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Mark Slovick

Planning and Development Services-San Diego County
5510 Overland Ave. Suite 110

San Diego, California 92123

Lilac Hills Ranch is poorly designed. Also it is not very safe. After reading the EIR concerns | have

include...

1. Itis not a feasible walking or biking community as claimed.

A.

The school is not in the center of the community but at the back edge. Most of the
homes are over half mile away making it too far to walk.

The church/possible private school is located at the south end of the project behind
the gated senior area making it impossible to access except on Sunday.

Most streets lack bike lanes, including the one in front of the school, leaving only
sidewalks and mud paths to ride on.

2. lItis not a very safe community.

A.

The church the gates into the senior community are open every Sunday for anyone to
enter.

The school athletic field backs up to acres of gullies filled with rattle snakes. One
snake bite on a child could be fatal. See map

Lilac Ranch Road the main road leading to the school from most of the neighborhoods
does not have a bike lane. The only alternative is using the dirt/mud path.

According to figures 47 and 51 Covey Lane, the main road to the school for most of
Valley Center, does not have sidewalks or a bike lane.

The dog park is surrounded by gullies with hungry coyotes.

The main town park has a motel sitting on the edge of it. How safe would the children
playing in the park be with a transient population living next door in the motel?

The walking route to school for many kids is through the middle of down town either
past the motel or a bar.

3. Poor design and limited parking.

A.

The joint use parking lot at the county park has no turn around area. If a driver could
not find a parking spot there is no way to turn the car around to exit. )

The recreation center/fitness and next door restaurant share only 43 parking spaces.
The staff alone would use half of the lot. In the new EIR the restaurant has been
replaced by a fire station with many of the parking spaces eliminated.

The majority of the driveways are a minimum of 12 or 15 feet. Most large cars and
trucks are too long and would block the sidewalks. The parking study counts only 124
parking spots on the streets. Most garages being built today are not deep enough for
full size cars or pickup trucks. Where will all the cars park?



4. Poor trail design.

A,

B.

Some of the trails are only 3 feet wide. Many are only two feet wide. Bicycle riders
would kill the hikers or each other in head on collisions.

No direct trail from the senior area to the village. Also the seniors have no legal way
of diving golf carts to the village.

5. Poor street design.

A,

Residential street “O” in phase one is two blocks. The tentative map shows more than
150 lots on just these two blocks. Many of the lots are only 50 feet wide. The set
back from the street in only 10 feet. Driveways are only 15 feet long. The worst
designed entry level neighborhoods (aka “Instant Slum Estates”) in Moreno Valley and
Adelanto are better designed.

Most all traffic in the community will need to drive through the congested ‘town
square/ Village green’.

Attempting to back a car out of the diagonal parking will be very dangerous if not
impossible and will also stop traffic. Cars doubling parking waiting for someone to
back out will stop traffic flow. Cars attempting to parallel park will stop traffic flow.
The stream of pedestrians crossing at cross walks within the town center will stop
traffic. Trucks double parking to make deliveries will stop all traffic. Grid lock could
happen! The only alternative for drivers is to cut through the parking lots.

In the east edge of phase three a north/south residential street has over 50 homes on
it. The street is connected on the north to West Lilac Road and on the south to Lilac
Hills Ranch road. Many drivers will use this residential street to avoid the congestion
in the down town area. Trying to back a car out from a driveway would be very
dangerous.

The limited street frontage in front of the school would be reserved for bus parking
making very little room for individual student drop offs.

Cars will not be able to leave the school because of the backed up grid lock at the two
nearby roundabouts by cars waiting in line on Covey Lane and Lilac Ranch Road trying
to enter the school zone.

Vehicles parked on short driveways blocking sidewalks, ultra narrow building lots,
large cars and trucks parked on the streets in front of every house, only a 10 feet
setback from the street to the front of the house, postage stamp area for front yards
~what a mess! Driving down any of the narrow residential streets all you will see is
cars and trucks parking on the street or overhanging the sidewalks when parked on
the driveway, garage doors, very small fronts of houses, and very little space for
landscaping.

6. Citrus and avocado groves

A.

Citrus and avocado trees do not grow well in public maintained areas. These
production trees require specialized grove care that the homeowner association ‘mow
and blow specialists’ cannot or will not provide. No new planned communities have
groves that have worked including new home developments in Irvine Ranch and
Mission Viejo.



B.

Planting citrus and avocado trees in the new cut slopes also is a very poor idea. Page
46 of the EIR Agricultural report (paid for by Accretive) reports that this will not work
due to the poor soils. Note-For some unexplained reason this report which was once
on the county web site has disappeared from the EIR documents. Why?

7. Two Separate Projects or One

A.

The EIR maps show that this is not one project but two. These two areas touch each
other at one very small point but are actually over 500 feet apart with a street
connecting the two parts.

Why is this 500 feet of connecting land not included in the project? Why is there just
one project being processed instead of two.

8. Poor School and Park Design

A.

The goal lines on some of the playing fields are less than six feet from the street.
These streets are very narrow with cars traveling next to the curb. See map

The park plan shows a hiking trail going through a playing field. See map

The main ball field for the school is over 90 feet below the school making supervision
impossible. The cliff would be higher than a eight story building. See map.

D. The parking lot in the park as no way to turn a car around if the lot is full. See map
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Most of the ball fields for the school use are across a public street from the school
making access for the school kids very dangerous. What school district would
approve such a plan? See Map.

Most of the playing fields have very little or no area for spectator viewing. See map
On three sides of the school are gullies field with rattle snakes.

The park has no restrooms.

The school has no gym.

The park has no gym.

The school has no hardtop area for basketball courts, handball courts, tetherball, four
square, jungle gym or general fitness exercise area.

The school has no running track.

. The school has no additional land for expansion.

The school has no practical way for safety fencing.

The school has no access for trash, food, and other service trucks to enter.

The school has no bus parking except using the narrow short area in front of the
school that is needed for student drop off.

The school has less than 500 feet of street frontage leaving little room for student
drop off because busses will need the space in front of the school.

The public parks ball fields are used during the school day by the school. How can a
school provide safety when the park across the street and open to the public?

Each day before and after school grid lock will happen at the two nearby ‘round
abouts’ by parents dropping off or picking up their kids. This will split the community
and isolate it by making it impossible to travel. See diagram

Grid will happen twice daily when cars start backing up on the three streets waiting
for a limited space in front of the school. When the first few cars want to exit to
school area they will be blocked at the ‘round abouts’ by cars waiting in line to enter



u.

the school drop off area. No one will be able to enter the area or leave. No one in the
community will be able to move from the southern section to the northern section or
vice versa. Classic gridlock! See diagram

The school and the park will need to agree and sign joint use agreements. Which
school district, Bonsall or Valley Center and which community Bonsall, Valley Center,
or the county will need to sign? Do they all have to agree? Good luck.

9. Other design flaws in the community

A.

Why would a church want two athletic fields unless it is also a private school. What
church would want to build on a site that cannot be easily accessed because it would
be behind two locked senior citizen gates? How would the kids get to this private
school? Accretive needs to explain this and show that an interested, willing and
financially able church is ready to build.

Across the school in phase three a private recreational club is planned. But in phase
one the Home Owners Association will have their own club. The illustrations show
that the HOA club will be bigger and better than the private club. What private club
would want to be there if no one would join? What would go on this site if no private
club/gym was interested? Accretive needs to explain this and show that they have an
interested, willing, and financially able private fitness center that is ready to build.

In the town center a large motel is planned but is there any demand for a motel in the
area? Why would anyone rent a motel room here when much more desirable casino
hotel rooms are available, also time share condos with golf are just down the road,
and in city and beach motels are nearby. Accretive needs to show that they have an
interested, willing, and financially able motel operator ready to build.

Accretive proposes a new school. Their project straddles two school districts. Neither
district seems excited about a new school or cooperating with each other. Accretive
response is maybe no school will be built. The problem is that Accretive is selling this
complete village concept but without the school what kind of a village is left.....just a
bunch of homes out in nowhere.

Accretive proposes a 200 bed Group Residential Care hospital. Most patients
probably don’t care or even remember that they are living in the middle of this
‘greatest village in the world’ housing development in the middle of nowhere. Most
patients never leave the building unless they are going to the doctor or hospital. The
nearest medical facilities are over eight miles away. How could this Group Care
hospital compete with similar Care facilities located in town near doctor offices and
hospitals?

2.0 arow
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This concept plan is for

illustrative purposes only.

Actual site development may vary from
concepts depicted in this exhibit.
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Joint Use Park (P-10) Concept

LILAC HILLS RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN
FIGURE 132
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Mark Slovick

Planning and Development Services-San Diego County
5510 Overland Ave. Suite 110

San Diego, California 92123

In the comment section of the original 2013 EIR many questions were asked about how Covey

Lane will be affected. Accretive had a year to respond. In their second EIR Accretive still did

not answer any of the questions. Questions not answered included

1.

What is the design of the intersection of Covey Lane and Lilac Hills Ranch Road. Every
other intersection in the development has been engineered, analyzed, discussed
forwards and backwards, and diagramed but not this intersection. This intersection is
very important. It connects the unconnected north and the south half of Accretives
project. It contains a controlled gate and a guard shack for the senior housing. It
connects a 500 feet road segment that the Accretives owners own but do not want to
be part of their project. It moves the present public Covey Lane to a new location that
now will become a private road owned by Accretive. It is a very critical intersection yet
all of Accretives reports never discuss this intersection. Why?

Covey Lane is a private road. How can a segment of it be converted to a public road
without all the owners’ permissions?

According to the specific plan long segment of Covey Lane will stay a private road but
become part of Lilac Hills Ranch and owned by its homeowners. Many others properties
that are not part of Accretives project front or use this road. How will these properties
be affected? How will their driveways from these present homes get access to Covey
Lane if this new development has a fence around it? Will they have to pay HOA fees?
Will they have any rights to how this new private road is managed? Neither the EIR or
specific plan, or any other documents, drawing, or illustrations answers these questions.
Five hundred feet of Lilac Hills Ranch Road at the intersection of Covey Lane is owned
privately by the developers. This segment is not part of their proposed project. This
road segment connects what is actually two separate projects that the developers are
claiming is just one project. Why is this short segment not part of the project? Why is it
not discussed anywhere in Accretives documents why they are excluding it from their
project? How will this private road segment work since it will not be owned by the 1746
Home Owners Association or be a public road. Nothing in the reports explains this odd
proposal.

How will existing overhead electrical wires be addressed on Covey Lane? If these wires
are moved how will the existing homeowners connect? How will future homeowners



connect if the wires are underground and under the new private Covey Lane owned by
Accretive?

6. How will the existing water pipes be addressed on Covey Lane? Will it be realigned
along with the road?

7. One plan discussed in the EIR is to run a sewer line down Covey Lane. Will properties
outside the development be able to use this line?

8. How will a private water line under Covey Lane, built in 1961, before the VCMWD line
be affected? It is still the property of some property owners. Nowhere in the reports is
it discussed. Can it be removed without it owner’s permission or compensation?

9. The new school/park is proposed to be on Covey Lane. According the Figures 47 and 51
of the specific plan Covey lane will not have sidewalks. How will these kids safely get to
school?

These questions and other about how Covey Lane will affect nearby homeowners and need to
be answered. Accretive has done a very poor job in their explanations. How could what is
supposed to be a first class developer do such a poor job in planning?

Bill Aaron
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Mark Slovick

Planning and Development Services-San Diego County
5510 Overland Ave. Suite 110

San Diego, California 92123

The EIR/specific plan for Lilac Ranch Hills explains that the developer as the option to build five phases
of this project in any order they see fit and on any time frame. My concern would be what would
happen if only part of it was built and the developer went out of business. It would be a bunch of
homes on small lots stuck out in the middle of nowhere with few if any of the amenities that were
promised. The first few new homeowners would suffer along with the existing neighbors.

The reports state it may take many years to build this project. Most of the streets, parks, pools, club
house, school, trails, green belts, open spaces, churches, stores, and all the other amenities will not be
there for the first home sales. When comparing what Accretive developers are proposing to two new
master planned communities in Orange County many differences become apparent. Irvine Ranch now is
selling a new village called Orchard Hills. The Mission Viejo Company is also selling a new village called
The Ranch. These villages are similar to Lilac Hills Ranch. Each as a mix of several types of homes (single
family, condo, town homes, separate senior citizen area with many different types of homes), schools,
shopping, and parks). Each is about the same size. But the biggest differences are that these two
developers built all the schools, parks, community centers, streets, sidewalks and trails, before they sold
their first house. All the different types of housing were available the first day of sales. The first home
buyers know what their village/community will look like because it is complete and not just pictures and
promises from the developer. If these two developments can do it right then so can Accretive. If they
can’t maybe they should sell their development to someone who can.

Bill Aaron
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Mark Slovick

Planning and Development Services-San Diego County
5510 Overland Ave. Suite 110

San Diego, California 92123

The California Environmental Quality Act requires the EIR to consider a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making. A number of alternatives to the project
were considered during preparation of the EIR. The present plan has very little support from the
community. Another alternative that might get support would be similar to what is happening all
around the country. It would be a limited development with most of the land in a conservation farm
easement. The Journal of Sustainable of Real Estate by the University of San Diego published a
researched article about how in Colorado housing in Conservation Developments worked. See
attachment. By limiting the number of homes and increasing the open spaces buyers are willing to pay
much higher price for the homes. The developer sold far less building lots to a builder but each lot sold
for a much higher premium and the project had much lower infrastructure costs . The community and
the environment win by a less dense communities with more open spaces. The developers get their
projects approved and still makes a nice profit. Everyone wins.

Using the concepts used in Colorado a much more desirable village could be developed. The town
village could be a little larger with more green belts and open spaces. The country inn and most of the
town would surround a small lake. The down town village area has much larger plaza areas. The condos
and townhomes would be buried with more landscaping, and parking lots are better hidden from the
street views. Single family homes would be in ‘six packs’ surrounded by greenbelts eliminating the
boring streets scenes. Outside of the village area are many equestrian half acre estate homes next to
horse trails. The majority of the 608 acres would be open space or small farms/ranches. Lilac Ranch
would bisect the project connecting to all the farms, ranches, church/private school, community center,
and vineyards. Horse and hiking trails would surround the entire project and streets. An equestrian
center/ stables would be in the south west corner. See attachment for pictures.

Bill Aaron

B Qaron
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Park is in the middle of village center. Outdoor café and tavern

overlook the lake. Picnic area overlooks lake. Fitness training circuit surrounds lake.

. Inn connects to park and town with pedestrian bridge.




Views from Lilac Ranch Road also include beautiful ranch homes, homes with vineyards, corrals, barns




Lilac Hills Ranch Road bisects entire project with a large median with native landscaping. Trail on one side. Fenced horse

path on other.
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The beautiful recreation and fitness center in the village
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Miles of horse, hiking and biking trails surround the ranch passing ranches, vineyards, groves and farms




Active and passive parks along Lilac Hills Ranch Road




Equestrain riding center and horse stables at the end of Covey Lane connect to miles of trails

.....meeting hall for clubs and civic groups.....social hub of the community




Comparative Analysis of
Housing in Conservation
Developments: Colorado Case
Studies

Authors Christopher Hannum, Steven Laposa, Sarah E. Reed, Liba
Pejchar, and Lindsay Ex

Abstract Conservation development (CD) is an approach to the site design of a
development property that combines residential development and land
conservation. CD has been heralded as an environmentally-friendly
development alternative and a means to finance land conservation. We
employ a Box-Cox hedonic methodology using transaction data for all
CD subdivisions in five Colorado counties, as well as a unique sample
of homes in comparable nearby rural non-CD subdivisions to assess the
value of the CD amenity to homeowners. Our research demonstrates
significant sales price premiums for homes located in regulated and
unregulated CDs relative to comparable non-CDs.

Conventional residential development poses several challenges to sustaining
healthy ecosystems and human communities in the United States. Residential
development is a leading driver of changes to biodiversity (McKinney, 2002) and
ecosystem services that are critical for human well-being (Kroeger and Casey,
2007). Moreover, conventional residential designs have been linked to declines in
the health of human communities (Frumkin, 2002). Land use and residential
design also affect human well-being through public health, social equity, climate
impacts, and community integrity (Dannenberg, 2003; Alberti 2005, Ewing,
Bartholomew, Winkelman, Walters, and Anderson, 2008).

Although efforts to conserve natural resources on private lands have grown rapidly
in recent years (Chang, 2010), land continues to be converted to residential
and urban development at twice the rate that it is being protected (Aldrich
and Wyerman 2005; USDA, 2009). Current funding for land conservation
is inadequate to assemble an inclusive and ecologically viable network of
conservation areas (Lerner, Mackey, and Casey, 2007). A recent National
Association of REALTORS® (NAR) study demonstrated that environmental
features are important to 90% of home buyers in the U.S. (NAR, 2008). The high
rates of land development, conservation finance gap, and changing preferences
among homeowners make this a critical time to examine new approaches for
incorporating conservation objectives into development practices, financing land
conservation, and providing a model for sustainable homeownership rates.

JOSRE Vol. 4 No. 1 -2012
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Exhibit 1 | CD Examples

Source: Conservation Design for Subdivisions by Randall G. Arendt. Copyright ©1996 by lsland Press. Repro-
duced by permission of lsland Press, Washington, D.C.

Standard economic theory suggests that as income rises, so too will demand for
most goods, services, and amenities. Since economic growth inevitably leads to
increases in income and living standards in the long run, this presents a conundrum
for advocates of sustainable building practices and many environmentally-friendly
housing attributes and amenities. Bloom, Nobe, and Nobe (2011) find a positive
price premium associated with ENERGY STAR homes, while Aroul and Hansz
(2011) find a similar premium for dual-pane windows. Goodwin (2011),
examining survey data, finds that the importance placed on ENERGY STAR
ratings and heating and cooling costs are negatively correlated with the subject’s
income. Many green amenities provide external benefits to society, but only cost
savings to the individual directly affected. These costs matter less to high-income
individuals, and if the green attribute provides an effective disamenity, as with
compact fluorescent bulbs (Wall and Crosbie, 2009), that fact could inhibit
adoption. Even where the green attribute does not create a disamenity, as with
dual-pane windows, we would expect future income growth to slow the pace of
adoption. However, some characteristics of a sustainable housing development
might provide tangible aesthetic benefits to the individual homeowner and in such
a case would expect greater possibilities for private supply of green housing
amenities with limited need for government involvement.

