, 42.2 acres of agricultural buffers and agricultural open 
space are included as part of the project design, and ongoing 
agricultural cultivation would be allowed to continue in these areas. 
As discussed in subchapter 3.2.3 of the FEIR, the project would 
include on-site biological open space, common open space, LBZ 
buffers, as well as Mitigation Measures 2, 3, and 4, which would 
ensure that urban/agriculture compatibility conflicts are less than 
significant. 

 
 Further, by concentrating new housing in a compact form of 

development that is within a planned village setting, accessible to 
infrastructure and transportation; development pressure on areas 
that contain farmland of agricultural importance would be reduced 
and would not, in turn, encourage such existing agricultural uses 
from being developed. Accordingly, the project is consistent with LU-
7 relative to retaining and protecting farming and agriculture as 
beneficial resources that contribute to the County’s rural character. 
Please refer to Global Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA 
Impacts Analysis and Appendix W. 

 
O3e-45 The comment states that project will increase public infrastructure 

costs while minimizing the applicant’s infrastructure costs. 
 

 The project would be responsible for funding the construction/ 
improvement of public facilities including wastewater, recycled water, 
and imported water infrastructure, which would be sized to serve the 
project’s population. Infrastructure improvements will follow the 
phasing plan outlined in the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan. In 
addition, the applicant would be required to meet various 
commitments prior to approval of each Tentative Map such as 
providing landscaping, street improvements, parks, open space 
dedications, and satisfying the mitigation measures included in the  
FEIR. This will ensure that adequate infrastructure is available to 
each phase of development at the appropriate time as required to 
implement the project. 
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 O3e-45 (cont.) 
The project would be responsible for the construction/improvement of 
roadways and provision/extension of public facilities, which would be 
sized to serve the project.  Please refer to subchapter 2.3 of the 
FEIR for the analysis the project’s impacts to roads, intersections 
and Caltrans’ facilities based on the Traffic Impact Study, attached 
as Appendix E to the FEIR. The project includes numerious 
improvements to area roadways both as design features and 
required as mitigation measures. 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.  

• 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.  
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 O3e-45 (cont.) 
 There are two significant and unavoidable impacts to County 

roadways. The remaining significant and unavoidable impacts are to 
Caltrans facilities. Significant impacts to County roads the segment 
of Pankey Road between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76 (identified in 
the FEIR as Impact TR-16), the segment of Gopher Canyon Road 
bewteen E. Vista Way to Little Gopher Canyon Road (identified in 
the FEIR as Impact TR-12) . Mitigation for these road segements is 
determined infeasible, as discussed in Section 6.4 of Appendix E of 
the FEIR, because the cost required improvement is not roughly 
proportional to the impact of the project. Mitigation measures must 
be roughly proportional to the environmental impacts caused by the 
project. These significant and unmitigable impacts are fully disclosed 
in the FEIR for consideration by the decision maker. In addition, the 
segment of Pankey Road is currently required to be improved to the 
Mobility Element Road Classification of 2.1A as a condition of the 
previously approved Campus Park and Meadowood projects. While 
the General Plan has a desired LOS standard for a Mobility Element 
road, the General Plan does not prohibit projects from having 
significant and unmitigable impacts on County Roadways. 

 
See also the discussion in the FEIR regarding the transportation 
system network, sewer and schools at subchapters 2.3, 3.1.7, and 
3.1.5 respectively and Appendix W regarding General Plan Policy 
conformance.   

 
O3e-46 The project was forwarded to the group for review as appropriate 

throughout the process and the project was redesigned to address 
the comments as appropriate. In addition, public meetings and 
informational meetings were held by the County for community 
residents to provide information about the project.  
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O3e-47 The statement references a Project Issue Checklist that was sent by 

the Planning and Development Services Department to the Applicant 
that raised numerous issues regarding the project and its planning 
documents. These issues have been addressed as a part of the 
process through review of technical studies, revisions to the project, 
and the General Plan Consistency Matrix, Appendix W, that was 
provided. It is standard for a project to have major project issues that 
need to be addressed throughout the process. Please note that the 
letter predates the public review period of the prior draft of the 
project’s EIR and 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 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. 

 
O3e-48 The project does not propose to amend any guiding principles, 

goals, objectives or policies of the San Diego County General Plan. 
The project’s consistency with the existing General Plan was 
analyzed and it was concluded that no such amendments to goals or 
policies to the San Diego County General Plan was needed. Please 
refer to FEIR Appendix W. 

 
O3e-49 Please see the Global Response: Project Consistency with General 

Plan Policy LU-1.2.   
 
 

O3e-47 

O3e-48 

O3e-49 
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O3e-50 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General 

Plan Policy for LU-1.2 for a thorough analysis of this issue. 
 
O3e-51 Please refer to Global Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA 

Impacts Analysis and Appendix W. 
 
 The project includes a change to the Mobility Element classification 

of West Lilac Road (between Main Street and Road 3) from 2.2C to 
2.2F. This change would reduce required right-of-way and shoulder 
width. The project would include improvements to 2.2F standards 
subject to an exception request (#5) that would allow construction of 
a modified half-width 2.2F Light Collector improvement widening the 
existing 24 feet of pavement to 26 feet. 

 
 An amendment to Table M-4 would also be required because the 

reduction of West Lilac Road from a 2.2C to a 2.2F would result in 
West Lilac Road operating below acceptable levels of service in the 
General Plan build-out scenario. As described under Goal M‐2, there 
are instances where the County considers it more appropriate to 
retain a road classification that could result in a LOS E / F rather 
than increase the number of travel lanes where the County has 
determined that the adverse impacts of adding travel lanes do not 
justify the resulting benefit of increased traffic capacity. These 
instances are based on criteria established under Policy M‐2.1. 

 
 West Lilac Road is being proposed to be added to Table M-4 and 

exempt from LOS standards because improvements to General Plan 
standards of 2.2C would adversely affect active agricultural 
operations and mature oak woodland habitat. Additionally, the 
improvement of West Lilac Road to 2.2C width would require the 
condemnation of private land on the northern side of West Lilac 
Road. West Lilac Road would be improved in compliance with the 
County Public Road Standards, unless road exceptions are granted 
by the County. The section of West Lilac Road proposed to be 
downgraded to a 2.2F Mobility Element road will operate at LOS D or 
better in every scenario except with Road 3 as shown on the current 
Mobility Element. As noted in the TIS, Section 9.2.3, SANDAG has 
purchased the 902 acre Rancho Lilac property, through which Road 
3 runs for biological open space. Therefore, is would be unlikely that 
Road 3 would be constructed in this location. 

 

O3e-49 
cont. 
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 O3e-51 (cont.) 
 Also, exceptions have been requested as part of the Project 

approvals including a segment of West Lilac Road along the project 
frontage would avoid significant grading of steep slopes and 
disruption of existing driveways. Alternative options for 
improvements to West Lilac Road along the project frontage 
including (A) follow the existing pavement and build to classification 
2.2F unmodified, (B) follow the existing pavement and build to 
classification 2.2C, and (C) follow the SC-270 alignment and build to 
classification 2.2C. With any of these options, the road would 
function adeqately with implementation of the project improvements. 

 
 The FEIR does not identify significant and umitigated impacts to any 

segments of West Lilac Road. The project will be required to improve 
West Lilac Road to accommodate anticipated traffic. While frontage 
imporvemnts would be required at approval of the first Final map, off-
site imporvements would be required prior to recordation of the Final 
Map associated with the 929th EDU of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific 
Plan. West Lilac Road Improvements between Old Highway 395 and 
Main Street would be required to meet the General Plan Mobility 
Element classification of 2.2F or 2.2C, subject to exceptions as 
approved by the County. Refer to subchapter 2.3 and Appendix E of 
the FEIR for details on the analysis of impacts and proposed 
improvements along West Lilac Road. The analysis shows that 
project impacts to West Lilac Road would be fully mitigated to below 
a level of significance. 

 
O3e-52 The comment states that the discussion of the General Plan 

conformance in the FEIR is incorrect but does not identify any 
specific concerns or issues. Please refer to Global Response: 
General Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts Analysis and Appendix W. 

 
O3e-53 Subchapter 1.8.3 of the FEIR determined that the project’s proposed 

on-site circulation plan and off-site road improvements would not 
result in the removal of a barrier to additional growth in the area. The 
road improvements associated with the project are designed to 
provide adequate primary and secondary access to serve the project 
and would not add any additional capacity to facilitate additional 
growth or remove a barrier to growth in the area around the project 
site. 
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 The comment states that the statement in FEIR that the addition of a 

new school is growth accommodating does not take into 
consideration the presently vacant school in the North Village of 
Valley Center and the lack of interest by both the Bonsall Unified 
School District and the Valley Center Pauma Unified School District 
in a new school on the project site.  
 
The commenter questions the adequacy of the analysis of growth 
inducing impacts for its failure to deem as growth inducing the 
provision of a school. Subchapter 1.8 was revised but still concludes 
the project’s dedication of a school site and the construction of a 
school by the district would be growth accommodating and not 
growth inducing. As detailed in subchapter 3.1.5.2 of the FEIR, 
pursuant to state law, SB 50 fees are paid as mitigation for a 
project’s impact to school facilities. These fees, collected school 
district help fund the acquisition of sites and construction of new 
school facilities. Therefore the provision of a K-8 school by a district 
or private entity in the future would be in response to and facilitated 
by development and student generation within the district. Therefore 
the project’s dedication of a school site and the potential for the 
construction of a school by a district is growth accommodating.  
 
As stated in the October 30, 2014 letter to Mark Slovick, the Bonsall 
Unified School District is interested in the project’s school site for a 
possible location to operate a new school. See also, response to 
comment C1g-61. As the proposed on-site K-8 school is intended to 
serve the Lilac Hills Ranch project, the traffic impacts associated 
with the school use are accounted for in the projects Traffic Impact 
Study (FEIR Appendix E). A majority of the traffic generated by the 
school would be internal trips which would not leave the project site. 
As the school would serve the community, extensive use of buses on 
surrounding roadways is not anticipated. 
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 O3e-53 (cont.) 
 Regarding growth inducement, the FEIR at subchapter 1.8 analyzes 

various factors, including project density, additional housing, 
roadway construction, public facilities, fire and emergency services, 
schools, and water and wastewater services, and concludes the 
project could be growth inducing due to the intensification of uses 
on-site, lower fire response times to the vicinity, and expansion of 
water and sewer infrastructure. The project would make 
improvements to existing off-site roads, but would not add additional 
travel lanes or construct new roads to serve undeveloped areas. 
Road improvements would be made to the degree needed to 
support direct and anticipated cumulative traffic. Therefore the 
project’s proposed on-site circulation plan and off-site improvements 
would not result in the removal of a barrier to additional growth. 
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O3e-54 The project proposes a project-specific General Plan 
Amendment (GP 12-001). Specifically, GP 12-001 proposes to: 1) 
amend the regional Land Use Element map to change the existing 
Semi-Rural Regional Category to a Village Regional Category, 2) 
amend the Valley Center Community Plan Map to change the 
existing land use designation from Semi-Rural SR-4 to Village 
Residential and Village Core (and revise the community plan text to 
include the project as a third village), 3) amend the Bonsall 
Community Plan to change the existing land use designation from 
Semi-Rural to Village Residential land uses, (and revise the 
community plan text to include the project), and 4) amend the 
Mobility Element to downgrade the segment of West Lilac Road from 
Running Creek Road (road 3) to Main Street from a 2.2C to a 2.2F 
road, addressed in subchapter 1.6 of the FEIR (See also subchapter 
2.3 with respect to West Lilac Road and Road 3) allowing West Lilac 
Road to operate below acceptable levels of service in the General 
Plan build-out condition.  

 
 The comment mischaracterizes the analysis in the FEIR with respect 

to the project’s consistency with the General Plan. General Plan 
Policy LU-1.1 provides that land use designations on the Land Use 
Map are to be assigned in accordance with the Community 
Development Model and boundaries established by the Regional 
Categories Map. This does not prevent future amendments to the 
Regional Land Use Map; rather the Regional Categories Map and 
the Land Use Maps are graphic representations of the Land Use 
Framework and the related goals and policies of the General Plan.  
The Land Use Maps must be interpreted in conjunction with the 
language of the General Plan’s Goals and Policies which expressly 
provide authority to make future amendments as may be determined 
appropriate by the County Board of Supervisors. (County of San 
Diego General Plan, adopted August 3, 2011, page 3-18, which 
page is incorporated herein by this reference.)  

 
 General Plan Policy LU-1.2 provides a degree of flexibility to the 

General Plan to accommodate new villages.  The Community 
Development Model is a planning model adopted by the County to 
be used in part to assign future land use designations on the 
County’s Land Use Map. Therefore, when LU-1.1 is viewed in the 
context of all of the General Plan’s goals and policies, future 
amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional Categories Map 
are allowed. 

O3e-53 
cont. 
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 O3e-54 (cont.) 
 The project is amending the General Plan by adding a new Village 

that meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2. Please refer to Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for 
a full discussion relevant to these issues. The General Plan 
Amendment will not amend General Plan principles, goals, 
objectives or policies. The only textual changes would be to the 
Bonsall and Valley Center Community plans. The project’s 
consistency with the existing General Plan was analyzed and it was 
concluded that no such amendment to the San Diego County 
General Plan was needed. Please refer to FEIR Appendix W and 
comment C1e-3. 

 
O3e-55 This comment is based upon the previous draft EIR circulated in 

2013. In addition, there is no requirement to prepare a General Plan 
Amendment Report. However, a General Plan Consistency Matrix 
was prepared and attached as Appendix W to the FEIR. Please also 
refer to Global Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts 
Analysis. 