Conservation development (CD) is an approach to the site design of a development
property that combines residential development and land conservation with a goal
of providing functional protection for natural resources (Milder, 2007; Pejchar,
Morgan, Caldwell, Palmer, and Daily, 2007). CD includes a wide range of project
types, ranging from just a few houses on large tracts of rural land, to suburban
conservation subdivisions, to large master-planned communities in urban areas.
CD has been heralded as an environmentally-friendly alternative to residential
sprawl, as well as a means to finance land conservation. Exhibit 1 (Arendt, 1996)
illustrates a CD (c) in contrast to a conventional dispersed development (a). In a
CD, the natural resources of the property (b) are initially mapped and protected
and home sites are then clustered on a smaller portion of the site.

Although CD has been in use for more than four decades in the U.S. and accounts
for up to one-fourth of private land conservation (Milder and Clark, 2011) and a
growing proportion of residential development activity, little is known about home
sales, valuation trends, absorption patterns, and marketing strategies in CD
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Exhibit 12 | Extended County Level Regression Resulis [Marginal Effects)

Variable Larimer Douglas Mesa Routt
LIVING AREA $62.17 $61.51 $56.22 $230.23
LOT AREA (IN SQ. FT) $0.07 $0.12 $0.M $0.05
AGE $149.27 —$3,006.04 $159.02 $1,443.10
NUMBER OF BATHROOMS $9,100.33 —$648.52 $8,332.10 $58,609.43
DISTANCE TO LARGEST -$0.03 —$0.38 -$2.18 -$10.00
TOWN
NUMBER OF BEDROOMS -$11,317.93 - —$14,866.89 -$29,973.10
GARAGE $44,196.44 $24,939.11 $33,291.88 =
[18%] [7%] [20%]
BASEMENT $33,578.80 $6,521.70 $-23,505.66 =
[14%)] [2%]
FINISHED BASEMENT $—48,369.23 $-10,069.39 = o
[-20%] [-3%]
CENTRAL AIR $11,106.23 - $16,161.59 -
(5%] [10%]
NO QUALITY REPORTED $133,949.76 - $—34,753.66 -
[56%] [-21%]
EXCELLENT QUALITY $197,330.27 $39,061.44 $12,593.14 —
[—21%] [10%) [7%])
GOOD QUALITY $69,712.52 $28,025.21 $5,848.08 -
(29%] (7%] [3%]
FAIR OR LOW QUALITY $-39,279.96 = $—35,789.55 -
[—16%] [—21%]
POOL $28,271.25 = $9,231.92 =
[12%] [5%]
WATERFRONT $-7,548.14 — - -—
[-3%]
REGULATED C.D. $34,137.22 $97,594.29 $20,707.78 $253,416.84
[14%] [26%] [12%] [30%]
UNREGULATED C.D. $39,782.75 $147,473.92 $14,924.09 $433,270.85
[16%] [39%] [9%] [51%]

Note: Brackets indicate percentage change for Box-Cox marginal effects.

Conclusion

Housing markets at the national, regional, and city levels are recovering from the
housing crash of 2007. Conservation development projects are not immune to the
stigma and negative consequences of households deleveraging, increasing defaults,
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decreasing second home markets, and lower homeownership rates (Burger and
Carpenter, 2010). Numerous transactions were eliminated from our study due to
deed types reflecting foreclosures and public sales. As the country eventually
recovers from the Great Recession of 2007 and 2008 with improved economic
conditions, interest in CDs and other housing transactions is likely to improve.

™ Our research focused on three questions. Based on our analysis, we conclude there
are significant differences in prices for homes in CD projects versus 35-acre, large
lot, and unregulated CD projects; there are significant differences in prices for
homes in CD projects across the five Colorado counties; and there are significant
differences in the total number of sales and transactions between CD projects and
non-CD projects.

—
Despite low per hectare yields, CDs may not represent an unattractive alternative

to developers of rural land or land on the urban/rural fringe. As other authors
(Mohamed, 2006, Bowman, Thompson, and Colletti, 2009) have noted, there are
reasons to expect cluster development plans like CDs to decrease developer costs
rather than raise them—if we compare plans for the same site. While lot size does
itself represent an amenity, the results suggest that the impact of additional
privately-held land is only 9 cents per square foot or $4,062 per acre. Given the
average lot size of a home in a large lot development (4.6 acres), allocating two-
thirds of the land of the development site to conservation would provide roughly
twice the price premium of allocating the same land to larger individual lots.

L

Our research demonstrates a significant sales price premium for homes located in
Jur researcl

CDs relative to comparable non-CD projects, while controlling for housing, time,
and location factors. We find that while the price premium associated with
regulated and unregulated CDs is similar, the impact of property characteristics
on prices in the two categories may differ. Understanding such differences between
CDs and non-CDs will help developers and residential brokers create appropriate
development and marketing strategies. If CD projects are also ecologically

beneficial, our results suggest that this approach to development is a viable tool
for conservation finance.

This research is limited to sales transactions for the five counties and four
development categorics. We do not address initial lot sales, net absorption trends,
time to construct a home after the initial closing, or the value of the initial home;
we capture only sales subsequent to all of these events. It is therefore possible
that further research into the initial development, marketing, and home
construction factors may complicate or confirm our results. If a relationship exists
between turnover and CD status within specific school districts only, our data set
may not capture bias induced by school district. Additionally there is very limited
research on the overall financial returns to the developer with sufficient data such
as time-dependent development costs, expenses, and lot sales to calculate internal
rates of returns. Although our extensive dataset included transactions indicating
foreclosures, we did not address how CD projects compared to non-CD projects
during the recent housing downturn.
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July 20, 2014

Mark Slovick

Planning and Development Services-San Diego County
5510 Overland Ave. Suite 110

San Diego, California 92123

“A focal point of the communily may conlain elements sucl as an
Amptiitheater, which will fiost festivals, musical performances,
celebrations and communily evenrs......... "

“With a Town Center that encourages gathering, and promotes
walkability in a village setting with conveniently located services and
AMENILIeS.......... "

P4

A community that preserves our rural charactey..........

Preserving and conserving open space and agriculiure..........

These statements and others that appear on Lilac Hills Ranch web site or in the Specific Plan are very
deceptive. | do not see an amphitheater anywhere in the documentation except for a small concrete
step next to the sidewalk in the town square. If it ‘promotes walkability’ why is the senior housing over
one mile away from the town center? How does it ‘preserves our rural character’ when 1746 homes are
built of 250 acres which is denser than most major cities? ‘Conserving open spaces’ are just the gullies
that are impossible to develop. No land is being conserved. The marketing word for gullies is ‘Biological
Open Space’. How does planting a row of avocado or orange trees on a cut slope conserve agriculture?

Along with these false statements the pictures of their web site and in the Specific plan are very
deceptive. For example ;



We Listened
Over the past three years, we’ve received input from hundreds of residents about our
plans for Lilac Hills Ranch. This input has helped shape our community and, if approved,
will include:

= Over 20 Miles of - Town Square with = Main Street Community Gardens

Soft-Surface Hiking Tavern on the Green Restaurants = Office Space
and Biking Trails Church Stdewalk Cafes - Equestrian Trails
- Over 25 Acres of K-8 School Boutique Stores - Trail Head/Staging

MNeighborhood Parks

and Multi-use Senior Center General Store Area for Equestrians
Sports Flelds Group Residential Bakery - Comr_nunity Recycling
« Recreation Centers and Group Care Facility

Country lnn
Farmers Market

Lilac Hills
Ranch

rlense visit wanawe L acttillsrkonch.com
!(3l‘ Mo« ln‘()'>m:]fl(/’h

Facilities

- Community Pools Increased Open Space

Supporting Economic Growth and the Future of North County

This opening page on their web site shows beautiful estate homes, parkway, street with a bike path, and
large estate lots on the ridge. Nowhere in their project does this street or ridge lines with estate homes.z T,

4 " R R Y This drawing appears to be a block long pedestrian plaza with an
outdoor farmers market with wood arbors and stone pillars. Also in the background are rolling hills with
the large orchard and a row of estate size homes? The Specific Plan does not show this.



" Where is this winery visitor center and vineyard? Itis noton
the Specific Plan. Where in the development is the ridge in the background with estate size lots and a
large orchard on the hill?

* This drawing of the market looks like a very large outdoor
seating area on a brick lined pedestrian plaza. Figure 72 in the Specific Plan shows only a very narrow
side walk next to the main streets on two sides of the market, a loading dock on the third side, more
stores and a parking lot of the fourth side.

This drawing looks like a park with beautiful homes in the
background. But what is missing from the drawing is that it is a very small park with surrounded sides by
the main streets of the project. Also these beautiful homes do not exist because stores are across the
street not these homes.



The caption for this drawing is ‘20 miles of trails’. The drawing
gives the impression of 20 miles of beautiful wide trails and green belts. In the Specific plan most of the
trails are not in green belts but just unpaved dirt sidewalks next to the roadways. According to the
Specific Plan many of the trails are just 24 inches wide.

“This drawing looks like the pool in the senior center. In
the back ground are estate size lots in surrounded by large groves. The Specific Plan does not show any
large estate lots or large groves in the senior area.

’@Efmfﬁhls drawing looks like a restaurant
with outdoor seating 12 inches from the busy street. How can pedestrians use the sidewalks? Are the

streets going to be made from bricks?



“This drawing looks like a café with an outdoor seating
area in a very large pedestrian plaza. The town center concept plan, figures 72 and 134 in the Specific
Plan, do not show this large plaza anywhere in the town center.

: . ﬂﬁﬂ e 'ﬂéﬁﬂThis drawing on their web depicts a beautiful ‘5 star’ looking
resort hotel. In the Specific Plan the footprint of the hotel looks much different. It is surrounded on
three sides by public roads with no room for any landscaping. On the fourth side of the motelis a
parking lot with some parking spaces right next to the building.

~ ~=——-—This drawing looks like a very large fountain in an
area called “The Tavern”. The seated people give to fountain a size of 14 feet or taller. The arbor
appears to be over 18 feet tall and 40 feet square. Figure 134 (town center concept) does not show this
arbor or fountain. Also the people on the grass field behind gives the impression that this area is very
large playing field. Again, Figure 134 shows this area to be about 100 feet wide and 300 feet long or
about the size of a small gym.



In the Specific Plan fifteen homes are showcased as representative home styles. Of these 15 beautiful
homes few will fit on the most common lot size of 5000 square feet. Only the houses with garage in
front will fit these very small lots. Of the houses that will fit these small lots the largest feature on the
front facade will be the garage doors. The front of the house will be much smaller. The actual street
scene will be driveways, garages, parked cars everywhere, and postage size front landscaping. The 15
homes are beautiful but most cannot be built except on very few lots. Again Accretive is

misrepresenting their project.

Many people will judge this project by looking at just the drawings. These drawing are a
misrepresentation of what is in the Specific Plan. If Accretive wants the support from the community
then they should not lie to them. They have been and continue to be very dishonest.

BIZ T



Slovick, Mark

From: Carla <quiltlady7@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 8:58 PM
To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Re: Lilac Hills Ranch Project

These are some major concerns pertaining to this project.

The roads and traffic with these proposed changes would make a major difference, not in a good way. Increased traffic
and a more dangerous area to exit safely when fire season hits.

This development violates too many provisions set forth in the general plan. Infrastructure: roads,bridges,water,sewer and
schools are totally inadequate to support this project. We urge the county to reject this development. Remember we are in
a critical water shortage, so more homes makes no sense what so ever.

Thank you, Carla Alvarez

Sent from my iPhone



Slovick, Mark

From: Robert G Alvarez <doitall8@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 1:22 AM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch Project

Attention Mark Slovick

I’'m writing this letter in opposition to the Lilac Hills Ranch Project. The enormity of this development violates all
provisions set forth in the San Diego County General Plan , which you are surly aware of. Existing infrastructure cannot
support the size and density of this development. Existing roads, The West Lilac Bridge, Old Highway 395 and Interstate
15 Freeway access are totally inadequate to handle the amount of traffic this development would
generate. To many homes in too small an area far exceeds current zoning ordinances, adding a School, Retail Shops and
Commercial Buildings would DESTROY THE RURAL ENVIRONMENT ! What about Sewer ??? Will the Public be on
the Hook to Pay for these Improvements ??? If the County Department of Planning approves this Development we might
as well tear up the Newly Adopted General Plan and the County can explain to the Tax Payers how their Money was
Squandered Adopting the Counties New General Plan.

Mark Slovick

Please reject The Lilac Hills Ranch Project

Thank You , Robert Alvarez



Slovick, Mark

From: Nancy Anderson <ednancyanderson@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 2:30 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Fwd: Lilac Ranch Development

Hope this finds its way to you. My original letter is below. Nancy Anderson
Jeweled

Designs by Nancy Anderson
www.nancyandersondesigns.etsy.com

Begin forwarded message:

From: Nancy Anderson <ednancyanderson@gmail.com>
Subject: Lilac Ranch Development

Date: July 26, 2014 at 3:15:21 PM PDT

To: MarkSlovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Dear Mr. Slovick,

As a resident of the area being considered for development | would like to add my opinion. My husband and |
lived at 10081 West Lilac for almost 30 years. We presently live in Bonsall off of Via Ararat. For the many
years of residency in the area we have seen much development take place. With the addition of new homes we
now have major traffic, especially in the afternoon as people use 115 to commute to Temecula. All around us
there are plans to build more homes. There is the area off 76 and 115, there is the area off of Twin Oaks Valley
Rd. and then, of course, this project named the Lilac Ranch Development. Are we no longer adhering to the
General Plan for the area off Lilac Road, which is the planning document that has had citizen input, or are you
just ignoring this plan that took many years to develop?

I am very concerned that with all the planned development from those who do not live in the area we are fast
losing the reason so many of us enjoy life in North San Diego County. If you have your way we will fast
become Poway or Ranch Bernardo or Rancho Penasquitos. Lilac Ranch Development will change our lives
dramatically, not in a positive way..... more concentrated housing, overcrowding in our schools, more traffic
and the lose of our rural lifestyle.

Sincerely,

Nancy Anderson



Jeweled

Designs by Nancy Anderson
Www.nancyandersondesigns.etsy.com
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Slovick, Mark

From: Royalviewranch@aol.com

Sent: Sunday, July 27, 2014 8:46 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch Draft REIR comments
July 26, 2014

Allen F. & Karen Binns
2637 Deer Springs Place

San Marcos, CA 92069-9761
760-744-5916
royalviewranch@aol.com

Mark Slovick

County of San Diego

Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

Re: Lilac Hills Ranch Draft REIR Comments
Dear Mr. Slovick:

The comment | would like to make is that that there should be no street parking allowed. Everything should be
red curbed.

Due to the massive density increase, and the fact that the project is in an “extreme fire danger area” and due to
the drought and a lack of water to adequately fight a massive wildfire there should be no on street parking at
any time or any place in this development.

During a fire there is no room for crowded streets and fire trucks. Some homes have multiple families living in
them in these trying times and with so many vehicles to one home people tend to park all over the streets, which
is an especially bad scenario in a wildfire situation when fire trucks cannot make it through to fight the wildfires
with people trying to evacuate at the same time. We cannot have evacuees hindering emergency vehicles.

Another comment | would like to make is regarding the Developer not wanting to do a list of road
improvements. If he wants to do his project then he needs to do the road improvements needed for the increase
in traffic caused by his project. This is a Health and Safety concern, especially in the case of a wildfire.

Lack of water/ Severe drought: We are in a severe drought. It has been this way for several years now with
no relief in sight. Now you are adding all these residents. Where is the water going to come from? Yes, | bet
you are going to say it is Ag land and Ag land uses more water. If the Ag land is not in use, then there is zero
water being used now. There will be lots of water used in this development. Also there is a tremendous amount
of water that will be used during grading. Is that water use used for grading going to be coming from recycled
water?

Density increase: This land is zoned for 110 homes based on slope. Now they want 1745 residences. That is a
1600% increase.




Now add in the 50 room Country Inn as well as the 200 bed group care assisted living facility. That brings the
density to 1996 residences. Now we are looking at a 1900% increase in density from the new General Plan that
was adopted in August 2011. The General Plan that took over 12 years and over 16 million dollars to complete.

Traffic increase: With all these residences as well as the 200 bed group care assisted living facility and 50
room Country Inn there will be many workers and many average daily trips. There is also the 90,000 square feet
of commercial, office and retail space, plus a school.

Can the streets handle this overload? Are there the necessary road improvements that will be needed by this
project?

Why do we even have a General Plan? Why did we spend so much time and so much money just to allow a
General Plan amendment? Why are we allowing developers to destroy the General Plan?

Sincerely,

Allen F. Binns
Karen Binns
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Marina Boubion

9746 Megan Ter
Escondido, CA 92026
760-749-7036
planktonbou@yahoo.com

Mark Slovick

County of San Diego

Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

Subj: Lilac Hills Ranch Development
Dear Mr. Slovick:

Lilac Hills Ranch Project is a very large project that seems to be benefiting the developer and is
not in the public's interest. A project like this would lower the quality of exiting communities, the
impacts are many including large negative impacts on the environment, it exposes residents to
greater danger of fire, it increases the traffic volume significantly on West Lilac Road, Circle R
and all the neighboring roads.

I'am opposed to this development being approved (Lilac Hills Ranch Development Project) for the
following reasons:

1. The proposed changes to the zoning would have a major impact to residents who already live
here and to local wildlife. Where would the wildlife go?

2. This project not only increases danger to all residents due to fire and traffic, it also increases
the risk to our firefighters and first-responders. what happened at San Elijio Hills in San Marcos
during the last fire is an excellent example of what can happen - it was difficult to get out and of
course put residents and first responders at a higher risk. | am not sure we want to have similar
situation here when the Santa Ana winds come. Do we?

Will the Developer be forced to upgrade access roads? This project would need access road

improvements needed for the increase in traffic. Big time health and safety concern, especially in
the case of a wildfire. West Lilac and the I-15 interchanges need to be upgraded - provide off and
on ramps and make the West Lilac/I-15 bridge into a four-lane. West Lilac and Circle R also need
to be upgraded to 4 lane roads. A recent example would be what was done for Hidden Meadows.

3. Wasn't the San Diego County General Plan approved just three years ago? August 20117
After all the resources spent by the Public (by the County), the county staff must have known
what was best for rural areas. The current zoning is Rural SR-10, SR-4. It is zoned for about 110
homes and increases the density by 1700%. In my mind, this development definitely goes against
the General Plan! Is the County going to ignore the General Plan or will they abide by it?

5. Another huge for me is water; seems crazy that developments of this magnitude are even
brought up for discussion when our water needs in CA are such an issue.

Where would the water come from for this development anyway? Agriculture? | don't think that is
a good choice - where will our food come from anyway? China?

Again, | seriously oppose this development as it stands now. the SD County plan has it zoned for
just 110 homes on 608 acres It should be drastically de-scoped to match the.

Let's keep it rural, please.