 
O3e-56 The commenter’s assertion that a new village is not authorized “if 

Policy LU1.4 is to be given effect” would lead to the conclusion that 
the County would be prohibited from amending its General Plan in 
the future to allow for the establishment of any new villages other 
than what has already been designated by the current General Plan 
Land Use Map. Policy LU-1.4 specifically addresses the “expansion” 
of existing or planned villages under very specific circumstances. 
LU-1.4 permits new Village Regional Category Designations 
contiguous to existing or planned villages.  It does not address the 
provision of new villages designed to be consistent with the 
community development model in areas where none currently exist. 
That condition is addressed in LU-1.2 which was adopted to ensure 
that new villages would be allowed. Please refer to Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for 
a full discussion relevant to these issues. 

 
 While the General Plan does state that villages are intended to grow 

in compact land development patterns, the General Plan also 
recognizes the need to accommodate future growth. (Page 2-7)  The 
General Plan states that it is intended to be a dynamic document 
and provides that amendments will be reviewed to ensure that the  
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 O3e-56 (cont.) 
 change is in the public interest and would not be detrimental to 

public, health, safety, and welfare. (County of San Diego General 
Plan, adopted August 3, 2011, Page 1-15) There are numerous 
policies in the General Plan that contemplate that future growth will 
occur and provide direction with respect to its future planning, such 
as M-2.1 (require development projects to provide road 
improvements), M-3.1 (require development to dedicate right-of-
way), S-3.1 (Require development to be located to provide adequate 
defensibility) and COS-2.2 (Requiring development to be sited in 
least biologically sensitive areas). 

 
 With respect to the comments regarding reducing services and 

taking away from economic viability refer to response to comments 
O3e-36 and O3e-37.  and blocking emergency evacuation, refer to 
response to comments O3e-57 and O3e-42.  
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O3e-57 Subchapter 3.2.4 has been clarified after public review to explain 
that the project site is currently a mix of undeveloped open space, 
agricultural uses and rural residences. The project site is located 
along the western fringe of the rural community of Valley Center. On 
site, the project site consists of rural residential uses and agricultural 
land. Although the proposed Project would not divide an established 
community, the project addressed its relationship to existing and 
planned land uses with adjacent properties. Subchapter 3.1.4.2 
evaluated the Project’s compatibility with surrounding off-site land 
uses and the Project’s internal compatibility with existing and 
planned land uses on site. Compliance with the goals and policies of 
both Valley Center and Bonsall community plans are detailed in the 
General Plan Consistency Analysis (see Appendix W) and in 
subchapter 3.1.4.2. Compliance with the project’s design guidelines 
and other provisions of the Specific Plan assures the project’s 
compatibility with the adjacent off-site land uses and within the 
project. Overall, the project is consistent with the relevant policies of 
both the Bonsall Community and Valley Center Community Plans 
and land use impacts associated with policy inconsistencies would 
be less than significant. 

 
 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 proposes 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 by the Valley 
Center Design Review Board. 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  
 

O3e-56 
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 adjacent agricultural operations. Developing the village in this 

manner would provide housing needs in a compact village design.  
 
 Finally, as detailed in the Agricultural Resources Report (see 

Appendix F of the FEIR), one of the project’s objectives includes the 
recognition of the existing rural atmosphere of the surrounding area 
through use of agriculture on-site and provision of transitional 
features to provide adequate buffering between types of residences 
and active agriculture. The Specific Plan includes agriculture 
throughout the project site , biological open space, and 
manufactured slopes. HOA-maintained agricultural open space 
would be retained along many of the boundaries of the project site, 
as agricultural compatibilities buffers including groves of orchard 
trees, such as avocado and citrus. Other agricultural-related 
commercial uses may also be established by the project as allowed 
in the C-36 zones. Project grading would conform to the natural 
contours of the land and would not substantially alter the profile of 
the site as shown by the grading cross-sections included as Figure 
68 in the Specific Plan. Please also refer to Appendix W. 

 
O3e-58 See response to comment O3e-57, above. 
 
O3e-59 The project is consistent with the intent of LU-5.3. With respect to 

consistency of the project with project density and sizes, Policy 5.3 is 
not applicable to the project because the policy is concerned with 
“permitting development under the Rural and Semi-Rural Land Use 
Designations.” The project is requesting a General Plan Amendment 
approval of which would result in a change in Land Use Designation 
from Semi-Rural to Village. Please refer to response to comment 
C1c-136 regarding consistency of project density and lot sizes with 
the community character. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a 
discussion of project consistency with General Plan Land Use 
policies. 
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O3e-60 The project is consistent with LU-6.1. The project site does not 

support any threatened or endangered species, or significant 
populations of sensitive species pursuant to Federal, State or 
County guidelines. As discussed in FEIR subchapters 2.5 and 3.1.4, 
sensitive on-site wetland areas will be preserved and disturbed 
wetlands will be restored and enhanced at ratios of 3:1. Mitigation for 
impacts to upland habitats, suitable for foraging value, will be located 
off-site in areas that better contribute significant resources to an 
integrated preserve system within the proposed PAMA contributing 
to the long-term sustainability of upland vegetation types including 
coastal sage scrub and chaparral.  See also Appendix W. 

 
O3e-61 The project is consistent with LU-6.4. Please refer to response to 

comment O3e-44, above. See also Appendix W to the FEIR. As 
discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.4, the project requires the 
implementation of mitigation measures to ensure both the safety of 
on-site residents from adjacent agricultural operations, as well 
preserve the integrity of those off-site operations from on-site land 
uses. Development in accordance with the Fire Protection Plan will 
ensure safety for residents. Please also refer to Global Responses: 
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Fire and 
Medical Services. 

 
 The comment is incorrect that the project lacks assurances that 

amenities, such as parks would be built. In the case of the public 
park, the project will dedicate a public park (P7) to the County and 
provide the amenities in accordance with the County’s Park Lands 
Dedication Ordinance. An interim park will be provided after a period 
of time has lapsed as described in the Specific Plan. The project will 
be required to build infrastructure to serve the project when such 
facility is needed, such as sewer facilities. The project requires the 
implementation of each of the mitigation measures identified in the 
FEIR by either phase, building permit issuance or other applicable 
measurement that will ensure construction and provision of services 
commensurate with development impacts.  However, with respect to 
schools, the project will be required to pay the appropriate fees at 
building permit issuance. As detailed in subchapter 3.1.5.2 of the 
FEIR, pursuant to state law, SB 50 fees are paid as mitigation for a 
project’s impact to school facilities. These fees, collected school 
district help fund the acquisition of sites and construction of new 
school facilities.  

O3e-59 
cont. 
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O3e-62 The project is consistent with LU-6.6. The most recognizable and 
sensitive natural feature on the property are the drainages with their 
mature oak woodlands. As discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.5, these 
features will be preserved within permanent open space easements. 
See also Appendix W to the FEIR. 