Ao, Duedg C-26- 201y



LILAC HILLS RANCH
3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3100 5571 (TM),

3100 5572 (TM), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-018
(STP), HLP XX-XXX, SCH 2012061100
ENVIRONMENTAL LOG NO.: 3910 12-02-003 (ER)

DRAFT REVISED EIR PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD
June 12, 2014 through July 28, 2014

DRAFT EIR COMMENT SHEET

Tuesday, June 17, 2014
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
Planning & Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM

WZ@&%@ Y2 @ﬁéﬂ_&%ﬁ/ S /@&}‘é

MAIL, FAX or E-MAIL FORMS TO:

(Attach additional pages as needed) & é/
W ¥/ 26/ %
. /- /sﬁ

“Date’

JoRcE  Bouplon

Print Name

D7¢¢ M@qm Len

Mark Slovick Address

County of San Diego Cg( ;
Planning & Development Services 55 ’Caon C&J 4 CA QMQ\Q:
g510DQverlagg g;;;e, Suite 310 City State ' Zip Code

an Diego, . o :
FAX#: (858)694-3373 260-747~703 (L

e-mail: Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov Phone Number

COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED BY 4:00 PM, JULY 28, 2014



Jorge Boubion

9746 Megan Ter
Escondido, CA 92026
760-749-7036
zdr2k@hotmail.com

Mark Slovick

County of San Diego

Planning and Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

Subj: Lilac Hills Ranch Development

Dear Mr. Slovick:

Lilac Hills Ranch Project is a prime example of a project benefiting special interests and is clearly
not in the public interest. It would degrade the communities, it would impact in many ways
including significant negative impact on the environment, exposing its residents to significant
danger of fire and significant traffic congestion on West Lilac Road, Circle R and the neighboring
roads.

I oppose the Lilac Hills Ranch Development Project for the following specific reasons:

1. This is a Rural Agriculture area and proposed changes to the zoning would have a major
impact to residents who already live here and to local wildlife.

2. Approval of this project would also increase danger to all residents due to fire. We saw recently
what happened in San Elijio Hills in San Marcos during the last fire - it was a struggle to get out
and put thousands of residents and first responders at a higher risk. Do we really want to have
the same situation here when the Santa Ana winds come?

| didn't see anywhere in the plan for road improvements. Does that mean the Developer is not
wanting to do access road improvements? If he wants to do his project then | would think he
needs to do access road improvements needed for the increase in traffic caused by his project.
This is a Health and Safety concern, especially in the case of a wildfire. At a minimum, West Lilac
and the 1-15 interchange needs to be opened up - provide off and on ramps. West Lilac and
Circle R need to developed to 4 lane roads similar to what was done for the Hidden Meadows
Developments.

3. What happened to the newly written San Diego County General Plan? Wasn't it approved in
just three years ago? August 20117 It took 12 years and in excess of $16 million dollars but after
all the time spent by the Public and money spent by the County, our county staff must have
known what was best for that land. The current zoning is Rural SR-10, SR-4. It is zoned for about
110 homes. The proposal would increase the density by 1700%. The development would surely

go against the General Plan! Is the County going to ignore the General Plan or will they abide by
it?

5. Water is a HUGE concern as well; seems very hypocritical that developments of this
magnitude are even considered when our water needs are such an issue.

Where would the water come from for this development? Agriculture? That is what we saw earlier
this year with CA farmers being denied water.

Again, | seriously oppose this development as it stands now. It should be drastically de-scoped to
match the SD County plan of just 110 homes on 608 acres.

6/20( 201




July 12, 2014

Mark Slovick

County of San Diego

Planning & Development Department
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

RE: PDS2012-3800-12-001 (GPA), PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP), PDS2012-3600-12-
003 (REZ), PDS2012-3100-5571 (TM), PDS2012-3100-5572 (TM), PDS2012-3300-12-
005 (MUP), PDS2012-3500-12-018 (STP), HLP XX-XXX LOG NO. 3910 12-02-003
(ER); SCH NO. 2012061100 LILAC HILLS RANCH PROJECT.

Dear Mr. Slovick,

We live at 9040 W. Lilac Rd., Escondido, CA 92026 which is located just north of the
proposed project area. My wife and I moved to this area back in 2000 to escape the noise
and pollution of the urban lifestyle. In January of 2012, I was diagnosed with Stage 3
aggressive form of prostate cancer. For treatment, I’ve undergone a radical
prostatectomy, 8 weeks of radiation treatment and I’m currently receiving ongoing
hormone therapy to slow progression of the disease. My recent PSA test results indicate
cancers cells are still present but appear to be restrained by the hormone therapy.
Medical literature for my type of cancer, emphasize the importance of living a healthy/
stress-free lifestyle. In an effort to stay healthy, we planted an organic vegetable garden
on our property to ensure proper foods and I’ve made arrangements with my employer to
avoid any stressful situations at work. But ever since plans for the Lilac Hills Ranch
project became public, I’ve been terrified about the impending environmental impacts
which could potentially jeopardize my fight against cancer and destroy our rural

community.

My wife and I are very concerned about the significant/ unavoidable impacts the project
would cause and request the Planning Department acknowledge this letter as a viable
comment in response to the draft EIR. If you need further information in regards to this
letter, please feel free to contact me by email or my home address.

Sincerely, E
4

Greg and Christine &ady
9040 W. Lilac Rd
Escondido, Ca 92026
Cgbrady1959@yahoo.com



Slovick, Mark

From: Buddhika Abesingha <b_abesingha@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 27, 2014 11:29 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Comments: Lilac Hills Ranch

To: Mark Slovick, San Diego County Project Manager

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mr. Slovick,

| believe the applicant has not properly addressed all concerns in the DEIR. | have the following
questions:

1. How is the applicant addressing the negative impact of widening Mountain Ridge road to the
surrounding parcels?

2. How is the applicant addressing the negative impact of widening Mountain Ridge to the
surrounding habitat?

3. How will the applicant gain rights to widen Mountain Ridge, given that Mountain Ridge is a private road?
4. Has the impact of outside visitors to the SFS-5/SFS-6/church developments been considered in the traffic
study and the impact on Mountain Ridge road?

5. How could Mountain Ridge road, with its slopes and blind spots at various points, accommodate additional
traffic without posing danger?

Respectfully,
Buddhika Abesingha
9790 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
619-808-3090



Slovick, Mark

From: PETER G BULKLEY <pgbwlf@wildblue.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 3:34 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: REIR Lilac Hills Ranch Project

Sir:

The county of San Diego recently spent thousands of tax payer dollars to update the general plan for the future
good of the county. No sooner was the ink dry when Accretive Investments Inc. began efforts to have the
general plan modified to suit their Lilac Hills Ranch project. Their goal is to increase cooperate profits by
maximizing density on the 608 acres in question. When completed, they will move on to the next "look-a-like"
master plan without regard to the consequences to the damage they have done to the environment and the
people who already live in this area.

Obijections to the project, traffic, noise, use of water, overcrowding of the area and the schools, damage to the
environment etc. have been addressed very throughly by the Valley Center Community Planning

Group. Revisions by Accretive are not for the benefit of this area, but sops to win approval for their project
which in my opinion will destroy this unique rural area.

I believe the County of San Diego and the Board of Supervisors have the legal and moral responsibility to
support the General Plan as written and approved with tax dollars, not the fiscal interest of a land development
company. When Accretive Investments revises its master plan of 1746 homes to conform with the density
specified in the San Diego's Master Plan for this area, | will consider withdrawing my objections to the Lilac
Hills Project.

Peter Bulkley
9885 West Lilac Rd



[ lizabeth A Bulkleg

clizabethbulkley@mac.com

July 26,2014
T O: Flanning and Development Services (FDS)
Froject Processing (Counter, 5510 Overland Av., Ste. 110
San Diego, CA 92123
AT TN: Mark Slovick, Frcjec’c Flanner, Mark. Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov
FROM: Elizabeth Pulkley, 9885 West | ilac Road, [ scondido CA 92026
(AFN 129-190-36 and 37)

R Public Response to the | ilac [ills Ranch DE IR

M3 husband and l Purchased 9+ acresin 1973 that we live on toclay. One end of the
property is located where Kodriguez Rd, Cove9 | n and West Li!ac Kcl converge,
with long Frontage on Kodriguez and West | ilac Rds.

| have Par’cicipated in the meetings both in the field and in the Communitg (Center
regarding the Lilac Hi”s Ranch Deve]opment for several years now. | am diabolica”g

against this cleve]oPmerxt for many reasons.

| agree completelg with the report of the \/a“eg (Center Communitg Flanning
Group——Lilac Hi”s Kanch 5ub~Committee.

| am against this development for many reasons, some of them are:

I. General Flan: As we all know, the General Flan was voted and agreecl upon
after 12 years and over $20,000,000.00 of tax payers money. A” of a
su&&en) Accretive comes along and instead of 110 homes on 60% acres as the

general P!an states, their c{evelopment states that theﬂ will have 1 46 homes

Plus (ommercial plus an Assisted Living Facilitg. ITISTHE
STATED JOB OF THE BDOARD OF SUFERVISORS
(ROSSMOORVS.BOARD OF SUFERVISORS) TO



DF FEND THE GENERAL PLAN. The law gives the Board

imPuni’cy but states that ti‘ney work for the citizens.

2. TRANSFOKTAT]ON West Li]ac Rci is a ]ovelg, curvy tree shaded
road between Coveg | ane and ]-15. Bicgciists come here to ride and train;
walkers walk andjoggersjog. Ti’iis development with over 1 ,7 Q0 i'iomes,
Commercial Development and Assisted Living f:aciiity will add
THOUSANDS of trips to the roads in the area, make them unsafe and
destrog the existing rural atmospi‘ncrc Ti"ICFC is a real Probiem at our corner
and several other sites regarciing acquisition of rigi*its of way from property
owners across private roads for Pub]ic access from a private cicvc]opcr bg
eminent domain. Ti‘ie Generai Fian has taken into consideration
transPortation forthe 110 houses Pianneci for. lt has not taken into
consideration the traffic gridloci( for 1,700 homes.

FLEASE DRIVE FROMESCONDIDO TO TEMECULAON
l-15 DURING RUSH HOUR—AND THIS [SWITHOUT THE
DEVELOFMENT AT THE NORTH-EAST QUADRANT
OF HWY. 76 AND |-15.

3. WATER Ti‘ic county has been told to cut their water usage bg 20% iag the
State of California. | agree with this decision consi&ering that state of the
cirougi‘:t Thereiore can the Countg of San Diego mora“y and conscientious]y
consider permitting a graciirig permit using hundreds and hundreds of ga”oris of
water that will move thousands of acre feet of land with adverse air conditions and
inconvenience to the existing home owners? We are not even ’ca”(ing of the water

usage of the cieve]opment afteritis completeci with over 1,700 homes.

4. ]t has been shown 53 several knowiecigeabie rePorts that the Accretive ProPosal is
not oniy incorrect in many P]accs, but leaves out many imPor’tant Points incluciing, but
not limited to schools, water reciamation, emergency Plans, ecologica] saicetg and open

SPaCCS, drainage and water concerns.

5. CONSIDERING THAT THIS AREAHASBEEN
DESIGNATED AS AN AGRICULTURE ANDESTATE
HOMES AREADBY THE EXISTING GENERALFLAN, IF THE
ACCRETIVE DEVELOFMENT 1S5 AFFROVED AND



ALLOWED TO GOTORWARD, T WILL ONLY BE THE FIRST
OF MANY THAT TRY THE SAME TACTICINORDER TO
INCREASE THEIRFROFITS AND CONTINUE THE
SFRAWL. THANK YOUTFORYOUR TIME AND
CONSIDERATION.
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LILAC HILLS RANCH
3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3100 5571 (TH),

3447 5572 (TM), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-04%
(STP), HLP XX-XXX, SCH 2012061106
ENVIRONMENTAL LOG NO.: 3910 12-02-04)3 (ER}

DRAFT REVISED EIR PUBLIC REVIEW PEFI{){}
June 12, 2014 through July 28, 2014

DRAFT EIR COMMENT SHEET

Tuesday, June 17, 2014
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
Pianning & Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM
S ANIACHERN, R

(Adtzah Lo b o nal pages as needed)

Signature ' Y

Print Name

. o
‘a.ski,.w Y ) o 3N
M:..éi H b H a2

Address

wadi, o0l or E-MAIL FORMS TO:

Bhatk S

Copmty 2 Diagoe
Pizising ©© [ ivelopment Services —;;vf‘fﬂﬂl'-‘-*-:“m“
581G < hver s Avenue, Suite 310 City Stade Kipi 5068
st £04 92123

[17 A4 %

Lan
R i H04.3070 L
el Aop I Slavick@sdcounty ¢ca gov Phone Number

{AMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED BY 4:00 PM, JULY 28, 2014

v : 174.16?.‘."'“'3 !"‘ E.. .
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LILAC HILLS RANCH
DRAFT EIR COMMENT SHEET
WEITEN COMMENT:

Virg st U Micheile Burdett) object to the Lilac Hills Ranch proposed daveiopisent far tha

tnhGuein 1IsSoNs:

70 development is In extreme contrast from the existing visual civaractar of ous
r 1 ibortiood. We currently have a beautiful view of agricultura! aric ratucal hasitat
-1 The development proposes to replace our view/way of life with higl: densizy
i 1oes, traffic, senior center, parks, etc. We moved out of the city o snuatry lurs Yy
wifically purchased a home next to agriculturally zoned fand ta avoid the strassers o
¢ 1iving. These towns (Valley Center & Bonsall) are RURAL/COUHTRY living tovins,
7 s poliution — If this development is approved, we will be negutivelv impasted by
-+ poliution (cars, people, senior center, parks, etc.).
i1 Ui It this development is approved, we will be negatively irnyacted bry traftic
.6, congestion, pollution, wildlife destruction, car accidents, -.biz safety, ircraasar
+ riute time, traffic lights, etc.). We live on very DANGEROUS i zsl: [rprrow, Hiind
“oways, no shoulders, cliffs, rock walls, recreational bicycle ridevs, axisemie Siives,
«1,-merous blind spots, one lane, double yellow lines, ete. These resids, in our opinian,
1 20T SAFE or ADEQUATE for high levels of traffic. Increasing the rumter of cars or
« - dlangerous roads will cause numerous deaths.
e rat destruction — This development will destroy natural planis, aaimals, relimg il
‘« 3ks, etc.
ihe impact on schools, public services, law enforcement, parks, i #:¢creation facilvias. Th -
L.+ commiunity that participates in community activities at the ¢.ziigr Of town (narede:,
i riing events, library, community center, churches, public poos, roc e, Cean,

oo

-1 cuitural events, etc.). Community members drive to the centsr o/ tnwm on 2 resuly
_ 215 This huge Influx of residents at the far end of town (Lilaz Hilis Rancal is net, inm
iion, GREEN OR SUSTAINABLE. It is not reasonable to think th:t 2 of thesa people

- raing to stay in their little “sustainable” sub-town and reduce L oarlan taotart?.

¢4 oo they (Lilac Hills Ranch) even have a legal right to access necessasy roads, util-lies, oo

"1-11ge the zoning from high acreage agriculture land to high dersihy homes?

vl SR D T [ i)
T el o 7-25 1

L/ [ E——




Slovick, Mark

From: Jonathan Carey <careyelement@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 9:13 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Lilac Hill Development

Mark,

As a Valley Center resident | adamantly oppose this development. We live here specifically because it's quiet
and rural. This development goes against everything Valley Center stands for. Please cease this effort.

A Concerned Valley Center Resident.



3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3100 6571 (1 M),
3100 5572 (TM), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-018
(STP), HLP XX-XXX, SCH 2012061100
ENVIRONMENTAL LOG NO.: 3910 12-02-003 (ER)
DRAFT REVISED EIR PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD
" June 12, 2014 through July 28, 2014

DRAFT EIR COMMENT SHEET

Tuesday, June 17, 2014
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
Planning & Development Services -
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

WRITTEN COMMENT FORM

Does this project conform to the General plan for an agricultural area?

Does this plan address adequate evacuation egress in case of wildfires
considering farm animals will be included in an evacuation?

Does this plan address the current and future drought situation?

Does this plan address safe roads for the cycling community and the
safety of the students commuting to schools on bikes using narrow
roads with fast moving traffic?

(Attach additional pages as needed)

“Signature Date

A E LLUFsHER

Print Name )

MAIL, FAX or E-MAIL FORMS TO: .
S LHEGERNE .

Mark Slovick ) Address

County of San Diego )

Planning & Development Services O L En 47072 OF - 9”‘2,2’)%
5510 Qverland Avenue, Suite 310 City State Zip Code 7
San Diego, CA 92123 ' ,

FAX #: S(Jases) 694-3373 Lo/ 226 -33L4D

e-mail: Mark. Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov Phone Number

COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED BY 4:00 PM, JULY 28, 2014
Lo 77 = SIPN /29-39p iz,
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EMVIRONMENTAL LOG NO.: 3910 12-02-000 (ER)
DRAFT REVISED EIR PUBLIC REVIEW PEZEIDD
June 12, 2014 through July 28, 2914

DRAFT EIR COMMENT SHEET

Tuesday, June 17, 2014
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
Planning & Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 62123
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o Annetta Citino r@ SCE - / E}
/)

Richard Coffman _;I.J'r}/ JUL 1 4 2014 ' ."'
8975-212 Lawrence Welk Dr. v
Escondido, CA 92026 PDS-DIRECT. ~
760-751-2772 ORS OFFicE
July 11, 2014

Mr. Mark Wardlaw

Director

Planning and Development Services
County of San Diego

5510 Overland Ave., Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123

Re: Lilac Hills Ranch
Dear Mr. Wardlaw:
The draft REIR identifies significant and unavoidable environmental impacts to air

quality and traffic. These admitted negative impacts alone should doom the project.
An avoidable solution is to not develop!

The lives of the many new residents and school children would be endangered by
pesticides that would be regularly sprayed on remaining citrus and avocado groves that
adjoin the project. This is completely unacceptable.

Traffic on I-15 is already much too heavy with commuters and many heavy, noisy
delivery vehicles traveling in both directions. More development would certainly
bring much more traffic.

The answer lies in using land as it was designated in the recent County Plan for
agriculture of all kinds. Sticking to the plan shows foresight for San Diego County.

The changes should be to the use of the City of San Diego more effectively, as do
world class cities and NOT have urban sprawl only making living conditions in San
Diego County nightmarish. The rural areas of north San Diego County are beautiful
and do not need to be ruined by greed.

Approval for this proposed project should be denied.

Sincerely,

Annetta Citino

4/&5&’/ /?/-u:// //(1%.»/7“ P

Richard Coffman



é/; <P//7~

Coernty ,;AW,,&,&W

55’/0 ﬂw d/uH—’}X/\‘.Blo

'f ,Q,._J’;r,p*/ CA G2 /23

bt

(79 am-wf-'/ims-ﬂew b~ d@é&#m <

| 700 dralpcvribor g 2 m‘ﬂ%%@ =

wt LeaX 3590 [2 Hbrrrpa —

WbhoX Lo yais Ja,ém« "&’Mﬂz""' water’?

S e Ton K st e Cal i e

WWW

O it e i 1 Do b

W/v 16 "1 Heb - \rm%,w

M%mm [

St s MMMW-{ vﬂx«/ﬂ-ﬁ% ces~—

. v

Sdrtt tHolt fo.
%ﬁpwwdmv

Gt e WATER.
m.lamen F. Clifford

Spe 51
.t AT YV e L — e




270 N Bl b (ool Ap5)

@W‘w; @4 ?;Ld 5‘}
9 bd— Y 33— 7 2F6




James F. Clifford | N -
36 N o Camino Real Sr DIEGO (0220
Oceanside, CA 92058-1731

14 JUN 2014 FNS L
Wark Slevick

e\ s f b Beig
\\'\' @ Cal 55/0 [)4‘.4.,4«41 Qv 3

Q\::Q((\ ,Z‘«J% CA 92123

Adflhy e} el e gk 1)



y —— e —— e —— e —— B —
e

July 21, 2014

Mark Slovick

Project Manager

County of San Diego, Planning & Development Services
5510 Overland Ave., Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123

Dear Mr. Slovick:

The Lilac Hills Ranch, “one of the biggest housing developments every proposed for the area” according to the U-T
newspaper, is the wrong development, at the wrong time, in the wrong place. The scale of this proposed
development with 1,700 homes (composed of 903 single-family homes, 164 single-family attached homes, 211
residential “units”, 468 single-family senior homes), in 608 acres, 5,000 residents,90,000 square feet of
commercial, office and retail space, 50-room inn, senior community center, group residential care facility,
memory care facility, fire station, k-8 school, a town center, and 2 neighborhood centers is that of a small city and
has no business in Valley Center, a rural, back-county area.

Given the current drought conditions and the recent mandatory water rationing that is being instituted, | can’t
understand how any sane person could approve creating another city anywhere, much less in a rural area. The
always-high — and now extremely high — fire danger in Valley Center only compounds the folly of even considering
a large-scale, high density development such as this. Density of this intensity belongs in cities, not in rural areas,
period. Given the mixed uses proposed, the density will be much greater than the number of homes alone would
indicate, since all the workers at the inn, 2 care facilities, school, fire station, town center, and commercial, office
and retail spaces will not be residents. They will be commuters, clogging the roads and creating a significant
danger to all who need to use the roads in the area for daily use, as well as during a wildfire. This development
would take the current Valley Center population density of less than 100 people/square mile and increase it
dramatically. Assuming 5,000 residents, it would increase Valley Center’s population by almost 55% and it's
density to 152 people/square mile. If one adds the 2,500 more people (conservatively) for all the non-resident
workers, that increase Valley Center’s population by over 80% and increase it’s density to almost 180
people/square mile, an increase of more than 80%. At only 5,000 residents, Lilac Hills would have a density of
over 5,260 people/square mile. In comparison, San Diego city’s density is only just over 4,000 people/square mile.
Density of this magnitude clearly does not belong in a rural area like Valley Center.

Valley Center is a rural area and, as our rural areas are scarce to begin with, should NOT be developed into
another San Diego or Escondido. These new facilities, if warranted at all, should be built within already-
developed areas. The Lilac Hills Ranch should be low-density residential (absolute minimum 5 acre lots, with a 10-
acre minimum approaching a reasonable density) with only single-family homes permitted. And NO new
development should be allowed unless a parcel will perk and until after our water supplies are improved and
adequate current and future supply has been guaranteed for all existing residents and any future ones. Any other
plan is sheer folly and will have severely negative consequences for current and future residents in terms of traffic
congestion, public safety (wildfires and traffic accidents), lack of water, and destruction of the rural character of

Valley Center.

| sincerely hope Planning & Development Services will not approve a project that cannot be justified on any
grounds. This proposed development will destroy the rural character of Valley Center; increase the wildfire
danger for all; use water resources that are simply NOT available; and create an entire new city with a density that
is 30% greater than that of San Diego city. It is the wrong development, at the wrong time, in the wrong place.

Sincerely,
MCraggs 7 7
Valley Center, CA 92082



Slovick, Mark

From: Marc Cyr <marcacyr@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 3:03 PM
To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: re: Lilac Hills Ranch Development

Marc A. Cyr, JD, MBA
10002 Covey Lane
Escondido, CA 92026

Mark Slovick, Project Manager

Planning & Development Services

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310, San Diego, Ca 92123
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

July 23,2014
To Whom It May Concern:

| have a property interest in my parents' land and avocado grove adjacent to the proposed location of Lilac Hills Ranch,
immediately to the east of W. Lilac Road on Covey Lane.

We are opposed to the building of Lilac Hills Ranch for the following reasons:

- To build over 1,700 homes on tiny lots in an area that is zoned for home sites of 1 to 2 acres (minimum) is
irresponsible. There is a very valid reason for the current zoning and to rezone an area designated for agricultural
purposes (in a county that is quickly losing its fertile and established agricultural sites) is completely unacceptable. We
are living in this area because of the open spaces and large properties. Many of our neighbors are living here for the
same reasons.

- The unique composition of the soil in our area doesn’t exist in many areas of the world and needs to be preserved for
growing food and providing for the community at large. Once pesticides and herbicides leech into the soil, and will
ultimately affect the aquifer, it will cause irreparable damage to the soils and the aquifer itself. Also, converting over
600 acres of arable land for residential use is inappropriate and irresponsible. Once converted, it can never be used to
grow crops or produce food again. Itis forever ruined.

- We have a sever water shortage in California, especially in San Diego County. How can it be feasible to build a large
subdivision, with its vast infrastructure, during a time when water is not available or plentiful? We are constantly
threatened with potential water rationing and limitations on use of residential and agricultural water use. To further
limit the use of water in a highly dense area, as this development will be if constructed, is again irresponsible and a
disservice to taxpayers and residents.

- Despite the promises by this developer, San Diego has been plagued by promises made by builders of building pristine,
self-contained and sustainable communities, which are often anything less than promised. These communities strain
resources, as evidenced by recent fires in the County, especially in San Marcos, Escondido and Carlsbad.

- The increased noise, congestion and traffic from the construction phase and then occupancy will completely change
our area from open country to urban sprawl. If potential resident of Lilac Hills Ranch want urban sprawl, they can move
to those communities of San Diego County. There is no need to develop an area that is not urban and change it to suit
this builder’s wants and desires. Let them look elsewhere, but not in our community!



- We are not convinced that there will be suitable availability of support services (i.e. fire, medical, etc.) to support the
number of potential residents and traffic in the area. Also, we live in a high fire danger zone. We cannot afford to have
a loss or reduction of emergency services and fire department support due to over congestion and lack of sufficient
resources during danger.

- The West Lilac Road access for this development (including the Lilac Road Bridge) is not sufficient to handle the
increased traffic load and congestion that will result from the number of vehicles driving in the area. It is estimated that
over 9,000 vehicles will cross the bridge daily at the height of occupancy. This two-lane bridge is not designed for this
amount of traffic. Also, the projected number of vehicles using the current two-lane road will cause significant traffic
congestion and difficulties for all residents of the area.

Sincerely,

Marc A. Cyr, JD, MBA



Slovick, Mark

From: Frank Cyr <fcyrl@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 9:47 AM
To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: re: Lilac Hills Ranch Development

Francois L. and Theresa A. Cyr
10002 Covey Lane
Escondido, CA 92026

Mark Slovick, Project Manager

Planning & Development Services

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310, San Diego, Ca 92123
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

July 23,2014
To Whom It May Concern:

We are residents who live adjacent to the proposed location of Lilac Hills Ranch, immediately to the east of W. Lilac
Road on Covey Lane. My wife and | own a medical practice in San Diego, and she is a family practice physician.

This letter is written in opposition of the project. We have been residents of this area of Escondido since September,
2011. We spent over 6 % years looking for a property that we wanted to purchase in San Diego. We chose to live in this
area. When we found our home, we were happy in that it was a quiet, serene setting on 5 acres in the country with very
little traffic. Our neighbors are friendly, and we are happy to be in an area that is primarily an agricultural area with
farms and horse ranches. We are also owners of a small, productive avocado grove.

We are opposed to the building of Lilac Hills Ranch for the following reasons:

- To build over 1,700 homes on tiny lots in an area that is zoned for home sites of 1 to 2 acres (minimum) is
irresponsible. There is a very valid reason for the current zoning and to rezone an area designated for agricultural
purposes (in a county that is quickly losing its fertile and established agricultural sites) is completely unacceptable. We
are living in this area because of the open spaces and large properties. Many of our neighbors are living here for the
same reasons.

- The unique composition of the soil in our area doesn’t exist in many areas of the world and needs to be preserved for
growing food and providing for the community at large. Once pesticides and herbicides leech into the soil, and will
ultimately affect the aquifer, it will cause irreparable damage to the soils and the aquifer itself. Also, converting over
600 acres of arable land for residential use is inappropriate and irresponsible. Once converted, it can never be used to
grow crops or produce food again. It is forever ruined.

- We have a sever water shortage in California, especially in San Diego County. How can it be feasible to build a large
subdivision, with its vast infrastructure, during a time when water is not available or plentiful? We are constantly
threatened with potential water rationing and limitations on use of residential and agricultural water use. To further
limit the use of water in a highly dense area, as this development will be if constructed, is again irresponsible and a
disservice to taxpayers and residents.

- Despite the promises by this developer, San Diego has been plagued by promises made by builders of building pristine,
self-contained and sustainable communities, which are often anything less than promised. These communities strain
resources, as evidenced by recent fires in the County, especially in San Marcos, Escondido and Carlsbad.



- The increased noise, congestion and traffic from the construction phase and then occupancy will completely change
our area from open country to urban sprawl. If potential resident of Lilac Hills Ranch want urban sprawl, they can move
to those communities of San Diego County. There is no need to develop an area that is not urban and change it to suit
this builder’s wants and desires. Let them look elsewhere, but not in our community!

- We are not convinced that there will be suitable availability of support services (i.e. fire, medical, etc.) to support the
number of potential residents and traffic in the area. Also, we live in a high fire danger zone. We cannot afford to have
a loss or reduction of emergency services and fire department support due to over congestion and lack of sufficient
resources during danger.

- The West Lilac Road access for this development (including the Lilac Road Bridge) is not sufficient to handle the
increased traffic load and congestion that will result from the number of vehicles driving in the area. It is estimated that
over 9,000 vehicles will cross the bridge daily at the height of occupancy. This two-lane bridge is not designed for this
amount of traffic. Also, the projected number of vehicles using the current two-lane road will cause significant traffic
congestion and difficulties for all residents of the area.

Sincerely,

Francois L. Cyr, MBA, BS
Theresa A. Cyr, DO, ACOFP, ABIHM



Slovick, Mark

From: Sandy <sandy_demunnik@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 10:23 AM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Lilac hills development

As a Valley Center resident | adamantly oppose this development. We live her specifically because it's quiet and rural.
This development goes against everything Valley Center stands for. Please cease this effort.

Valley Center Resident,
Sandy DeMunnik

Sent from my iPhone



1)

2)

3)

Slovick, Mark

From: Greg Duchnak <duchnak@earthlink.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 26, 2014 1:25 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Response to Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR

Gregory M Duchnak & Laura S Duchnak
9723 Running Creek Lane
Escondido, California 92026

July 26™, 2014

Mark Slovick,
This letter is submitted as part of the public response to Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR.

Background — For 20 years my family and | have lived off of Running Creek Rd. We are less than 1 mile from various entrances to
this proposed high density development. We have had several large developments proposed for our immediate area over the 20 years
including a 2 acre minimum, golf course community on Lilac Ranch, a large high density development on Lilac Ranch, and now Lilac
Hills Ranch. We have seen many presentations from the proposing developers selling the various benefits the new development
would provide to the surrounding community. | have attended many community planning meeting as well as information meetings
presented by the various developments to keep abreast of what was being proposed and the community response. | also have followed
the long and difficult process of the county developing the GP2020. | also have watched the valley center community planning board
develop a center city with high density developments that allow for doubling its growth over the next several decades. This Valley
Center plan with growth targeted for the town center meets the objectives of the current GP2020. The Lilac Hills Ranch does not, and
will require significant modification to GP2020. If this ill proposed plan with very poor circulation is approved it will set a very
dangerous precedent and effectively negate the value of the GP2020.

In regard to the Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR | have the following specific concerns. Note that my 1* and most important concern is
one of basic safety for my family and close friends and neighbors.

1) Major impedance for fire evacuation routes. The current homes on or off of West Lilac between the easterly most and westerly
most egress and ingress to the development have only two emergency exit routes, both of which will be drastically impeded by up to
3000 additional cars exiting from this development.  Our only current routes to exit to safety during a fast moving wild fire are
either:

1.  Turning left from Running Creek Rd on to West Lilac to either exit the area via Lilac or Circle R depending on
the direction of the fire.
2. Turning right from Running Creek Rd on to West Lilac to exit over the West Lilac bride to Old Highway 395.

Additional direct exits from Lilac Hills Ranch to Old Highway 395 close to the Interstate 15 entrance would alleviate the impact of
this development onto West Lilac if a wild fire evacuation required a westerly exit route. This would not help significantly if a fire
jumps the Highway 15 in a easterly direction as it did in the Fallbrook Fire in May of this year or if fire comes in a northerly direction
through the very high fire risk canyons from Moussa Creek. A fire scenario like this that would cut off westerly exits could be easily
foreseen in this area designated as an extreme fire danger area in the county. In this very potential scenario all of us living in this
locked in area with its only two exits would have to compete with up to an additional 3000 cars . During the 2003 and 2007 wild fires,
the evacuation routes to the west on West Lilac over the bridge to the Old 395 crossroads were the scene of a major traffic jam. There
was a slow moving line of cars backed up for more than 2 miles to the east of the West Lilac / old Highway 395 stop sign. During
these increasingly severe wild fires we have very limited time to respond. This impedance of an additional 3000 cars exiting over the
2 lane west lilac bridge or through the back country on Circle R or Lilac Rd is simply illogical when considering basic fire evacuation
safety. Consider that one of the original selling points to the Lilac Ranch Development on the old Solomon property was that it would
allow for ultimate fire evacuation routes to the west from Cole Grade in Valley Center. We all know that Valley Center has few
evacuation routes available to it as a community. There is a scenario where this Lilac Hills Ranch development would have to exit to
the east into this already evacuation stressed community. Please consider this plea for safety for my family, friends and neighbors.

2) Strong Objection to such significant violations of the core premises of GP2020. The necessary changes to the GP2020 to allow
for this development would not be in-line with the original goals of the GP2020 to place density near town centers where there are
services conveniently located to serve the needs of the population. If approval of this development results in a net increase to the



4)

GP2020 density for Valley Center, this also would be a second violation to the goals of the GP2020. It will also add a significant
density increase far from basic services like groceries, gas, etc. This will increase the demand on our freeways and local streets while
increasing our carbon emissions. Allowing changes to the GP2020 for this development will result in additional creep of changes to
the GP2020 for these needed services.

3) It is also stated that sewage may have to be trucked out of the area. If a new planned development requires truck hauling of the
waste stream through our community, it obviously is a poorly planned development.

The bottom line is that a development of this size should have direct access to a major thoroughfare. As organic growth on the west
side of Valley Center continues over the next decade or so, its combined population growth with this development will require either a
widening of West Lilac and Circle R or a doubling of the West Lilac Bridge over the Highway 15.

This is paramount in the backcountry to all for adequate wild fire evacuations. The constraints of the natural geography on West Lilac
and Circle R prohibit it from ever being widened enough to handle this increased traffic. Widening of the 2 lane West Lilac bridge
over Highway 15 is obviously cost prohibitive for this development. It also will be cost prohibitive for the county once the
development is completed and there is no one to fund such a significant change.

In my years of participating in this process | have not run into a single person who lives within the immediate impacted area that
supports this size development in this location. This is because the development, contrary to the sales pitches by the developers, will
only degrade our current quality of living. Allowing this developer to modify the GP2020 for such an ill planned development will
benefit only one entity, the developer. Those who currently live in the area over the next decade can expect to see their taxes increase,
water costs increase, fire evacuations impeded, and property values decline. What is the charter of the San Diego Planning group,
Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission? It is stated on your website that “The department analyzes privately initiated land
use projects to ensure compliance with land use regulations, and advises the Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission on the
projects.” The bottom line is that this development clearly does not fit into the land use regulations described in GP2020. So if the
GP2020 is changed for this ill planned development, maybe the website should state “The department analyzes privately initiated land
use projects to ensure land use regulations can be modified to allow developers to do as they wish wherever they wish, even if the
basic fire evacuation safety of those already living in the area is impacted.” Please consider my concerns seriously. The well being
and life and safety of my family is paramount. | feel the county has the ethical responsibility to protect the safety of the current
residence of San Diego County, and not bow to the whims of the deep pocket developer community.

Sincerely,

Gregory M Duchnak and Laura S Duchnak



Slovick, Mark

From: Dunn <dunnclan@gmx.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 27, 2014 10:35 PM
To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch

Dear Mark,

| am corresponding to voice my objection to the Lilac Ranch development project. As a resident along the West Lilac
corridor, | am greatly concerned of the negative impact such a development would render to the surrounding area. With
this area already identified as a high risk fire area, the addition of the proposed homes and businesses has the potential to
make the area even more dangerous should a serious wildfire strike the the vicinity. Traffic along West Lilac is already
quite heavy at times, making walking or riding bicycles along it a risky venture. The additional thousands of residences
would simply overwhelm the current infrastructure. The Valley Center Municipal Water District already has some of the
highest water rates in North County, and is constantly broadcasting its limited water supply and capacity to serve its
constituents. The proposed additional homes and businesses will tax this service provider even more, and thereby
impacting everyone else within this water district. And lastly, the tranquil, beautiful countryside within this area that all of
us residents cherish so greatly will be lost forever.

| ask you to do all within your power and authority to deny and stop the development of Lilac Hills Ranch and to add my
name to the growing list of those opposed to the project.

Thank you.