 
O3e-63 The project is consistent with LU-6.7. The project is not located 

within any planned or proposed regional preserve system. The 
project will preserve the sensitive wetlands on-site while focusing 
development in less sensitive upland areas where there are no 
significant populations of native species. The area is adjacent to and 
drains into the proposed preserve envisioned in the Draft North 
County Multiple Species Conservation Program (NC MSCP). While 
allowable road crossings are proposed, the project will conserve 
approximately 90% of on-site wetlands and restore degraded habitat 
in accordance with the Resource Protection Ordinance. The 
wetlands will be maintained through compliance with regulatory 
requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  
There are no regional wildlife corridors or core areas identified on the 
project site. However, the on-site creation of 6.0 acres of wetland 
habitat and the enhancement of 12 acres of existing disturbed 
riparian habitat will conserve local wildlife corridors. See FEIR, 
subchapter 2.5 and Biological Resources Report, Section 8.0 and 
Table 10. In particular, see Section 8.0 and Table 10 for a summary 
of impacts and mitigation measures. Mitigation measures will protect 
raptor foraging habitat, will restore, enhance, and maintain open 
space subject to a reviewed Resource Management Plan, funded 
through an endowment or community facilities district, will enhance 
and create wetlands, under the jurisdiction of local, state, and federal 
resource agencies, and will include a Revegetation Plan, with 
numeric success criteria, and subject to local, state, and federal 
review and approval prior to issuance of wetland and the first and all 
subsequent grading permits. Local movement is maintained through 
preservation of major drainage areas through the property in both 
north-south and east-west directions. Impacts to upland habitat will 
be mitigated offsite by providing land located within the proposed 
PAMA contributing to the long-term sustainability of upland 
vegetation types including coastal sage scrub and chaparral 
Proposed culverts are sized to allow water to flow unimpeded. The 
project would cluster higher density residential development to 
preserve the sensitive wetlands and riparian habitat. A total of 104.1  
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 O3e-63 (cont.) 
 acres of natural open space would be preserved as permanent open 

space throughout the development. Sensitive hillsides would be 
protected from development and grading would be minimized 
through the implementation of Grading Plan Development 
Standards. In the final grading process grading will be designed to 
mimic adjacent natural slopes, blending into the surrounding 
landscape. As discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.1, contour grading 
techniques are utilized to protect the undeveloped character of 
existing hillsides. See comment O3e-40, above. 

 
O3e-64 The project is consistent with LU-6.9 in that grading in all phases, 

including off-site improvements would comply with the Landform 
Grading Guidelines contained in the Specific Plan, which will include 
the blending and rounding of slopes, roadways, and pads to reflect 
the existing surrounding contours by undulating slopes, replicating 
the natural terrain. Runoff is directed to existing drainages through 
appropriate mechanisms as discussed in the FEIR, Chapter 3.0 and 
in Appendix U-1, 2, 3 relating to hydrology and storm water 
management to the maximum extent practicable. See also response 
to comment O3e-40, above  
 

 Grading for the project maintains the overall general contour of the 
property, requiring 2,300 cubic yards of grading per home, which 
would require a minor grading permit on an individual lot basis. This 
is consistent with projects of this size. 99.7 percent of all steep 
slopes are retained in open space and private roads are used that 
reduce grading by reducing the design speeds and overall 
development footprint, and following the contours of the property.  
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O3e-65 The project is consistent with LU-9.6 in that the Town Center is 

located at the main intersection of Main Street and Lilac Hills Ranch 
Road in the north-central portion of the property at transportation 
node. This node is easily accessible and is where a transit stop 
could be included in the future when the NCTD bus service is 
extended to this area. Neighborhood Centers are also located with 
other civic and commercial uses to enhance viability and ensure that 
they can be easily reached on foot or bike. With respect to the 
comment regarding the Project’s failure to meet the LEED-ND Smart 
Location Requirement, please refer to the Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
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O3e-66 The project is consistent with LU-9.11. Please refer to response to 
comments O3e-40 and O3e-62, above. 

 
O3e-67 The project is consistent with LU-10.2 by conserving unique natural 

features and avoiding sensitive environmental resources. The 
Project design incorporates the preservation of 104.1 acres of open 
space, the on-site creation of 6.0 acres of wetland habitat for wildlife 
use, and the enhancement of 12 acres of existing disturbed riparian 
habitat to native riparian habitat for wildlife use. See FEIR, 
subchapter 2.5 and Biological Resources Report, Section 8.0 and 
Table 10. The biological open space being preserved on the project 
site conserves the local important wildlife corridors. See Figures 14a 
and 14b of the FEIR, subchapter 2.5 and Biology Resource Report. 
Mitigation measures will protect raptor foraging habitat, will restore, 
enhance, and maintain open space subject to a reviewed Resource 
Management Plan, funded through an endowment or community 
facilities district, will enhance and create wetlands, under the 
jurisdiction of local, state, and federal resource agencies, and will 
include a Revegetation Plan, with numeric success criteria, and 
subject to local, state, and federal review and approval prior to 
issuance of wetland and the first and all subsequent grading permits. 
The project also respects the rural character of the surrounding 
agricultural lands. FEIR shows impacts on agriculture will be 
mitigated by the preservation of off-site agricultural land. The project 
incorporates mitigation measures and project design features to 
assure the protection of agricultural operations. Specifically, on-site 
prime and statewide importance soils that would be converted to 
non-agricultural uses would be mitigated through the purchase of 
agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio. Additionally, 42.2 
acres of agricultural buffers and agricultural open space are included 
as part of the project design, and ongoing agricultural cultivation 
would be allowed to continue in these areas. (Subchapter 2.4.6 of 
the FEIR). 
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 O3e-68 The project is consistent with M-12.9. Project trails may be located 
along the prominent drainages and through the oak woodlands. 
Existing dirt roads will be used as trails to minimize the need for 
clearing of natural vegetation although improvements may still be 
required. These will be designed to minimize impacts to these 
habitats while still allowing residents to enjoy a natural experience. 
Please refer to the Specific Plan and FEIR Figure 1-8 for more 
details on trail locations. Fencing will be used along back yards to 
separate the developed areas from the open space. This will block 
pets from entering the open space and keep wildlife from entering 
back yards. Fencing will also be used at trail entry points to guide 
users onto the trails. See also FEIR subchapter 2.5 for further 
discussion of wildlife movement and project effects on biological 
resources. 
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O3e-69 The project is consistent with COS-2. In keeping with the project 

objectives of a consolidated development footprint, the project 
preserves the on-site sensitive wetland habitat while developing less 
sensitive upland areas where no significant populations of native 
species are located. As detailed in the FEIR subchapter 2.5, 
mitigation measures are required to assure the conservation of 
upland habitat in off-site areas to compensate for the loss of 
resources on-site. The amount of required mitigation is consistent 
with County and Wildlife Agency ratios. Preserving this land off-site, 
in areas of greater sensitivity, allows the County to fulfill the goals of 
the draft North County MSCP. The areas identified for off-site 
preservation (NC MSCP PAMA) will ensure that the natural 
environment is preserved in an interconnected preserve system.  
 

 See also subchapter 1.8 of the FEIR regarding Growth Inducing 
Impacts. The project could have the potential to result in adverse 
physical environmental effects due to growth inducement but the 
potential impacts are too speculative for evaluation in this FEIR 
because the specific nature, design and timing of future projects is 
unknown at this time. See also Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

 
 
O3e-70 The project is consistent with COS-2.1. Please refer to response to 

comment O3e-69, above. As discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.5, the 
project is consistent with the Draft NC MSCP. 

 
 
O3e-71 The project is consistent with COS-2.2. Please refer to response to 

comment O3e-69, above. As shown on FEIR Figure 1-9, the on-site 
sensitive wetland habitats are preserved and could connect offsite to 
a planned regional preserve system. Please also refer to the Global 
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
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O3e-72 The project is consistent with COS-3.1. The project will conserve 
approximately 90% of onsite wetlands and restore degraded habitat 
in accordance with the Resource Protection Ordinance. The 
wetlands will be maintained through compliance with regulatory 
requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System. Impacts to upland habitat will be mitigated based on 
mitigation ratios designed to provide adequate preservation of each 
habitat type within the unincorporated County and to comply with the 
federal Endangered Species Act, state Endangered Species Act, 
and state Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act As 
discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.5, mitigation for impacts to upland 
natural communities will be achieved through the purchase and 
conservation of off-site habitat within future PAMA lands. The 
preservation of this habitat in off-site mitigation areas allows the 
County to build the MSCP preserve.    

 
O3e-73 The project is consistent with COS-3.2. Please refer to response to 

comment O3e-72, above. As discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.5, the 
project is consistent with the California Natural Community 
Conservation Planning Act of 1991 (NCCP), and County’s Resource 
Protection Ordinance (RPO). The project is also consistent 
Watershed Protection Ordinance (WPO). Through consistency with 
these regulatory plans, the project demonstrates its consistency with 
COS 3.2. As detailed in the FEIR subchapter 2.5.2.5, the project is 
consistent with all relevant policies, ordinances, and conservation 
plans related to protection and mitigation of wetlands. The coastal 
sage scrub habitat on-site and off-site does not support any sensitive 
species. The loss of coastal sage scrub habitat due to project 
impacts would not isolate the remaining habitats from other natural 
resources or habitats required for the preparation of a subregional 
NCCP plan as the project site is not in a high biological habitat value 
core area.  
 

 The project would have impacts to RPO wetlands. An analysis of the 
required findings to allow crossings of RPO wetlands was prepared 
for the on-site crossing impact locations (see Appendix G). This 
analysis concludes that the proposed crossings meet the findings 
necessary to allow the impacts through impact avoidance and 
minimization by placing the proposed crossings where RPO 
wetlands are narrow, disturbed, and at existing roads. All impacts to 
RPO wetlands will be mitigated per County requirements. 

O3e-72 
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 O3e-73 (cont.) 
 The project site is not located in a Biological Resource Core Area, is 

not a substantial habitat linkage, and does not include narrow 
endemic species. The proposed mitigation, including sensitive 
habitat mitigation ratios as shown in FEIR Table 2.5-1, would be in 
compliance with the BMO.  
 

 As detailed in the FEIR subchapter 3.1.2, the project is consistent 
with the WPO to assure that proposed on-site hydromodification 
changes will not impact storm water run-off. A Major SWMP has 
been developed for the project to identify a preliminary list of BMPs, 
which would be implemented as project design features, to minimize 
disturbance, protect slopes, reduce erosion, and limit or prevent 
various pollutants from entering surface water runoff.  

 
O3e-74 General Plan Policy H-1.9 provides that the County will require 

developers to provide an affordable housing component when 
requesting a GPA for a large scale residential project when legally 
permissible. Currently, the County does not have an affordable 
housing program. 

 
 Figure 15 of the Specific Plan shows individual planning areas within 

the Town Center and central Neighborhood Center where densities 
of 25 units per acre can be accommodated. This density is regarded 
as providing affordable housing for the purposes of the Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation that is applicable to the unincorporated 
area.  
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O3e-75 The project is consistent with H-2.1. The project will expand the 
variety of housing opportunities available to residents of the 
unincorporated area in a well-designed Village and will be 
constructed in accordance with a comprehensive set of design 
guidelines. This will not degrade or detract from the character of the 
area. See response to comment O3e-41, above and Global 
Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts Analysis and 
Appendix W. 

 
O3e-76 The commenter is correct in that the project, is proposing to amend 

the General Plan Regional Land Use Map to remove the existing 
regional category and land use designation and to re-designate the 
entire 608-acre site as ‘Village’. The project also proposes a General 
Plan Amendment to change the Valley Center and Bonsall 
Community Plan land use designations to Village Residential (VR 
2.9) and Village Core (C-5). The project’s Specific Plan would 
include agriculture as an allowed use within much of the project site 
including common open space areas and manufactured slopes. 
HOA-maintained agricultural open space would be permitted, 
including groves of orchard trees, such as avocado and citrus. Other 
agricultural-related commercial uses may be established by the 
project within the C34 zoned areas and would include such uses as 
farmers markets and wineries. The project would support and 
complement the rural lifestyle in Valley Center via the Specific Plan, 
which supports the continuation of on-site agriculture throughout the 
project site including common open space areas and biological open 
space. Overall, the project would include trails, equestrian 
opportunities, retained agriculture, preserve sensitive habitat and 
define neighborhood with architecturally appealing concepts. 

 
 As discussed in subchapter 3.2.3 of the FEIR, the project would 

include on-site biological open space, common open space, LBZ 
buffers, as well as Mitigation Measures 2, 3, and 4, which would 
ensure that urban/agriculture compatibility conflicts are less than 
significant. The project incorporates mitigation measures and project 
design features to assure the protection of agricultural operations. 
Specifically, on-site prime and statewide importance soils that would 
be converted to non-agricultural uses would be mitigated through the 
purchase of agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio. 
Additionally, 42.2 acres of agricultural buffers and agricultural open 
space are included as part of the project design, and ongoing 
agricultural cultivation would be allowed to continue in these areas.   

O3e-75 
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 O3e-76 (cont.) 
 The FEIR adequately analyzes the potential effects the Project 

would have on nearby agricultural land and the potential for the 
project to make agriculture less viable from a financial and practical 
perspective. Subchapter 2.4.3.3 of the FEIR states, “The pressure, 
inconvenience, and increased costs of operating remaining farms in 
areas converting to other uses may render continued farming 
infeasible or, at least, heighten the attractiveness of selling other 
farms for development.” The analysis concludes that a potentially 
significant impact would occur due to the potential incompatibility, 
but concludes impacts would be fully mitigated by proposed 
mitigation measures. Please see Global Response: Agricultural 
Resources, Indirect Impacts for information responsive to this 
comment. 