Tom Dunn

32555 Mesa Lilac Rd.
Escondido, CA 92026
760-644-0699
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June 12, 2014 through July 28, 2014
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Lilac Hills Ranch
Draft EIR Comment Sheet
Written Comment and Question Form

Requested from the June 17, 2014 public meeting

Comments and Questions submitted by: Stephanie Eisenhower
9154 W. Lilac Road
Escondido, CA 92026

Over the years | have attended numerous community planning meetings, committee meetings and field
trips organized by the San Diego Planning Commission, regarding the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project,
and the voice of the Valley Center residents remains the same. Despite our voiced concerns and the
various revisions to the project, the outcome remains at 1,700 homes on 680 acres? How does this
make any sense? | am not aware of any project of this magnitude, confined in such a limited area that
exists in San Diego County. There is not a shortage of unused land available throughout our county and
therefore | am questioning as to why is this project is so densely populated??? This is not San Francisco
or New York City, this community is Country Living that has been designed with spacious acreage. The
fire danger that exists in this area due to the surrounding rugged terrain is reality that our community
must face and by adding approximately 3,000 more vehicles daily, to West Lilac Road will result in a
death trap for our residents, pets and their livestock. | would like to know why this project is being
considered when it does not follow the guidelines of the Valley Center General Plan and it clearly is not
for the betterment of the community?

| have been a resident of this community for over 16 years and my neighbors and | moved to this

community to escape the congestion and cramped lifestyle of our neighboring communities, example:
Temecula, Escondido, San Marcos, Poway, Oceanside and Vista, to name a few. My property faces the
proposed Lilac Hills site and the original sign that still remains on this site states: “Estate Home Site” not
proposed condominiums, apartments and assisted living communities. This property was originally
zoned for minimum 2-1/2 acre lots, which is exactly what the Valley Center General Plan calls for.
Please explain why the Planning Commission is considering this land zoning change when the roads and
the Lilac Bridge cannot support the increased traffic and congestion??? My neighbors and | moved to
this community to provide opportunities to our families to raise crops, livestock and to start businesses.
Has there been any thought about how this project will be affected by the current Avocado and other
various orchards and nurseries that exist in this community??? Crop dusting is a normal practice in this
community, and is a necessity for the farmers and their businesses. What impacts, if any, will affect the
Farmers and current residents???

During the June 17" meeting at the Valley Center Library, the widening of West Lilac Road was
discussed. It was stated that the road would not result in additional lanes, just a wider road??? It was
also stated that if necessary, the Board of Supervisors could use their powers to obtain the necessary
land to accomplish the widening of West Lilac Road by “grabbing” the land from the current property
owners??? Please explain how it is fair to “grab” the property of the current residents, who made a



conscious decision to live in the Country, only to satisfy and benefit the needs of the developer??? |
would like to know if the developers Mr. Goodson and Mr. Reiling are planning on residing in one of the
cramped homes available in their project????

Medical services for urgent care or hospitalization are over 15 miles away in either Fallbrook or
Escondido. This project plans to provide assisted living facilities, which in an emergency will take over %
hour to reach medical treatment. Why would anyone want to put their elderly loved one in an area
where medical services are not reliably available???

Restaurants and parks are also noted in the planned project. There was also a mention of “outdoor
dining “being included in the plan. Given the size of this project and the densely populated area, this is
not the type of environment that will attract customers to this area. Nessy Burgers that is located on
Old Highway 395 and 76 has been an attraction for many years however even they are struggling in this
tough economy.

Sewage concerns have been addressed in this project by planning for a sewage treatment plant. |
currently work next to the Temecula sewage treatment plant and can confirm the stench and bugs that
these facilities will attract. The residents of this community currently use septic tanks and | would like to
know if this project allows for the current residents to utilize the sewer system that is being planned
for???

In closing, | urge the San Diego Planning Commission to listen to the voices and concerns of the residents
of this beautiful Country community. We are educated residents that made a choice to reside in this
community, to provide for a better environment to raise our families, grow crops and raise livestock.
Planning for Estate or Ranch home sites on this land is what the Valley Center General Plan was
designed to provide for our community and the wildlife contained. Living in this community as it
currently stands is such a pleasure for all of our residents and we pray that you will support our
concerns and reject the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project.

Respectfully Submitted
Stephanie Eisenhower

July 27, 2014



Slovick, Mark

From: virgie sandie <virninja@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 4:07 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Lilac Hills Opposition

July, 28, 2014

To Whom it may concern,

| am writing with regards to the opposition of the PAA 09-007 request for 1,746 additional dwelling
units and neighborhood commercial within Valley Center, and in support of the Valley Center General
Plan. Let me begin with my story, then several reasons why | oppose this development, and finally
maybe a few suggestions for a compromise.

My family moved to 10123 W. Lilac Road in 1987 when | was nine years old. We were sad to leave
our old one acre lime grove with horses, in search of more open space to ride. We had found out the
approximately 50 acres we rode our horses on were about to be developed. You may be familiar with
the parcel of land, it is West of the Escondido shopping center called the North County Fair (now a
Westfield shopping center). There is nothing left, but wall to wall housing and a strip mall. | enjoyed
my childhood growing up on W. Lilac. We explored the hills (many of the ones going to be
developed) with our horses and motorcycles. We made plenty of people mad during our adventures,
but we learned where not to go. We had campouts on my parent’s ten acres, building forts with our
friends, creating memories for a lifetime. My sister and | helped with the family ranch picking,
packing, and even selling fruit, | learned many life skills with the ranch. We also joined 4-H, and
eventually FFA raising horses and pigs. Agriculture became a part of my life, my way of life. | even
attended Chico State and received my B. S. in Agriculture in 1999 and my teaching credential in
2000. | started teaching Agriculture down in Lakeside, when | purchased my 3.6 acres in the fall of
2000 on West Lilac Road, hoping to provide my future offspring with the same opportunity of growing
up in a rural farming area as | had. Around the same time | purchased my property, | had heard the
Rodriguez Ranch had been sold to some investors. The Rodriguez property, approximately a
hundred acres, is located kitty-corner to my parents 10 acres on West Lilac Road. This is one of the
areas | used to ride the most. The Rodriguez families are wonderful people and neighbors.

Next, | would like to address several points for my opposition to the PAA 09-007:

| purchased my land to get away from people and development. | built my dream home seven years
ago, and | am feeling very sad and helpless about 1,746 homes going in my back yard. | have a
pristine three hundred and sixty degree view. | can see Palomar Mountain to the east and the Ocean
to the west on clear days. | also love the view of surrounding farm land, it gives me peace, and is
beautiful to observe. Our open space is shrinking, and should be preserved for wildlife. My gorgeous
views would be overlooking a large unattractive development, and my parents will unfortunately be
right next to it.

More homes nearby would mean the possibility of more sexual predators nearby. With the latest
news in the county, the thought of this development make me cringe. Do | have to worry about who
my new neighbors are?? | thought when we built here that we would be safe, and not have to worry
about these things.

“Sustainable Community” to me should mean it is capable of being sustained or maintained (straight
from the dictionary). This community would not provide enough jobs and support for 1,749

families. These people would be going to surrounding communities for work, Doctors, shopping, post
office, Library, Little League, Soccer, etc.

The I-15 is already congested at the Gopher Canyon Exit. It gets tricky at times pulling out of there
at rush hour. | have personally seen how the development of Temecula, Murrieta, and Menifee over



the last twenty years has impacted the freeways. All of those developers did not do anything to

improve or widen our freeway infrastructure.

The Valley Center Community General Plan was already made before this development. There are

several people who bought property in Valley Center to eventually develop it. Moving density away

from Valley Center to West Lilac may take away development possibilities to other investors. They

will be told: Sorry, you bought your property, and now you may not develop it, that is not fair!

The Cactus Ranch is a successful family business, and the Road 3A will rip it in half. How can you

rip apart one family’s livelihood??

The houses on Covey Lane. No one prepared them to have Temecula built around them. They did

not ask for that. They built new homes with the intention of a rural setting. How can you let this

happen??

Habitat will be lost. Where will the animals go?? We frequently see coyotes and bobcats, where will

they move to? | have already seen the local quail population diminish through the years, and | have

not seen any Jack Rabbits for a long time. We need to preserve open space for the wildlife.

. My parents were unable to divide their land, so my sister or | could have avoided buying our own
property. Why do the developers get to divide their land as they please??

Now that you have heard several arguments against this development, | would like to offer some

suggestions for compromise. | am a reasonable person. | just feel like 1,746 homes are just too

many. It is going to affect too many people, who came out here for privacy and beautiful

landscapes. | think we need no more than 600 homes, no shopping centers, and build the homes

close together in one area. Leave the rest of the land as open space for hiking, biking, horseback

riding, and habitat.

Thank you for your time and consideration. | hope you think about how this development going to

affect the people surrounding it before you make a decision. Will | be forced to move from my dream

home one day, in search of land and open space again? We need to preserve our farmland and

open spaces, so our future generations may enjoy it as well.

Sincerely,

Virginia Erdelyi
10113 W. Lilac Rd.
Escondido, CA 92026



July 28, 2014

To: Mark Slovick, San Diego County Project Manager

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mr. Slovick,

| have questions and concerns regarding the Lilac Hills Ranch development and the impact of

the road improvements on Mountain Ridge in the event the road is improved to Public Road

Standards. They are as follows:

1) Currently due to the contour of the terrain where Megan Terrace is located and due to the

2)

elevations decreasing heading west, during cold weather, cold air tends to “drain” to the

west down the valley. Currently during times of frost, the amount of time that my fruit
trees are exposed to temperatures at or below 32 degrees are short. The road bed of
Mountain Ridge Rd at Megan Terrace is projected to be raised by 20 feet. This in effect will

act as an air “dam” and hold the colder air temperatures much longer. The lower portion of

my avocado trees and other vegetation may be severely impacted. Please determine and

explain the following:

a)

b)
c)

d)

In one degree increments from 32 degrees down to 20 degrees, with no wind, how
much longer will my trees that are below the Mountain Ridge Rd elevation be subjected
to freezing temperatures?

What will be the long term damage to the trees and vegetation?

Will the colder temperatures hold the increased automobile pollution (due to the
amount of increased traffic) longer in the air? Will this cause damage or impact the
trees in any way or manner?

How will these impacts be mitigated?

With the road bed of Mountain Ridge Rd at Megan Terrace projected to be raised by 20

feet, and with the amount of traffic increase by several times:

a)

b)

c)

How will the air patterns affect the pollinators for avocado and citrus trees along with
other fruit and flowers?

How will the air patterns affect the birds of prey that hunt in the areas on both sides of
Mountain Ridge?

How will the increased height and traffic of the Mountain Ridge Rd impact the birds of
prey that hunt in the areas on both sides of Mountain Ridge?



3)

4)

5)

With the elimination of the Mountain Ridge storm drain for rain water coming down from

Megan Terrace:

a) How much more water will be diverted off of Megan Terrace and where?

b) What is the current capacity of the drain located on the property east of Mountain
Ridge?

c¢) How will the drain be modified to accept the increase in water drainage?

d) What will be done to abate the accumulation of water?

e) What will be done to control the mosquitos that may inhabit the drain system?

With the road bed of Mountain Ridge Rd at Megan Terrace projected to be raised by 20 feet

and built to public road standards, and with the current one street light:

a) Will any additional street lights be installed? If so, what will be the lighting impacts to
those residents that view this section of Mountain Ridge?

b) How much additional light will be reflected back to those homes?

c¢) How much light will be reflected back to the outside areas of those properties?

d) How will this impact nighttime predators?

e) How will this impact nighttime pollinators?

With the road bed of Mountain Ridge Rd at Megan Terrace projected to be raised by 20

feet, sound from the road will not be the same. Please explain:

a) How the sound from cars and trucks will change?

b) Will the road banks/slopes reflect the sound further?

c) Will the road banks/slopes attenuate the sound?

d) For those properties that can view the sections of Mountain ridge that have been raised
past their current height, what are the sound impacts to those residents that utilize the
outside areas of their properties?

e) For those properties that can view the sections of Mountain ridge that have been raised
past their current height, what are the sound impacts to those residents in their homes?

f) Will the road banks/slopes reflect the sound from |-15?

g) Will the road banks/slopes attenuate the sound from I-15?

h) Will the road banks/slopes affect the sound from |-15?

i)  Will the road banks/slopes reflect aircraft noise?

i) Will the road banks/slopes attenuate aircraft noise?

k) Will the road banks/slopes affect the level of aircraft noise?

[) Will the road banks/slopes attenuate the sound from Camp Pendleton artillery?

m) Will the road banks/slopes affect the sound Camp Pendleton artillery?

n) Will the road banks/slopes reflect the sound from Camp Pendleton artillery?



Respectfully,

William R. Ewing
9741 Adam Ct
Escondido, CA 92026
760 749-3711



July 28, 2014
To: Mark Slovick, San Diego County Project Manager
Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mr. Slovick,

| have questions and concerns regarding the Lilac Hills Ranch development. They are as follows:

Easements:

1) | have concerns that LHR (Lilac Hills Ranch) does not have adequate easement rights
over Mountain Ridge for all of the properties in the development. They have previously
claimed to have the right to be able to grant easements to other parcels across
Mountain Ridge that is not supported by the documents they provided to the owners
(of which we are one of the property owners) of the Circle R Ranch Estates
development. The recorded documents (grant deeds) from the 1950s listing the
Goodwins (owners of the property now known as Rodriguez Ranch) as reserving that
right is not supported as the Goodwins did not own the properties in Section 31 where
the easements are located nor is there supporting documentation that they so had that
right granted to them. Jon Rilling of LHR now states in a letter dated August 6, 2013, to
the Circle R Ranch Estates homeowners that “Kevin Johnson stated “Amendment 10 of
the PTR indicates Accretive may have limited rights granted in 1957 to use the Mountain
Ridge private road for two parcels”. Hence, the nearby properties to the north of
Rodriguez Ranch nor any of the parcels in the northern portion of the development have
the rights to utilize Mountain Ridge nor could they inherit or be granted that right
through this development (LHR) from the Goodwin deeds. In that case, then:

a. How can LHR plan for or utilize Mountain Ridge for any use for the development
in its entirety.

b. How can the development plan for or utilize Mountain Ridge as an emergency
exit for the entire development when only two parcels have access over
Mountain Ridge?

c. How can this development proceed at all if only two of the many parcels are the
only parcels to have access over Mountain Ridge?



2)

3)

d. How can this development utilize any of the Rodriguez Ranch Rd outside of the
development for those parcels that do not have any easement rights over that
road such as the parcels in the northern development?

e. Again, how can this development be approved when all of the parcels in the
development do not have access over all of the privates roads, whether for
normal use or for emergency purposes or evacuation?

The private roads will be over-burdened based on the density of the development. How
will the developer and the County of San Diego prevent that from happening?

Per Mark Slovak, the I0Ds along or on Mountain Ridge and Circle R from 1979 are no
longer valid along with the Covey Lane et al IODs that are beyond 25 years old. How can
those I0Ds be utilized by the County or the LHR developer that have expired or have
been rejected by the County along with other I0ODs that have been rejected by the
County?

Road and Traffic Concerns:

1)

2)

Mountain Ridge is steep and rolling and does pose line-of-sight problems. On several
occasions, trash trucks and grove/packing house trucks have stalled and or broken down
on the uphill section near the crest of the hill heading south within the Circle R Ranch
Estates development. The road is also not aligned by about 5+ feet at the crest of the
hill where the road transitions between Section 30 and Section 31. It is dangerous to
pass when that situation exists as the misalignment causes the passing vehicle to move
completely into the oncoming lane. There are no shoulder areas on the south bound
side (westerly side) of Mountain Ridge, causing additional safety issues when a vehicle is
blocking the south bound side. Within the Circle R Ranch development, Mountain Ridge
has no shoulders at all for vehicles to move to so as not to block the travel lanes. The
road is at its’” maximum width within the graded section. How will this safety issue be
resolved, especially with the traffic projections for this road?

Bicycle use — Circle R Rd, W Lilac from Camino Del Rey to the intersection with Circle to
the intersection with Lilac is very heavily travelled on weekends by bicyclists. It is
common to have individuals up to large groups (10 to 20 riders) on those roads on
weekends. There are cyclists on weekdays but it is much lighter. The roads listed
should be widened to accommodate the cyclists and not endanger them with significant
traffic that will result from this development. There are several narrow and curving
sections on all three road segments that are dangerous with the limited amount of



3)

4)

5)

traffic currently on the road segments. In addition, W Lilac from the intersection of
Circle R and W Lilac has no shoulders or areas where cyclists can safely pull off to the
side except for a few private driveways. Sight distances are also very limited for cyclists
in these segments.

There are several very narrow sections in curves on Circle R and W Lilac. Those sections
(bottlenecks) become very dangerous when vehicles larger than cars and pickups (semi
trucks, delivery trucks, flatbed trucks, vehicles with trailers, RVs, boats etc.) are coming
in the opposite direction. Some sections are extremely limited in width due to the
hillside and the guard rails. Most, if not all of W Lilac has no guard rail on slope side of
the road. When vehicles have been stopped or broken down in the narrow sections, it
has backed up traffic even with the limited amount of travel as it currently is used.
There doesn’t seem to be any mention to improve or eliminate the unsafe portions of
the roads, especially with the increased amount of traffic that will be utilizing the roads.
On 8/18/2013, a car went off the road in the narrow curving section of W. Lilac causing
a traffic delay while the car was pulled up the hillside. Why is the developer not being
required to improve the unsafe sections of these roads considering the amount of traffic
the development will generate?

Morning commute traffic to the VC High School will over burden the W Lilac Rd and Lilac
Rd to Old Castle/Lilac Rd, making the commute extremely long. According to the traffic
study, there will be in excess of 250 trips to the VC High School in the morning. If you
make the assumption that the length of an average car plus a safe distance front and
rear would give you approximately 50 feet in length, times 250 cars, equates to about
12,500 feet long or 2.3+ miles in length. Traveling on the narrow and curving bottleneck
sections of W Lilac / Lilac would slow and perhaps pack the cars closer making for an
even longer commute to the VCHS. In addition, there is already traffic congestion on
Lilac Rd in front of the Lilac School on Lilac Rd. How will the traffic issues be mitigated
(i.e. removing the bottlenecks) along with the corresponding the safety (no guard rails in
the narrow steep areas) and additional emissions from the congestion and noise? What
happens to the flow of cars if a car breaks down or has a flat tire in the narrow sections
of W Lilac Rd or Lilac Rd?

The single lane I-15 north bound Gopher Canyon off-ramp is congested now. The north
bound I-15 exit to Gopher Canyon currently backs up about half the length of the off-
ramp on the evening trip home due to the majority of the traffic heading west on
Gopher Canyon. If it weren’t for the east bound Gopher Canyon traffic running down
the right hand shoulder (which is illegal), the traffic would be backed up to I-15 itself.