 
 The FEIR also analzed the potential growth-inducing impacts and 

adequately acknowledged the project's potential growth-inducing 
effect on agricultural resources. The FEIR addresses the 
intensification of land uses on the project site that would result from 
project development and whether such intensification would 
encourage substantial economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing in the surrounding area, either 
directly or indirectly. (FEIR, p. 1-45) The analysis further reports that 
the proposed project would amend the Valley Center and Bonsall 
Community Plan Land Use designations for the project site, which 
would result in an increase of allowable dwelling units from 
approximately 110 to 1,746. (FEIR, p. 1-46) This would result in a 
direct increase in population that would exceed the population 
allowed by both the General Plan and Community Plans. (FEIR, p. 
1-46) As a result of this growth, the FEIR concludes that “the 
intensification of land uses on-site could encourage intensification in 
the immediate project vicinity. As more intense uses are developed 
on-site, existing adjacent less intense or vacant lands may be 
encouraged to intensify.” (FEIR, p. 1-46.)  

 
 Thus, the FEIR acknowledges that the intensification of land uses 

on-site resulting from the change in designation from “Semi-Rural” to 
“Village,” which would result in an increase in allowable dwelling 
units from approximately 110 to 1,746 could encourage similar 
intensification and conversion of land uses in the immediate project 
vicinity, which could (FEIR, pp. 1-46 and 1-48) result in adverse 
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 O3e-76 (cont.) 
 physical environmental effects, including impacts to visual resources, 

air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, and noise. (FEIR, 
p. 1-49) While not expressly listed, it is evident from the analysis that 
the referenced intensification of land uses in the immediate project 
vicinity potentially would impact current agricultural resources, as 
such uses potentially give way to residential uses. However, as the 
FEIR analysis properly concludes, such potential impacts are too 
speculative for evaluation at this time because the specific nature, 
design, and timing of future projects is unknown, and any potential 
impacts would be evaluated at the time the future projects are 
identified and processed. (FEIR, p. 1-49) Specific to agricultural 
resources, while growth in the surrounding areas may be 
encouraged due to the intensification of uses on the project site, it is 
speculative to assume that such future development would occur on 
(i.e., convert) Prime or Farmland of Statewide Importance, the two 
relevant soil classifications. (See County Guidelines, p. 40) 

 
 Accordingly, even if agricultural resources were expressly referenced 

in the FEIR text, such potential impacts, like the other impacts, are 
too speculative to identify, at this time. 

 
 Community character is discussed throughout FEIR subchapter 

3.1.4. The community character of both 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 proposes 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 by the Valley 
Center Design Review Board.  
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 O3e-76 (cont.) 
 Further, by concentrating new housing in a compact form of 

development that is within a planned village setting, accessible to 
infrastructure and transportation; development pressure on areas 
that contain farmland of agricultural importance would be reduced 
and would not, in turn, encourage such existing agricultural uses 
from being developed. Accordingly, the project is consistent with LU-
7 relative to retaining and protecting farming and agriculture as 
beneficial resources that contribute to the County’s rural character. 
Please refer to Global Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA 
Impacts Analysis and Appendix W. 
 

 To interpret VCCP Community Plan Goals in the manner the 
commenter proposes would prevent future amendments of the 
General Plan and would mean that the land would be required to 
remain agriculture in perpetuity. This interpretation would remove all 
future discretion from the Board of Supervisors on individual projects 
and be inconsistent with its other policies that clearly anticipate 
future growth and not be a reasonable interpretation of the General 
Plan in its entirety. Please see response to comment O3e-57, above. 

 
O3e-77 The project is consistent with the Land Use Goals contained in the 

VCCP. The project proposes to amend the Community Plan by 
adding a third Village. This goal in the Valley Center community plan 
text will be revised to indicate that there are three Villages in the 
community plan. Proposed changes to the community plan text were 
available for public review on the County’s website. 

 
 The County’s Community Development Model does not dictate the 

number of Villages that may be developed. Rather, it guides new 
village development into more compact development as a means to 
reduce associated impacts.  
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O3e-77 (cont.) 
 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
 
O3e-78 The project proposes to amend the Regional Land Use Element Map 

of the General Plan to change the existing Semi-Rural Regional 
Category to a Village Regional Category; amend the Valley Center 
Community Plan Map to change the existing land use designation 
from Semi-Rural SR-4 to Village Residential and Village Core (and 
revise the community plan text to include the project as a third 
village); amend the Bonsall Community Plan to change the existing 
land use designation from Semi-Rural to Village Residential land 
uses, (and revise the community plan text to include the project); and 
amend the Mobility Element to downgrade the segment of West Lilac 
Road from Running Creek Road to Main Street from a 2.2C to a 2.2F 
road. 

 
General Plan Policy LU-1.1 provides that land use designations on 
the Land Use Map are to be assigned in accordance with the 
Community Development Model and boundaries established by the 
Regional Categories Map. This does not prevent future amendments 
to the Regional Land Use Map; rather the Regional Categories Map 
and the Land Use Maps are graphic representations of the Land Use 
Framework and the related goals and policies of the General Plan.  
The Land Use Maps must be interpreted in conjunction with the 
language of the General Plan’s Goals and Policies which expressly 
provide authority to make future amendments as may be determined 
appropriate by the County Board of Supervisors. (County of San 
Diego General Plan, adopted August 3, 2011, page 3-18, which 
page is incorporated herein by this reference.)  
 
General Plan Policy LU-1.2 provides a degree of flexibility to the 
General Plan to accommodate additional population increases as 
necessary in a manner that meets the requirements of the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy of the General Plan (consistent 
with Assembly Bill 32) (General Plan, pp 2-7 through 2-9.)  The 
Community Development Model is a planning model adopted by the 
County to be used in part to assign future land use designations on 
the County’s Land Use Map. Therefore, when LU-1.1 is viewed in 
the context of the General Plan’s goals and policies, it is clear that 
future 

O3e-77 
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 O3e-78 (cont.) 
amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional Categories Map 
are allowed. The project is a new Village whose structure, design 
and function are based on the Community Development Model. 
(FEIR, subchapter 3.1.4.2, Land Use Planning; Technical Appendix 
W, Att. A, pp. 1-2; Specific Plan, Part II.G, pp. II-38-40); the Project 
is located within existing water and sewer boundaries (SDCWA 
boundaries) as contemplated by the General Plan (FEIR, subchapter 
1.8.4, and the Specific Plan, Part I.E.2; Water Resources, p. 1-7); 
and, the project is designed to be LEED-ND equivalent (Please refer 
to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy 
LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on this related topic.)  