6)

7)

8)

9)

a) How will the traffic signals relieve this safety issue?

b) How will the significantly increased east bound Gopher Canyon to Old 395 North
traffic be managed safely and adequately?

c) Also, the current distance between the Gopher Canyon north bound off ramp
right turn lane stop sign threshold and the Gopher Canyon left turn lane
threshold to Old 395 North only allows about 8 to 10 cars.

i) How will this be rectified for the increased traffic load, especially with the
off-ramps only being a single lane?

ii) What will be the increased level of emissions from the waiting cars?

iii) How will the increased level of vehicle emissions from the waiting cars be
mitigated?

Circle R Rd (stop sign) at Old 395 currently backs up 10 to 15 cars in the morning with
most of the cars heading south, and then turning right (west) on Gopher Canyon to
either I-15 south or continuing west on Gopher Canyon. How will the stream of cars on
Circle R Rd be adequately managed for wait times and emissions with the short distance
between Circle R Rd and Gopher Canyon?

The traffic study does not indicate that the I-15 exits to Old 395 will be signalized. Due
to the single lane design of the off-ramps, they will impact each other due to the cross
traffic each will generate towards the other exit. It is very possible that there will be a
backup on I-15.

a) How will the potential traffic backup on to I-15 be mitigates?
b) What will be the level of emissions of waiting cars and how will the emissions be
mitigated?

I-15 north bound traffic slows significantly (or stops completely — stop n go) under the
Lilac Bride over I-15 during the evening commute. With the developments currently
approved for the I-15 / Hwy 76 area:
a) How will the traffic and emissions from LHR be mitigated?
b) What will the level of additional emissions be?
c¢) What will be done to mitigate any additional health issues and traffic
congestion?

How will the County guarantee that any temporary sewer lines will be removed within
the estimated development window the developer has proposed?



10) How will Rodriguez Ranch Rd be utilized that is not within the development?
11) How will Rodrigues Ranch Rd that is not within the development be improved?
12) How will Mountain Ridge Rd be improved?

13) How will the misalignment of Mountain Ridge Rd between Section 30 and Section 31 be
corrected with the limited area available for grading based on the easement widths and
considering the cuts and fills already in place?

14) The vehicle traffic from the northern portion of LHR will be significant on Circle R Rd

heading west:

a) How will this traffic impact the vehicles exiting Mountain Ridge and what will be
done to eliminate any delays?

b) How much will be the additional wait times for vehicles exiting Mountain Ridge on
to Circle R?

c¢) What will be the additional emissions from those vehicles?

d) How will the emissions be mitigated?

e) What are the effects to the neighboring properties and population with the
increased emissions and noise?

f)  The sight lines in both directions are inadequate and unsafe now, how will this be
rectified?

15) For the southern part of the development (Phase 5) that will be gated, there are plans
for a church and senior care facility. How will the developer control and mitigate public
traffic for those facilities. What is the point of gated access if the facilities are available
to the public? The developer states the following in a recent letter to us:

[Only the church and residents of this
lexclusive gated senior neighborhood would
[be allowed to access Mountain Ridge Road.
\The remainder of Lilac Hills Ranch will not|

laccess Mountain Ridge Road. i

16) We currently have road easements for Mountain Ridge Rd in the LHR development up
to the intersection of Rodriguez Ranch Rd. The developer shows grading and homes on
approximately the northerly half of the road easement. How can they invalidate our
easement rights?



17) If there is a major fire in the Valley Center area and evacuation is required as in the 2007
fire, evacuation could be severely hampered with the road designs. How can this be
rectified?

18) How does lowering the speed limit on Mountain Ridge cause the road to handle more
traffic? Does that not make it worse? Does not the road design need to match the
traffic volume?

Respectfully,

William R. Ewing
9741 Adam Ct
Escondido, CA 92026
760 749-3711



July 28, 2014

To: Mark Slovick, San Diego County Project Manager

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mr. Slovick,

| have questions and concerns regarding evacuation of the Lilac Hills Ranch development and

surrounding residents in the event of a wildfire or wildfires in the area. They are as follows:

1) Inthe event there is a wildfire that is west of the development, along old highway 395 and

traveling east as happened this year, how long would it take to evacuate the all of the

residents 1 mile east of I-15 including the LHR development, given that 80% of the

development (at full capacity) have not previously evacuated:

a)

b)
c)

Utilizing W. Lilac across the bridge over I-15 and Circle R:

i) If1-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76?

ii) If1-15 northbound is closed at Old 395 and I-157?

iii) If I-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76 and W Lilac, west of old 395 is also
closed?

iv) If I-15 southbound is closed at Highway 78?

v) IfI-15 southbound is closed at Deer Springs Rd?

vi) If I-15 southbound is closed at Gopher Canyon Rd?

vii) If I-15 southbound is closed at Old 395 and I-15?

viii)If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both directions?

ix) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 is closed in both directions?

x) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 and I-15 is closed in both
directions?

xi) If Gopher Canyon is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both
directions above and below Gopher Canyon?

xii) If Camino Del Rey is the only westerly route available off Old 395 as I-15 is closed in
both directions from Old 395?

If W. Lilac heading east and closed at Circle R Rd is the only easterly route available?

If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only easterly route

available is W. Lilac to Valley Center?



2)

d)

e)

f)
g)

If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only easterly route
available is W. Lilac to Valley Center? If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge
Rd and the only easterly route available is W. Lilac to Valley Center?

If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only route available is
Circle R through Gopher Canyon?

What is the evacuation plan for the senior 200 bed facility?

Will additional evacuation notice be given due to the senior housing in Phase 5?

In the event there is a wildfire following and encompassing the San Luis Rey River and

Moosa Creek, in that those residing in Bonsall between the Vessel’s Ranch and Moosa Creek

traveling east and southeast, how long would it take to evacuate the all of the residents and
those 1 mile east of I-15 including the LHR development, given that 80% of the
development (full residency/capacity) have not previously evacuated:

a)

b)
c)
d)

e)

Utilizing W. Lilac across the bridge and Circle R:

i) If1-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76?

ii) If1-15 northbound is closed at Old 395 and I-15?

iii) If I-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76 and W Lilac, west of old 395 is also
closed?

iv) If I-15 southbound is closed at Highway 78?

v) IfI-15 southbound is closed at Deer Springs Rd?

vi) If I-15 southbound is closed at Gopher Canyon Rd?

vii) If I-15 southbound is closed at Old 395 and I-15?

viii) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both directions?

ix) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 is closed in both directions?

x) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 and I-15 is closed in both
directions?

xi) If Gopher Canyon is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both
directions above and below Gopher Canyon?

xii) If Camino Del Rey is the only westerly route available off Old 395 as I-15 is closed in
both directions from Old 395?

If W. Lilac heading east is the only easterly route available?

If Circle R Rd to W. Lilac heading east is the only easterly route available?

If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only easterly route

available is W. Lilac to Valley Center?

If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only route available is

Circle R through Gopher Canyon?



3)

f)
g)

What is the evacuation plan for the senior 200 bed facility?
Will additional evacuation notice be given due to the senior housing in Phase 5?

In the event there is a wildfire that is west of the development, along old highway 395 and
traveling east as happened this year, how long would it take to evacuate the all of the

residents 3 miles east of I-15 including the LHR development, given that 80% of the

development (at full capacity) have not previously evacuated:

a)

b)

d)

f)
g)

Utilizing W. Lilac across the bridge over I-15 and Circle R:

i) If1-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76?

ii) If I-15 northbound is closed at Old 395 and I-15?

iii) If 1-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76 and W Lilac, west of old 395 is also
closed?

iv) If I-15 southbound is closed at Highway 78?

v) If I-15 southbound is closed at Deer Springs Rd?

vi) If I-15 southbound is closed at Gopher Canyon Rd?

vii) If I-15 southbound is closed at Old 395 and I-15?

viii) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both directions?

ix) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 is closed in both directions?

x) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 and I-15 is closed in both
directions?

xi) If Gopher Canyon is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both
directions above and below Gopher Canyon?

xii) If Camino Del Rey is the only westerly route available off Old 395 as I-15 is closed in
both directions from Old 3957

If W. Lilac heading east and closed at Circle R Rd is the only easterly route available?

If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only easterly route

available is W. Lilac to Valley Center?

If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only easterly route

available is W. Lilac to Valley Center? If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge

Rd and the only easterly route available is W. Lilac to Valley Center?

If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only route available is

Circle R through Gopher Canyon?

What is the evacuation plan for the senior 200 bed facility?

Will additional evacuation notice be given due to the senior housing in Phase 5?



4) In the event there is a wildfire following and encompassing the San Luis Rey River and
Moosa Creek, in that those residing in Bonsall between the Vessel’s Ranch and Moosa Creek
traveling east and southeast, how long would it take to evacuate the all of the residents and
those 3 miles east of I-15 including the LHR development, given that 80% of the
development (full residency/capacity) have not previously evacuated:

a) Utilizing W. Lilac across the bridge and Circle R:
i) If1-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76?
ii) If1-15 northbound is closed at Old 395 and I-15?
iii) If I-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76 and W Lilac, west of old 395 is also
closed?
iv) If I-15 southbound is closed at Highway 78?
v) IfI-15 southbound is closed at Deer Springs Rd?
vi) If I-15 southbound is closed at Gopher Canyon Rd?
vii) If I-15 southbound is closed at Old 395 and I-15?
viii)If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both directions?
ix) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 is closed in both directions?
x) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 and I-15 is closed in both
directions?
xi) If Gopher Canyon is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both
directions above and below Gopher Canyon?
xii) If Camino Del Rey is the only westerly route available off Old 395 as I-15 is closed in
both directions from Old 395?
b) If W. Lilac heading east is the only easterly route available?
c) If Circle R Rd to W. Lilac heading east is the only easterly route available?
d) If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only easterly route
available is W. Lilac to Valley Center?
e) Ifall LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only route available is
Circle R through Gopher Canyon?
f) What is the evacuation plan for the senior 200 bed facility?
g) Will additional evacuation notice be given due to the senior housing in Phase 5?

5) Inthe event there is a wildfire that is in the eastern portion of Valley Center, as has
happened many times, how long would it take to evacuate the all of the residents 1 mile
east of I-15 including the LHR development, given that 80% of the development (at full
capacity) have not previously evacuated:



6)

a)

b)
c)

d)

e)
f)

Utilizing W. Lilac across the bridge over I-15 and Circle R:

i) If1-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76?

ii) If1-15 northbound is closed at Old 395 and I-157?

iii) If I-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76 and W Lilac, west of old 395 is also
closed?

iv) If I-15 southbound is closed at Highway 78?

v) IfI-15 southbound is closed at Deer Springs Rd?

vi) If I-15 southbound is closed at Gopher Canyon Rd?

vii) If I-15 southbound is closed at Old 395 and I-15?

viii)If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both directions?

ix) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 is closed in both directions?

x) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 and I-15 is closed in both
directions?

xi) If Gopher Canyon is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both
directions above and below Gopher Canyon?

xii) If Camino Del Rey is the only westerly route available off Old 395 as I-15 is closed in
both directions from Old 395?

If W. Lilac heading west (and Circle R Rd is closed) is the only westerly route available?

If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only westerly route

available is west through Gopher Canyon?

If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only westerly route

available is Camino Del Rey?

What is the evacuation plan for the senior 200 bed facility?

Will additional evacuation notice be given due to the senior housing in Phase 5?

In the event there is a wildfire that is in the eastern portion of Valley Center, as has

happened many times, how long would it take to evacuate the all of the residents 3 miles
east of I-15 including the LHR development, given that 80% of the development (at full

capacity) have not previously evacuated:

a)

Utilizing W. Lilac across the bridge over I-15 and Circle R:

i) If1-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76?

ii) If1-15 northbound is closed at Old 395 and I-15?

iii) If I-15 northbound is closed at Highway 76 and W Lilac, west of old 395 is also
closed?

iv) If I-15 southbound is closed at Highway 78?

v) IfI-15 southbound is closed at Deer Springs Rd?



vi) If I-15 southbound is closed at Gopher Canyon Rd?
vii) If I-15 southbound is closed at Old 395 and I-15?
viii) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both directions?
ix) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 is closed in both directions?
x) If W. Lilac is the only westerly route available as Old 395 and I-15 is closed in both
directions?
xi) If Gopher Canyon is the only westerly route available as I-15 is closed in both
directions above and below Gopher Canyon?
xii) If Camino Del Rey is the only westerly route available off Old 395 as I-15 is closed in
both directions from Old 3957
b) If W. Lilac heading west (and Circle R Rd is closed) is the only westerly route available?
c) Ifall LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only westerly route
available is west through Gopher Canyon?
d) If all LHR residents have to exit via Mountain Ridge Rd and the only westerly route
available is Camino Del Rey?
e) What is the evacuation plan for the senior 200 bed facility?
f)  Will additional evacuation notice be given due to the senior housing in Phase 5?

It was very evident from the fire a few months ago that W Lilac bridge was severely impacted,
with a bottle neck formed which delayed residences from evacuating in a timely manner.
Please take past congestion, road and highway closures during wildfire evacuations into
consideration and please respond to my questions as the most recent fire and past fires have
significantly impacted us.

Respectfully,

William R. Ewing
9741 Adam Ct
Escondido, CA 92026
760 749-3711



Slovick, Mark

From: Deborah Flynn <rubysmama@hughes.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 12, 2014 2:33 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch

Dear Mr. Slovick,
Here are my concerns regarding this project:

1. Nothing | see or read gives us any comfort or confidence that the fire danger and reporting fire stations have been
adequately addressed. We cannot handle a fire in this area because of lack of roads, and the roads we have are only
two lanes, and the fire stations are too far away. The traffic jam which would occur in the case of a fire would be
catastrophic, not only to the new residents but to those of us who have lived here for many years.

2. The traffic on I-15 in the morning and afternoon is already out of control We simply cannot handle 4000 more cars on
the road up here. All of these new residents would have to commute to work, there are no jobs up here. Traffic,
noise, air quality will all become health issues for all of us.

3. We have an agricultural business and this development will certainly impact our business in a negative way. The
noise will drive away birds and bees that we rely on to keep our crops healthy. We moved here because of the zoning
and open space. Lilac Hills Ranch will effectively destroy our way of life.

4. If the County evokes eminent domain to take a road from private owners in Valley Center, then everything we have
been told about our elected officials will be a lie.

Please do not recommend that this development go forward.

Thank you,

Deborah Flynn

38145 Rocking Horse Road
Escondido, CA 92026



Slovick, Mark

From: Kate Fontenot <katefontenot@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 12:58 AM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch

Dear Mark,

I am writing to voice some of my concerns regarding the proposed development of Lilac Hllls Ranch.

1. Thisis supposed to be a "Pedestrian Oriented Sustainable Community"

a. No matter of the good intentions, we all know that most people do not walk to go shopping. Our society is,
unfortunately, mostly lazy and dependent on automobiles to go anywhere.

b. Asfar as | know, this type of community is supposed to reduce automobile dependence, traffic congestion,
air and noise pollution. This project is going to cause significant traffic congestion with approximately 9,000
vehicles traveling over the Lilac Bridge on a daily basis and 24 cars per minute at the 395 exit ramp during peak
times. | personally do not want to get stuck on the bridge with bumper-to-bumper traffic morning and

night. All of this traffic will definitely add to air and noise pollution.

c. West Lilac Road is extremely windy and narrow. | do not believe it is safe for heavy traffic. | live 2.5 miles
east of Old Highway 395 and with the extreme traffic congestion that is predicted, | believe that it may cause
my commute to work to increase as much as 45 minutes each way. Again, | do not want to get stuck on the
bridge in bumper-to-bumper traffic. The EIR states that road improvements and traffic signals would reduce
the impact to less than significant. This is absurd...we will still have extremely heavy traffic.

d. The EIR also states that traffic on Old Highway 395/West Lilac Road impact would be mitigated through
payment to the Transportation Impact Fee. This makes no sense to me. Payment of a fee does not reduce
traffic.

2. Subchapter 2.3 States:

West Lilac Road between Camino Del Rey and Old Highway 395, is generally a two-lane undivided roadway and is classified as a Light
Collector (2.2E) with Class Il bike lanes in the County General Plan Mobility Element. The segment from Old Highway 395 to Lilac Road is also

a two-lane undivided roadway. West Lilac Road between Old Highway 395 and Covey Lane is classified as a Light Collector with intermittent
turn lanes (2.2C) in the County General Plan Mobility Element, while the segment between Covey Lane and Lilac Road is classified as a Light
Collector with reduced shoulder (2.2F). A posted speed limit was not observed along this road.

This is not true. West Lilac Road between Old Highway 395 and Covey Lane has no intermittent turn

lanes. The entire stretch of West Lilac Road between Old Highway 395 and Lilac Road is very narrow with a
reduced shoulder. If a car were to break down on this road, it would block traffic because the shoulder is so
narrow.

3. I do not understand how or why an area of 608 acres that is zoned for 110 homes at approximately 5.5
acres per home could be changed to allow 1,746 homes plus commercial and retail space. | think it would be
more reasonable to allow homes to be built on a 2 acre minimum lot and no commercial or retail space. |
moved out here for a reason...| wanted peace and quiet, little traffic and space for my animals. | do not care
that | have to drive 20 minutes to get to the nearest grocery store.

Well, | know this is going out late. There is so much data to review, but | wanted to address my main concerns
of traffic congestion and changing the zoning requirements.

Thank you for your consideration of my concerns.



Sincerely,

Kate Fontenot

31430 Rodriguez Road
Escondido, CA 92026
(858) 349-5287



Slovick, Mark

From: Jack Fox <fordtrk56@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2014 8:21 AM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Re: Nelson Way access

Comments to the Lilac Hills Ranch new DEIR............. 6/25/2014

1...Are all the county departments,its employees and its legal team associated with this development including
the Board of Supervisors ready,willing and able to accept total financial and moral responsibility for any lives
lost during a fire and evacuation?

2...How will the Alsheimer patients be protected from smoke inhalation during a fire if the have to remain "in
place"?

3...How does the county plan to address the lack of adequate fire escape routes as well as fire equipment access
routes to this project in the event of a catastrophic fire such as we had recently north of Old Hwy 395 and in
other areas of the north county?

4...Will the W Lilac bridge be expanded by this developer?

5...How can the county's traffic engineer make a statement,such as he did on 6/17/2014 at the public hearing in
Valley Center's Library,that the county has no interest in this project pro or con when Chris, at this same
meeting, stated the county has provided ALTERNATIVE options to the developer,one of which would be to
seize private property through eminent domain for Mountain Ridge Rd to become a public road?

6...1f a private sewer treatment plant is built in this project how and where would the solid waste to be disposed
of or would this be considered a mitigated matter?

7.Will ANY Tax Payer dollars be used in any way to finance or purchase any property for mitigation of on site
facilities,off site improvements of any nature such as roads,water,power,sewer,fire stations?