 
 The FEIR frames the General Plan consistency analysis at 

subchapter 1.4 under “Environmental Setting,” and describes its 
current land use planning context (current general plan land uses 
and both community plans). (FEIR, subchapter 1.4.) Subchapter 1.6 
describes the General Plan amendment required for approval of the 
project and is analyzed by the FEIR. Also, every chapter of the FEIR 
contains a discussion of the project’s consistency with the existing 
General Plan and whether any physical environmental impacts may 
result. The land use consistency analysis for the proposed project is 
presented in the FEIR subchapter 3.1.4 and in Appendix W. The 
FEIR does conclude that land use impacts would be less than 
significant in that the project would be consistent with the General 
Plan. The FEIR clearly and thoroughly analyzes the potential 
physical environmental impacts that could result from project 
approval and the amendment of the Regional Land Use Element 
Map to change the regional land use category from Semi-Rural to 
Village. Please also refer to the Global Response: Project 
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and FEIR Appendix W. 
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 O3e-79 The comment states that the Specific Plan is not clear and does not 
identify what Design Standards apply.  
 
The Specific Plan meets the requirements of the County and 
Government Code Section 65451. The Specific Plan includes text 
and a “diagram” that specifies the distribution, location and extent of 
all land uses, public and private infrastructure and standards and 
criteria by which development will proceed.  
The Specific Plan regulates development by the following: 
 
• The land uses for the project. (See Specific Plan, Section II (B) 

for a description of the land uses) 
 
• The Specific Plan and zoning restricts building height to 35 feet 

with the exception of the non-habitable clock tower.  
 
• Buffers are provided to provide separation between existing 

agriculture and proposed homes. In some areas where buffers 
are not provided, the Specific Plan requires that various methods 
be used at the time of individual project design to separate 
existing from proposed uses. Grade separation, use of wide lots 
or more substantial landscaping could all buffer existing uses 
from those proposed by the project. 

 
• The Specific Plan also shows the circulation system necessary 

for the entire project. The Specific Plan identifies the general 
location of the roadways for the future phases; however, the final 
design and location would be completed through subsequent 
discretionary permits, including Tentative Maps, Site Plans and 
Major Use Permits.  

 
• The trail system is also identified in the Specific Plan and design 

guidelines are found in Section III of the Specific Plan.  
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 O3e-79 (cont.) 
• The Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan includes Design Guidelines 

(Section III) that will ensure that development will be consistent 
and compatible throughout. A detailed lot design and 
architectural design guidelines are a part of the Specific Plan in 
which future development applications will need to show 
compliance through a Site Plan that identifies which lot design 
and architectural style guidelines will be applied to each lot. The 
development guidelines that are found in Section III of the 
Specific Plan allow for and will result in a variety of lot sizes and 
architectural styles in the Specific Plan.  

 
• The Specific Plan also includes the application of the B Special 

Area Regulator, which would be applied within the areas 
designated with the C34 Zoning Use Regulation. The B Special 
Area Regulator is applied to those areas which will include uses 
subject to the Valley Center Design Guidelines. 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. 

 
• Section II-KI of the Specific Plan, provides a Sign Plan, which 

provides community sign standards on the types of signs, design 
and locations for project interior signs. Individual sign programs 
are required for each residential area as well as the Town Center 
and Neighborhood Centers, and must meet the stated 
guidelines. 

 
• Lighting guidelines are located throughout the Specific Plan in 

Ch. 3, and are specific to each land use. All lighting is designed 
to be directed downward and designed to minimize glare and 
intrusion into adjacent properties. 

 
• Subsequent to this public review. Section N was added to the 

Specific Plan to add Green Building Performance standards, in 
combination with other standards contained within Section III of 
the Specific Plan. In particular, Section N(1)(a) provides that the 
Implementing Site Plan shown in Phase 2 shall show the 
Recycling Facility for the recycling of containers and compost to 
conserve energy and raw materials. The inclusion of the 
Recycling Plant is an integral project component. 
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 O3e-79 (cont.) 
• The Specific Plan, Ch. III, Section D, includes extensive guidelines 

for grading of all areas of the project beginning on page III-16. The 
overall shape of the land would remain intact as shown by the 
grading cross-sections included as Figure 68 in the Specific Plan.  
The project Grading Plan is at FEIR Figure 1-15. Grading for the 
project maintains the overall general contour of the property, 
requiring 2,300 cubic yards of grading per home, which would 
require a minor grading permit on an individual lot basis. This is 
consistent with projects of this size. 99.7 percent of all steep 
slopes are retained in open space and private roads are used that 
reduce grading by reducing the design speeds and overall 
development foot print, and following the contours of the property. 

 
• Section IV Implementation includes a Community Phasing Plan, 

starting on page IV-1. Construction of the project is anticipated to 
occur over an eight to twelve year period in response to market 
demands and to provide a logical and orderly expansion of 
roadways, public utilities, and infrastructure. The five phases of 
the project are shown in Figure 15a of the Specific Plan and 
phasing would be implemented through the recording of the 
Final Maps. 

 
Please also refer to the response to comment O3e-57, above, 
addressing Community Character. The comment does not explain 
how exceptions for roadway standards are in conflict with the 
provisions of the VCCP. 
 

O3e-80 The project proposes to amend the General Plan by adding new 
Village that meets the criteria of Policy LU-1.2. Indeed, the project is 
a new Village whose structure, design and function are based on the 
Community Development Model. Please refer to Global Response: 
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full 
discussion relevant to these issues. The Valley Center Community 
Plan text will be revised to indicate that there are three Villages in 
the community plan. 
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O3e-81 The project is consistent with the Agricultural Goals contained in the 
VCCP. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and is included in 
the project’s FEIR for the decision makers to consider. Active 
agricultural areas are included throughout the project as part of the 
community landscaping. See the FEIR subchapter 2.4 for a detailed 
discussion on impacts to agriculture. See also comment C1c-60 and 
C1c-77 above. 

 
O3e-82 The project is consistent with the Mobility Goal contained in the 

VCCP. The proposed street system is interconnected and provides 
residents with at least two ways to access their home. Roads are 
curved to fit the topography and are all two-lane, as is appropriate for 
a village of this size. The circulation plan designs roadways to flow 
with the natural terrain (see Figure 70). The project does include ten 
requests for exceptions to County Road Standards as part of this 
project and are described in Figures 1-4A and 1-4B. The purpose of 
the exceptions requests are to avoid impacts to surrounding 
properties and to support traffic calming measures. All of the 
exceptions being requested for the roadway improvements were 
included as part of the project’s circulation design and considered as 
a part of the analysis for each subject area discussion within the 
FEIR. The exceptions would be granted by the County where 
capacity and safety are not unduly affected. (FEIR, subchapter 
2.3.2.3.)  The proposed roadway exceptions would not affect road 
capacity. As detailed in Table 1-2 of Chaper 1 of the FEIR, four of 
the 10 proposed roadway exception requests would affect design 
speed. Two of those roads are internal to the project site.  

 
 The grading necessary to connect the road system over the 608 acre 

project has been minimized to the maximum extent feasible 
consistent with meeting safety and sight distance criteria. The 
project’s Master Landscape Concept Plan reinforces a community 
theme through the design of streetscapes incorporating informal 
patterns of street trees, entry monuments using natural or 
simulated natural materials, and historical landscape zones using 
site specific plant palettes. The streetscapes will also feature 
meandering paths and informal planting of trees, vineyards, and 
groves as detailed in Chapter III, Development Standards and 
Regulations. Community entries and key focal points enhance the 
rural theme through similar appropriate plant materials and theme  

O3e-80 
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 O3e-82 (cont.) 
 signage. All proposed planting and improvements within the public 

right-of-way for streets within the Community are subject to approval 
by the County of San Diego's Department of Public Works. (Specific 
Plan, page II-28.) 

 
 The Master Landscape Plan also unifies the many neighborhoods 

and enhance the rural feel of the community. Landscaping will 
emphasize plants appropriate to the climate of the area and will 
blend with the natural environment. The Community theme is further 
reinforced through the design and landscaping of Community 
recreation areas and the use of groves, drought tolerant and 
naturalizing plant materials to transition to natural open space areas. 
Vegetation indigenous to the area is emphasized, supplemented by 
compatible, non-invasive ornamental plant materials. The public road 
pathways have been designed to meet the design requirements of 
the Valley Center Community Road Design Guidelines. Grading and 
visual impacts associated with the project’s development is 
discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.1. In addition community 
landscaping is required to comply with the applicable requirements 
of the Valley Center and Bonsall Design Guidelines, and the Design 
Guidelines of this Specific Plan for commercial and mixed-use 
planting areas. (Specific Plan, page II-28.) 
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O3e-83 The comments from DSFPD that are referred to herein are out of 
date and do not reflect the new comment letter provided by DSFPD, 
dated July 28, 2014. See Global Response: Fire and Medical 
Services. 

 
O3e-84 The comment states that no school district has accepted the 

additional students that would be generated by the Project.  
 

 Subchapter 3.1.5.1 provides that based on the increased student 
body associated with the project, there would not be adequate 
capacity in the local schools to serve the project’s student 
generation. However the school districts had indicated that Valley 
Center Elementary Upper School which is currently closed, could re-
open to accommodate students. Additionally, BUSD has indicated its 
ability to place temporary portable classrooms on existing school 
sites as an interim solution to the new students. In addition a 
proposed school site would be offered to the local districts or could 
be used as a private school if not accepted by the school districts.  In 
addition, the applicant will be required to pay school impact fees 
pursuant to California Government Code Section 65996(b).   

 
O3e-85 The project requires 15.09 acres of public parks pursuant to the Park 

Land Dedication Ordinance (PLDO). The project would exceed this 
requirement by providing 23.6 acres of parkland. As shown in FEIR 
Figure 1-9, the project would provide numerous parks located 
throughout the project site including a 13.5-acre public park (gross 
acres). As detailed in the Specific Plan Section III, the project 
includes provision for private recreation areas to include dog parks, 
play structures, sports courts and fields, multi-purpose trails, and 
recreational centers. 
 
The 10-acre per 1,000 is a County Goal for parks and does not 
pertain to park obligations related to private development as set forth 
in State law. However, the private developer would contribute to this 
goal by providing parks in accordance with State Law and the PLDO.  
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O3e-86 Please refer to Global Response:  General Plan Amendment CEQA 

Impact Analysis and Appendix W. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
O3e-87 Attachments are acknowledged as public records. 
 
 
 

O3e-86 
(cont.) 
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O3e-88 Title and introduction of exhibit is acknowledged. O3e-88 
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O3e-89 As part of the application process, the County prepared a Project 

Issue Checklist detailing all information and documentation needed 
to move forward with the processing of the project.  A GPAR was 
included as an item required to allow the County to consider the 
issue of General Plan consistency. As of June 13, 2013 the County 
determined that all technical studies had been accepted and the 
FEIR addressed consistency with the applicable General Plan 
policies. This determination removed the need for a GPAR to be 
included in any further submittals.  A GPAR is not required by state 
law or by County ordinance or policy. 

 
 See responses to comments O3e-3, O3e-10, and O3e-47 above. 

Also Global Response: Project consistency with General Plan Policy 
LU-1.2 and Appendix W. 
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O3e-90 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2 2. 
 
 
 
 
O3e-91 See also response to comments O3e-28 and O3e-45 above. 
 
 
 
 
 
O3e-92 Please refer to response to comments O3e-3, O3e-35 through O3e-

85.  
 

O3e-89 
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O3e-93 This comment does not address the environmental analysis provided 

in the FEIR. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and is 
included in the project’s FEIR for the decision makers to consider.  
See Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy 
LU-1.2. 

 
O3e-94 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with 

General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 
 
O3e-95 The Specific Plan includes language, which provides a process to 

inform future residences of the adjacent agricultural uses and that 
the State "right to farm" act prohibits future land use protests. 
CALIFORNIA CIVIL CODE § 3482.5. 

 
 As discussed in FEIR subchapters 2.4.6 and 3.4 of the Agricultural 

Resources Report (Appendix H) of the FEIR, a minimum 50-foot 
buffer with two rows of orchard trees is implemented at all of the 
agricultural adjacency (AA) areas regardless of the crop type grown 
within the off-site parcel.  In addition to the 50-foot buffer, most of the 
AAs are also required to implement fences, FMZ restrictions, and 
nighttime lighting requirements.  These mitigation measures and 
project design considerations will still serve to mitigate compatibility 
impacts should the crop type change in the future.   

 
 The project would not preclude aerial spraying, which could still 

occur provided the applicable state and County regulations are 
adhered to.  These regulations require prevention of “drift” onto 
neighboring properties and impose penalties.  Nevertheless, the 
project design incorporates 50-foot buffers as well as land use 
restrictions where there are potential conflict locations in order to 
minimize the chance that humans would be within the areas subject 
to “drift” should it occur (illegally but accidentally).  The Agricultural 
Technical Report discusses this topic in detail within subchapter 
3.2.3.   

 
O3e-96 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. See also Global Response: 
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. 

O3e-92 
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O3e-97 See response to comments O3e-3 and O3e-10 above and Global 

Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.  
 With respect to Bob Filner’s comment on One Paseo, 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. 

O3e-96 
cont. 
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O3e-98 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-99 Please refer to response to comments O3e-35, and O3e-38 to O3e-

46, above. 
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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.” 

 
 

O3e-100 
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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. 

 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Organizations-240 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 

O3e-112 
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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 
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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. 

O3e-116 

O3e-117 

O3e-118 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Organizations-246 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 

 
 
 

O3e-118 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Organizations-247 

 

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.  

 
 

O3e-122 

O3e-123 

O3e-124 
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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 
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 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 

O3e-124 
cont. 

O3e-125 

O3e-126 
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O3e-126 cont. 
 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. 
 
 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 significant effects might be avoided or 
mitigated, especially specific alternatives or mitigation measures. 
(Guidelines 15204(a).)  Since the attached letters were written 
before 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 

O3e-126 
cont. 
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