8...1f the Valley Center Fire Protection District does not have the necessary finances to staff any new fire
stations to facilitate this development,how does the county plan to address this situation?

Respectfully submitted,
John E. Fox

8612 Nelson Way
Escondido,ca. 92026

On Mon, Jun 23, 2014 at 1:07 PM, Jack Fox <fordtrk56@gmail.com> wrote:
Thanks..I will be emailing my concerns about this development in the coming weeks

On Mon, Jun 23, 2014 at 1:03 PM, Slovick, Mark <Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov> wrote:

Hi Jack,

No, the project does not propose to use Nelson Way for access to the development. The EIR does not include an
alternative with Nelson Way as access to the development.

Please let me know if you have any other questions.



Thanks, Mark

From: Jack Fox [mailto:fordtrk56@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 23, 2014 12:37 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Nelson Way access

Jack Fox here....I wish to inquire about a rumor | heard that Acrretive is attempting,planning,talking about or
has made conversation with others regarding utilizing Nelson Way as another ALTERNATIVE to gain access
to the proposed development..Please expand on this subject
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Robert & Joscette Franc VA CERTIFIED AMATL
QD767 Megan Ter

Escondido, €A 92026

RE: Lilac Hills Ranch Updare
Dear Robert & Josctie.

I s writing to provide you with an update of the Lilac H
information about your comununity.

s Ranch proposal and share some

portant

On Junas 12, the County of San Diego relenscd the Reviscd Draft Environmental Impact Report (IRIDETR)
for a 45-day pub review period. All the documents, including a two-page reader’s guide to help
sSurmImari=ze thr: changes, can bcl o d nt:

D it A T reazeed, o L AL AC_ITTELS RANCIHAALIEAC-EITL LS~
REANCEFE Frtersd.

In reaponse to the public review period last summer and fecdback from residents, community members
and stnkeholders, we made several changes to the praject, including adding road altermnatives for West
Lilac Road and Mountain Ridge Road. However, we are continuing to plan the land just north of your
neighborhood as a gated neighborhood for senior =ens. We believe that this will generate the lowest
impact on you. your neighbors and on the rond we share, Mountain Ridge Rond,

©One of the road alternatives, which was discussed ot the county meeting on June 17, was the proposal
Tor the future condition of Mountain Ridge Road. (53 o | int Ti

background on this new alternative:
MOUNTAIN RIDGE ROAD

i 1 A

In its current condition, Mountnin Ridge Rond is n 40-foot wide, private rond eascment, as shown on the
attached Exhibit **A 1 note that because the road privale, it is nol a separate public right-o
way, as arce public roads. Rather, the road arca is part of the legal parcels owned by many of the
property owners adjacent to the road and exists as an cascoment across those owners' properties. The
paved portion is approximately 20-feet wide, with a five-to- ten- foot graded shoulder on ench side.

Eroposed Project

Our projoect would widen the paved portion of Mountain Ridge Road by four feccet 1o provide o
Zd-toot wide, paved, private residential road within the existing 40-foot wide cascment that
benefits the southern 580 nores of Lilne Hills Ranch, Our plan provides inte 1l pates 2o that all

CACT TIL LS HAMCH | 32444 BIRDEOMNG DRIVE, ESCOMNIDIDO, CA 92026 | BSH-S46-0700
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untain Ridee Roacd 1 those vesicd s livings svithin
B = - T LET nlun_hc-c_l August 6, 2013 letter).

New Alteyrnative Provided in the RIDEIR

In consideration of comments on the prior Dralt Environmental bmpact Report circulated last
July, o praject alternative for the future (.,ondllloﬂ of Mountain Ridge Road was added, the
MMountain Ridge Fire Station Altermative., his alternative provides an optio rat could e
considerad by the County of San Dicego as part of approvals. The alternative plan includes
the following new fentures:

19, A two-acre fire station site in the south

1 |)o:11<n: of Phasce 5, on the cast side of
Mountain Ridge Road, just north of your

neiphborbood:

20. The removal of any proposced gates along Mouninin Ridge Road and Lilac Hills Ranch
Rooand;

21. The reclassification of Mountain Ridge Road 1o a Public Rurn]l Residentinl Collector
(FRoad).

Public Rural Residential Road

Acs part of this alternative, Mountain Ridge Road woulad become a publie road (rathor than its ca
classification as a private road). The road will remain in the snme location (except Ricge

approsches Circle R Drive) and the arcas within the adjoining property owners® lots currently subject
to the rond ensement would be purchased nnd ploced into o new public right-of~wny for the rond, In
some cases, the land area required to accomimodate the road improvemenitis will extend beyvond the

current road ensement area. As o public roand, Mountain Ridge Road would be owned and maint
the County of San Dicpgo, saving your HOA money and reduacing the u\vnu_r-*l'np
owners. To help explain the proposal, we have
and private road designs. All road designs mke into acocount three main factors that determine the

Tl COr gl.uu(lun' wicth, grade, and design specd,. The RDEIR studied the following public rond
sign for Mountain Ridge:

roent

Mount

The paved road surface, which is currently only 20-Tfeot wide would increase to 28 foot wide by:
1 Widening each travel lanes by two Moot and2) Ad . two (ool paved shoulders on each side
Six oot parkways will bo added to each side (which are non-paved are on the de of a road

at could accommodate walking or jogeing pe Improvements to the intersection alignme
of Mountain Ridge Rond at the intersection with rele R Drive making it more perpendicular.
These road improvements will be basced upon a 30 mph dcmgn speed. For complete detnils, sco

page 11 u!‘thc RDEIR, Appendix V-2, TrafTic Impact Soud,
s th

The Public Road Process

The existing 40-foot wide private rond casement for Mo
Clircle R Drive. a distance ol approximately 2600 feet. Cu
rosponsible for all o
individual property ow

LilAac 1

1 Ridge extends from Lilac Hills Ranch to
ently, tThe Circle R Estates FIOA is
tenance and upkoep of thoe road and have exposure to liability (as do the
=rs that own the land subject to the rosd casceme t‘). If the Public Road
LLS RANMCOLH | 32444 BIRDSONG DRIVE, HSCOMDIRO, A | BSK-Sa6-0700
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Aldlternative were selected, ench property owner subject to the road eascment would have that arca
purchascd at rmarket value and a public road would convert their “ownership™ area into a public
right-af-way, which would transfer the responsibility for maintenance and linbility to the County of San
Diepmo.

Please feel free to contact me at (858) 345-3644 to schedule a convenient time to meet and 1 would be
happy to sit down with you and review tl nformation in more deto

Sincerely,
:.-«-‘—(;)-_"/Qt_) =

Jon Rilling
Project Manager
WVice President
lac ITills Ranch

Enclosure: Exhibit A"
August 6, 2013 Letter

LA
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Slovick, Mark

From: Bob & Josette Franck <franckfort@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 10:13 AM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Eminent Domain: LHR 2014 DEIR 3800 12-001 (GPA), etc.

Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR 2014
Mark Slovick, Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

The applicant for Lilac Hills Ranch needs extraordinary assistance to access their
project due to limited easement rights, which apply to a few parcels and are not
extended to the rest of their lots. Enter eminent domain, which County Policy J-33
states: "Notwithstanding the above, non-blighted, owner-occupied, residential
structures cannot be condemned for transfer to another private party for purposes of
more profitable economic development.”

Two, possibly three, "non-blighted, owner-occupied, residential structures" along
Mountain Ridge Road, as well as similar numbers on Covey Lane, would be
inaccessible &/or condemned with the County's authorizing use of eminent domain for
the applicant's "more profitable economic development.” Without this project's dire
situation - lack of ownership of road easements for all parcels - the County would have
no need to force eminent domain on the rightful easement owners of these two
privately-owned roads.

Since this is contrary to the J-33 decree, why would the County even consider stealing
(while financial compensation is required, how else should one term the forceful giving
up of one's property to benefit a private entity that only has financial interest in gaining
the property, not caring about how it's gotten) private roads for this private party to
have road access to their development and not even build said stolen property up to
County Standard roads? How is the County going to satisfy this decree with respect to
the public road, West Lilac Road, which has 2-3 homes that may require condemnation
to wide the road so LHR can be built? The County already stated that widening of
WLR was in the plan, but not in the works because there isn't a current need to widen



it; without this project, there still isn't a need. Why would the County recommend
eminent domain that opposes its own policy for its use?

Unfortunately for the developer, Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane are two very
large project deterrents: both are private roads with limited easement rights for the
project, they are both privately maintained, and all of the roads' owners will not give up
their roads' intended uses to let Del Mar (1.8 square miles / 1,152 acres, 2,600 DU,
population of less than 4,300) drop in on 608 acres (less than one square mile), with at
least 1,746 DU, and a population of more than 5,200. Where is the public

benefit? The only benefit to be had from the taking of these private roads, will be
financial gain by the private developer.

As an aside, | know where it wants to be, but | have searched unsuccessfully on the
approved County General Plan to find it, so where is Lilac Hills Ranch supposedly
located within this approved General Plan?

Respectfully,

Robert Franck
9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)751-5349



Slovick, Mark

From: Bob & Josette Franck <franckfort@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 12:13 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Lilac Hills Ranch 2014 DEIR

Mark Slovick

San Diego County PDS Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch 2014 DEIR

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572
(TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

The submitted Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Lilac Hills Ranch (LHR), which falls outside of
the County’s recently adopted General Plan, includes glaring discrepancies, as well as legal issues with respect
to roads safety and overburdening of easements.

The General Plan’s (GPU) Village areas are where density concentrations are planned and approved, but LHR
falls miles outside of the Valley Center North and South, and Fallbrook villages
(http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dpw/land/landpdf/Docs/CountywideVillage.pdf). The applicant was attempting to
acquire, through outright purchases or lease options, the +/-608 acres while the GPU was in process, but never
requested appropriate upzoning changes for this additional Village.

Since the GPU was designed to adequately fulfill San Diego County’s future housing needs WITHOUT
THIS PROJECT and the applicant failed to request upzoning changes for their parcels, why was LHR
even allowed to go through the development process?

The County should also regard the public’s safety on its public and private road network, in and around the
proposed project. All ten road exemptions the applicant requested are so far out of line with the existing
conditions, many jeopardize the public’s safety, and, as a stand-alone concern, should result in denial of this
project.

What would the County's reasoning be to approve LHR while accepting any of the ten road exemptions?

Trash collection days on Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Road - both with high, blind hills - summarily mean
residents waiting behind waste vehicles to complete the collection route, or crossing into unseen oncoming
traffic to pass the three separate trash trucks: regular trash, recyclables and green waste. Approving LHR
benefit’s the developer, not current residents or businesses, and legal aspects considered, not the County.

From the County's perspective, how insignificant are the current residents' safety and validated concerns
compared to the financial improvement of the developer if LHR is approved?



Other legal problems to examine in this project include inconsistency within their DEIR, assumption of
easements and overburdening of said easements.

One inconsistency exists between the DEIR Evacuation Plan and the Traffic Study. The applicant’s evacuation
plan states Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane will both be gated and locked at all times, with only the fire
and police having keys. On the other hand, their traffic study says Mountain Ridge Road will be used only by

the church and senior facility via the locked gates.

If first responders are the only ones with keys to the gates, then the church and senior facility won't have
keys? If only the church and senior facility will have access through the gates, then first responders won't
have access? If you speak out both sides of your mouth, a clarity deficiency occurs with your words.

Each plan the Applicant stated for Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane grossly overburden the restricted
easements, which are available only to a few lots in the applicant‘s proposed project. That is, of course, unless
the County asserts eminent domain against the valid property owners, subsequently choosing the lengthy,
expensive lawsuit(s) to follow.

For this purportedly stand-alone development to continue without intercession from the public, County or
State, what is the applicant’s timeline for securing legal, written easement rights for EVERY lot within
the project from the rightful owners without coercion?

Additionally, the LHR requested road exemptions include drawing roads and sewer lines on properties with no
or limited easements / rights. Limited easement rights for one lot do not provide rights to any other
lots. Period.

How is this not a Red Flag concern for the County?

In closing, thank you for reviewing the Applicant’s DEIR and providing thorough responses to our comments,
which are but a few problems with the project: its inconsistency with the GPU, discrepancies, and road and
easement issues.

Respectfully,

Robert Franck

9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)751-5349



Slovick, Mark

From: Bob & Josette Franck <franckfort@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 12:59 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Construction: LHR 2014 DEIR 3800 12-001 (GPA), etc.
Mark Slovick

San Diego County PDS Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch 2014 DEIR

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

The 2014 DEIR document GPA12001-REIR-AppendixK-Evacuation_Plan-061214) mentions
Mountain Ridge Road, Covey Lane and Nelson Way as three exit roads in an evacuation.

Where and what are the applicant's road construction plan, schedule, timeframe, etc. for

Mountain Ridge Road, Covey Lane, and, potentially, Nelson Way for current residents to access

their properties while these private roads are being turned into public roads?

In the same DEIR, the document GPA12001-REIR-AppendixS-WastewaterManagementAlternatives-
061214 suggests Alternative 3 (Mountain Ridge Road) and Alternative 4 (Covey Lane) as wastewater

/ sewage flow start points leaving LHR.

Where and what are the applicant's road construction plan, schedule, timeframe, etc. for
Mountain Ridge Road-Circle R Drive &/or Covey Lane-West Lilac Road-Circle R Drive) for

current residents to access their properties while either of these roads torn up to install sewage

and wastewater lines to accommodate the project?

And lastly:

Where are the legal, written temporary easements &/or encroachments that have been vacated

for the applicant by the rightful property owners while any of the above scenarios occurs?

Thank you for properly addressing the aforementioned problems.

Respectfully,

Robert Franck
9767 Megan Terrace



Escondido, CA 92026
(760)751-5349

(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch 2014 DEIR

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

While Lilac Hills Ranch is being constructed, what is the applicant's plan, schedule, timeframe, etc. for
Mountain Ridge Road, Covey Lane, and, potentially, Nelson Way (per

Respectfully,

Robert Franck

9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)751-5349



Slovick, Mark

From: Josette Franck <peechus_jf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:05 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Legalities & Safety: LHR 2014 DEIR 3800 12-001 (GPA) et al
Mark Slovick

San Diego County PDS Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch 2014 DEIR

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572
(TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

The submitted Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Lilac Hills Ranch (LHR), which falls outside of
the County’s recently adopted General Plan, includes glaring discrepancies, as well as legal issues with respect
to roads safety and overburdening of easements.

The General Plan’s (GPU) Village areas are where density concentrations are planned and approved, but LHR
falls miles outside of the Valley Center North and South, and Fallbrook villages
(http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dpw/land/landpdf/Docs/CountywideVillage.pdf). The applicant was attempting to
acquire, through outright purchases or lease options, the +/-608 acres while the GPU was in process, but never
requested appropriate upzoning changes for this additional Village.

Since the GPU was designed to adequately fulfill San Diego County’s future housing needs WITHOUT
THIS PROJECT and the applicant failed to request upzoning changes for their parcels, why was LHR
even allowed to go through the development process?

The County should also regard the public’s safety on its public and private road network, in and around the
proposed project. All ten road exemptions the applicant requested are so far out of line with the existing
conditions, many jeopardize the public’s safety, and, as a stand-alone concern, should result in denial of this
project.

What would the County's reasoning be to approve LHR while accepting any of the ten road exemptions?

Trash collection days on Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Road - both with high, blind hills - summarily mean
residents waiting behind waste vehicles to complete the collection route, or crossing into unseen oncoming
traffic to pass the three separate trash trucks: regular trash, recyclables and green waste. Approving LHR
benefit’s the developer, not current residents or businesses, and legal aspects considered, not the County.

From the County's perspective, how insignificant are the current residents' safety and validated concerns
compared to the financial improvement of the developer if LHR is approved?



Other legal problems to examine in this project include inconsistency within their DEIR, assumption of
easements and overburdening of said easements.

One inconsistency exists between the DEIR Evacuation Plan and the Traffic Study. The applicant’s evacuation
plan states Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane will both be gated and locked at all times, with only the fire
and police having keys. On the other hand, their traffic study says Mountain Ridge Road will be used only by

the church and senior facility via the locked gates.

If first responders are the only ones with keys to the gates, then the church and senior facility won't have
keys? If only the church and senior facility will have access through the gates, then first responders won't
have access? If you speak out both sides of your mouth, a clarity deficiency occurs with your words.

Each plan the Applicant stated for Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane grossly overburden the restricted
easements, which are available only to a few lots in the applicant‘s proposed project. That is, of course, unless
the County asserts eminent domain against the valid property owners, subsequently choosing the lengthy,
expensive lawsuit(s) to follow.

For this purportedly stand-alone development to continue without intercession from the public, County or
State, what is the applicant’s timeline for securing legal, written easement rights for EVERY lot within
the project from the rightful owners without coercion?

Additionally, the LHR requested road exemptions include drawing roads and sewer lines on properties with no
or limited easements / rights. Limited easement rights for one lot do not provide rights to any other
lots. Period.

How is this not a Red Flag concern for the County?

In closing, thank you for reviewing the Applicant’s DEIR and providing thorough responses to our comments,
which are but a few problems with the project: its inconsistency with the GPU, discrepancies, and road and
easement issues.

Respectfully,

Josette Franck

9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)509-5308



Slovick, Mark

From: Josette Franck <peechus_jf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:12 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Fire & Evacuation: LHR 2014 DEIR 3800 12-001 (GPA), et al

Lilac Hills Ranch 2014 DEIR

Mark Slovick

San Diego County PDS Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

In reference to the fire protection plans in the Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR 2014, why are
these four options still being considered? Deer Spring Fire Protection District will not
buy off on three of the plans that were offered to them, and Cal Fire's letter to the
County clearly states it wants NOTHING to do with this project.

As for the aforementioned Cal Fire letter, why was it not provided for public review
with the rest of the input received?

With respect to the evacuation plans, the 2014 Highway 76 fire left the 1-15, Highway
76 and Old Highway 395 closed to traffic in all directions, and for about three hours,
the West Lilac Bridge was a parking lot of existing residents who were unable to
evacuate as directed.

How does the County plan to evacuate proposed LHR residents - an additional
6,000-7,000 people - on winding, two-lane roads (West Lilac Road, Circle R Drive,
Old Highway 395, Old Castle, and Lilac Road) in an emergency?

Why isn't the applicant being tasked to build-out all these roadways to four-lanes
to sustain the daily traffic, as well as in case of required evacuations?

How does the County plan to assess the applicant for any injuries or loss of life
that may occur from their project's insufficient evacuation plans?



Not only will the planned new residents' lives be risked, but also the lives of current
residents that surround the project.

Respectfully,

Josette Franck
9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)509-5308



Slovick, Mark

From: Josette Franck <peechus_jf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:14 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Road Exceptions: LHR 2014 DEIR 3800 12-001 (GPA), et al

Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR 2014
Mark Slovick, Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

Current road standards are in place for public safety. LHR wants full exemption from
the 10 road standards that are hurdles to their project's plan, but damning to the
public's safety.

Why would the County consider lower these standards to appease the applicant,
when promoting public safety should be the priority?

Were the current road standards created with the thought that they were
unnecessary, inefficient, and useless?

Were they created in the hopes that a developer would dare tell the County their

employees are idiots for having planned the necessary, efficient and useful road
standards?

The County should require the LHR applicant to bring all roads leading into and out of

the project up to public road standards at their expense, not at the poor taxpayers'
expense.

Where is this proclaimed in the 2014 LHR DEIR?
Thank you for responding to my concerns.

Respectfully,



Josette Franck
9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)509-5308



Slovick, Mark

From: Josette Franck <peechus_jf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:15 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Funding: LHR 2014 DEIR 3800 12-001 (GPA), et al

Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR 2014
Mark Slovick, Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

With regard to funding the Lilac Hills Ranch development, the applicant stated they
believe school bonds, special assessment districts and other fees should be paid by
taxpayers, in- and outside the project area.

How is the County ensuring the applicant pays the full cost of the project, without
burdening existing taxpayers not located within the project?

What are the applicant's funding mechanisms, and where are they available for
review?

Thank you for answering the above concerns.

Respectfully,

Josette Franck

9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)509-5308



Slovick, Mark

From: Josette Franck <peechus_jf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:09 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Eminent Domain: LHR 2014 DEIR 3800 12-001 (GPA), et al

Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR 2014
Mark Slovick, Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

The applicant for Lilac Hills Ranch needs extraordinary assistance to access their
project due to limited easement rights, which apply to a few parcels and are not
extended to the rest of their lots. Enter eminent domain, which County Policy J-33
states: "Notwithstanding the above, non-blighted, owner-occupied, residential
structures cannot be condemned for transfer to another private party for purposes of
more profitable economic development.”

Two, possibly three, "non-blighted, owner-occupied, residential structures" along
Mountain Ridge Road, as well as similar numbers on Covey Lane, would be
inaccessible &/or condemned with the County's authorizing use of eminent domain for
the applicant's "more profitable economic development.” Without this project's dire
situation - lack of ownership of road easements for all parcels - the County would have
no need to force eminent domain on the rightful easement owners of these two
privately-owned roads.

Since this is contrary to the J-33 decree, why would the County even consider
stealing (while financial compensation is required, how else should one term the
forceful giving up of one's property to benefit a private entity that only has financial
interest in gaining the property, not caring about how it's gotten) private roads for
this private party to have road access to their development and not even build
said stolen property up to County Standard roads?

How is the County going to satisfy this decree with respect to the public road,



West Lilac Road, which has 2-3 homes that may require condemnation to wide
the road so LHR can be built?

The County already stated that widening of WLR was in the plan, but not in the works
because there isn't a current need to widen it; without this project, there still isn't a
need.

Why would the County recommend eminent domain that opposes its own policy
for its use?

Unfortunately for the developer, Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane are two very
large project deterrents: both are private roads with limited easement rights for the
project, they are both privately maintained, and all of the roads' owners will not give up
their roads' intended uses to let Del Mar (1.8 square miles / 1,152 acres, 2,600 DU,
population of less than 4,300) drop in on 608 acres (less than one square mile), with at
least 1,746 DU, and a population of more than 5,200. The only benefit to be had from
the taking of these private roads, will be financial gain by the private developer.

Where is the public benefit?

As an aside:
| know where the project WANTS to be, but | have searched unsuccessfully on the
approved County General Plan to find it, so where is Lilac Hills Ranch supposedly
located within this approved General Plan?

Thank you for responding to my public comments.
Respectfully,

Josette Franck

9767 Megan Terrace

Escondido, CA 92026
(760)509-5308



Slovick, Mark

From: Josette Franck <peechus_jf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:42 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Questions: LHR 2014 DEIR 3800 12-001 (GPA), et al

Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR 2014
Mark Slovick, Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

| have a slew of questions regarding the Lilac Hills Ranch 2014 DEIR.

1. How is the applicant funding the estimated annual $500k Deer Springs Fire
Protection District budget shortfall for the Mountain Ridge Road fire station alternative?

2. Inwhich "Village" is LHR located in the recently approved, San Diego County
General Plan (GP), and where in this current GP are the applicant's 1,746 EDUs
planned?

3. How does LHR's 1,746 EDUs meet the current GP of allowing between 80-110
EDUs?

4. Who within the County is the person responsible for verifying the applicant's
purported easement rights? Once the limiting nature of the easements were
discovered, what cause would the County have to enact overburdening of easements
for the applicant?

5. The Specific Plan Area (SPA) within the city of Escondido is near downtown
Escondido, the Escondido Transit Center, and existing commercial & infrastructure,
and can more easily accommodate Lilac Hills Ranch's planned structures and



population. If a project like LHR is to provide homes with commercial in a walkable
environment, what would the County's valid reasoning be to NOT adopt this
alternative?

6. Isit 1,746 new EDUs, plus the existing 16 EDUs (1,762 total), or does the 1,746
include the existing EDUs?

7. What commitment does the applicant have to build all 5 phases (bonded assurance,
etc.)?

8. How does the County justify tearing up West Lilac Road &/or Circle R Drive for
wastewater / sewagefor LHR without requiring the applicant to widen these public
roads?

9. With respect to construction, emergency services, and current residents, when the
currently working roads are torn up to install sewer / wastewater lines. What phase will
this be started and completed?

10. What other easements will the applicant require from abutting property owners to
build LHR (slope, encroachment, etc.)?

11. All traffic leaving & entering LHR should be included in project's cost, including
turning the lengths of West Lilac Road & Circle R Drive into four-lane roads from where
the project begins all the way to I-15, as well as Old Highway 395 (from Highway 76 on
the north side to Country Club Lane on the south), and the full lengths of Old Castle &
Lilac roads. Unless the project's traffic will travel telekenetically, it will be over these
roadways. Where are these road widenings proposed in the 2014 DEIR?

Thank you for answering all of the above concerns.

Respectfully,

Josette Franck

9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)509-5308



Slovick, Mark

From: Josette Franck <peechus_jf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:49 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Construction: Lilac Hills Ranch 2014 DEIR 3800 12-001 (GPA), et al
Mark Slovick

San Diego County PDS Project Manager

(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch 2014 DEIR

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

The 2014 DEIR document GPA12001-REIR-AppendixK-Evacuation_Plan-061214) mentions
Mountain Ridge Road, Covey Lane and Nelson Way as three exit roads in an evacuation.

Where and what are the applicant's road construction plans, schedules, timeframes, etc. for
Covey Lane, Mountain Ridge Road, and perhaps Nelson Way for current residents to access
their properties while these private roads are being turned into public roads?

In the same DEIR, the document GPA12001-REIR-AppendixS-WastewaterManagementAlternatives-
061214 suggests Alternative 3 (Mountain Ridge Road) and Alternative 4 (Covey Lane) as wastewater

/ sewage flow start points while leaving LHR.

Where and what are the applicant's road construction plans, schedules, timeframes, etc. for

current residents to access their properties while either of these roads (Covey Lane-West Lilac
Road-Circle R Drive &/or Mountain Ridge Road-Circle R Drive) is torn up to install sewage and

wastewater lines to accommodate the project?
And, finally:

Where are the legal, written temporary easements & encroachments that the rightful property

owners have vacated for the applicant while any of the above scenarios occur?
Thank you for properly addressing the aforementioned problems.
Respectfully,

Robert Franck
9767 Megan Terrace



Escondido, CA 92026
(760)751-5349

(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch 2014 DEIR

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

While Lilac Hills Ranch is being constructed, what is the applicant's plan, schedule, timeframe, etc. for
Mountain Ridge Road, Covey Lane, and, potentially, Nelson Way (per

Respectfully,

Robert Franck

9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)751-5349



Lilac Hills
e ———
Ranch

August 6, 2013

My & Mrs Robert Franclk
D767 Megan Ter

Eszscondido, A 92026 FAA CERTIFIED MALEL
Dear Mr & Mrs Franck,

I am sending this letter o continue o provide information regarding the future Lilane Hills Ranch
Clommuanity In attempts to goet your fecdback over the past year, we provided you with a copy of the
t Specific Plan in October, 2012 and subsequently sent you a link to download the updated versions
ebruary and July of this yvear. We also offered to meet with your HOA 1o present the details of Lilac
2 Ranch in October of last yvear and would like to extend the offer agnin to meet with you and answer
any questions and/or direct you o the County Tor more information.

In addition., you have reccived the notice that the environmental impact report was released for public
revicw on July 3. To help encourage you o mecet with us in person, [ am providing o summary of our

plans for Lilac Flills Ranch with det 1 Ridge Road will sorve a small portion of the
Oty

Fifcres FHills Rerrcdy Sperrerrcar:
As planned, the northern portion of the community is a traditional neighborhood, oriented around a town
square (north of Covey Lone and South and West of West Lilac Rond). The southern portion is

comprised of an Age Restricted Senior O
Covey Lana).

izen Neighborhood (north of Mountain Ridge and south of

The wtraditional necighborhood consists of 1,278 homes around o small mixed-use Town nter (think
Julinn meets Henldsburg) with boutique retail. The Town Center would include traditional businesses
such as a market, sidewalk cafes,. restaurants, a Country Inn with a banquet Mmcility and other businesses.,
In addition, we have planned for a K-8 school. a recreation conter. and a large 1 2-acre public |mrk with
multi—-use felds located between the Town ater and the Senior Nuighbunl\uud Cin the middle of” Lilac
T = IZn h). The community will also include numerous smaller neighborhood parks and over 20
miles of walking trails open 1o the public. These linkages will serve to connect all residents in the nrea
to the amenities inside of Lilac Hills Ranch and into the surrounding neighborhoods,

Sentor Nete. 7 " N -
Avm stnted above, the southermnmaost portion of the Lilac ills Ranch Community will consist of a private,
gated senior neighborhood. The senior neighborhood will provide all the essential services and
activitica that many scnior ens desire or require including o scenior (notivity) center with a pool,
tennis courts, parks, trails, church and an Assisted/Group Living building that will provide primary
medical care nnd services.

[RTR

S ILANCH | 324494 BIRDSONG DRIVE, COPMII, A 93036 | BSH-S46-0700

August 6, 2013
Page Z of 2

Fer the enclosed plan, approximartely one third of the Senior Neighborhood is planned as an exclusive
pated enclave bordering Clircle RLATOR. Thiz exclusive southorly portion would have two gun_x_l
cntrances - one from the north, through Lilac FHills Ranch, and one (Tom the south following an exis
A0-foot private rond ensement over Mountanin Ridge Road, which Kevin Johnson stated “Amendment 10
of the PTR indicates that Accretive may have limited rights granted in 1957 1o usc the Mountain Ridge
private road for two parcels."" Only the church and residonts ut this l_x(_.[l.l-ﬂ\(.. suu_:.l soenior nc.,ughbuuhuu:l
would be allowed to nocess Mountain Ridge Road. 3 -3

Moung 2]

he prajected traflic levels on Mountain Ridge Road, as described in our Traflic Impact Study. are
below the County private rond stnndards nnd the rond improvements that we will construct on Mountain
Ridpe Road ocecur within our existing S40-foot road cascment.

We have enclosed the conceptual Inandscaping plan for you and hope that we can sit down to discuss any
comments or concerns in the next few weeks before the close of the public review period on August 19,
Please (eel (oo to contact me at (858) 345-3644 1o schedule n convenient time to meet.

Sincerely,
—— ‘ﬂ{s—?/
47-—-'——() -

J0| Filling
Project Manaper
Vice President
Lilac Iills Ranch

TALACT TS FATOCIE | 32440 IR DSOMNG DRIV, FSCOMDINO, CA 92026 | BSE-S46-0700




Slovick, Mark

From: Josette Franck <peechus_jf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 3:37 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: MRR Baseline: LHR 2014 DEIR 3800 12-091 (GPA), et al

Attachments: Gordon COMMENTS TO THE RECON NOISE STUDY FOR MT RIDGE ALTERNATIVE -

July 22nd Itr.pdf

Mark Slovick
San Diego County PDS Project Manager
Mark.Slovick@county.can.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch
Project#s: 3800 12-001 (GPA), et al
Dear Mark,

The basic definition of a baseline is the starting point from which measurements are based. However, inconsistencies
exist in the Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR baseline for Mountain Ridge Road.

Attached is a PDF from my neighbor, James Gordon, clearly summarizing what Mountain Ridge Road is in reality, which
differs from what is purported at various locations within the DEIR. For everyone's clarity - the applicant's, the public's and
the County's, on the road's reality is what the proposed project should be based, THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE DEIR.

Without a true, valid starting point, a true, valid decision cannot be adequately attained for any item referring to Mountain
Ridge Road: noise, traffic, environmental, biological, wastewater, fire protection, road exceptions, or even eminent
domain.

How does the County plan to base any decisions related to MRR when the road's baseline is improperly defined in the
LHR DEIR?

Respectfully,

Josette Franck
9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)509-5308



Slovick, Mark

From: Bob & Josette Franck <franckfort@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 3:55 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Baseline needed: Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR 2014 3800 12-001 (GPA), etc.

Attachments: Gordon COMMENTS TO THE RECON NOISE STUDY FOR MT RIDGE ALTERNATIVE -

July 22nd Itr.pdf

Mark Slovick
San Diego County PDS Project Manager
Mark.Slovick@county.can.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch
Project#s: 3800 12-001 (GPA), etc.
Dear Mark,

The basic definition of a baseline is the starting point from which measurements are
based. However, inconsistencies exist in the Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR baseline for
Mountain Ridge Road.

Attached is a PDF from my neighbor, James Gordon, clearly summarizing what
Mountain Ridge Road is in reality, which differs from what is purported at various
locations within the DEIR. For everyone's clarity - the applicant's, the public's and the
County's, on the road's reality is what the proposed project should be based,
THROUGHOUT THE ENTIRE DEIR.

Without a true, valid starting point, a true, valid decision cannot be adequately attained
for any item referring to Mountain Ridge Road: noise, traffic, environmental, biological,
wastewater, fire protection, road exceptions, or even eminent domain.

How does the County plan to base any decisions related to MRR when the road's
baseline is improperly defined in the LHR DEIR?

Respectfully,

Robert Franck

9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)751-5349






Slovick, Mark

From: Josette Franck <peechus_jf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 12:50 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Proj Issue Checklist, Lilac Hills 3800 12-001 (GPA) et al
Attachments: Project_lssue_Checklist.pdf; J-33.pdf

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch
Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300
12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Hi, Mark:

Attached is the Project Issue Checklist | was asking about Tuesday evening. | downloaded it from the PDS site on
Monday (16th).

With respect to the more detailed sections (pages 6-258):

Item 1, No. 1, General Plan Conformance - With the project being so far outside the General Plan that it may as well be
Martian, how, specifically, did the applicant "resolve" this conundrum?

Item 1, No. 3, Off-site Improvements/Dedications - Paragraph 2 states: "It is the applicant’s responsibility to provide
suitable evidence that offsite improvements including grading, dedications, grants (if any), and easements can be
accomplished without resorting

to County of San Diego assistance."

Where are these requested documents?

Who is allowed to review them?

Who from the County verified the documents are valid?

And if they were "resolved" 6/13/2013, then why would an alternative that REQUIRES "resorting to County of San

Diego assistance" be included in the revised DEIR?

How will the County justify violating County Policy J-33 (attached) when the Deer Springs Fire Protection District

will not put the bulk of their responses at risk for the sake of a development that is located farther from the fire

district's existing residents? Being too large for me to attach, please also refer to GPA12001-REIR-Chap4-

061214.pdf (Section 4.8.1.7 Road Design Alternative 7) and GPA12001-REIR-AppendixV-2-TrafficFireAlternative-

061214.pdf

6. Without plans to build a fire station - that will not be used by DSFPD - within the project's boundaries, there is NO
PUBLIC NEED for the stealing of Mountain Ridge Road. Since the only way this private road can be accepted as
a viable alternative to access the project is through the developer forcing the County to enact eminent domain,
why is this even being considered as a viable alternative?

7. How does Section 4.8.1.7 Road Design Alternative 7's text: "This would result in about ten existing driveways no

longer being accessible (red emphasis mine) since they are at the sag or peak of the existing curves. These

driveways would need to be redesigned and rebuilt, while maintaining access to the properties. In addition, this

alternative would encroach into the existing footprint of three single-family residences (red emphasis mine) ..."

follow the J-33 credo that "... non-blighted, owner-occupied, residential structures cannot be condemned for

transfer to another private party for purposes of more profitable economic development."?

e

o

That's all | can do today
Have a great afternoon!

Josette Franck
9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)509-5308






ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP),
3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100
5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-
017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community Project Number(s):

Summary of Document Requests and Reviews
Purpose: To track requests for technical studies, maps/plot plans, and other requested information Last Updated: 6/13/2013
Plan/Study Request Status of Review Date Requested Date of Study Date Accepted
Agriculture Technical Report Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 3/20/13]9/14/12 2/11/13
Air Quality Report Accepted 2/7/2011 9/14/12 6/13/13
6/14/2012
12/10/12
Biological Resources Report with Conceptual [Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
Resource Management Plans (On- and Off- 12/10/12 9/14/12
Site) 3/20/13
Climate Change Analysis Accepted 2/7/2011 9/14/12 6/13/13
6/14/2012
12/10/12
Conceptual Landscape Plan Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Cultural Resource Report Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Emergency Response Plan and Risk Project will be conditioned to update Valley Center Municipal Water 2/7/11 6/14/12 12/10/12
Management Plan District's existing plan.
Evacuation Plan 2/7/2011 6/14/12 3/20/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
Fire Protection Plan (FPP) Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
General Plan Amendment Report 2/7/2011 6/14/12 N/A
12/10/12
Geotechnical Report 2/7/11 6/14/12 12/10/12
9/14/12




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP),
Project Number(s): 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100
" 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-
017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PROJECT NAME:

Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Summary of Document Requests and Reviews
Purpose: To track requests for technical studies, maps/plot plans, and other requested information Last Updated: 6/13/2013
Plan/Study Request Status of Review Date Requested Date of Study Date Accepted
Groundwater Investigation 2/7/11 6/14/12 12/10/12
9/14/12
Hazardous Materials Information 2/7/2011 9/14/12 12/10/12
6/14/2012
Hydromodification Management Plan Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Implementing Tentative Map 5572 Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12
3/20/13
Land Use/Community Character Study To be provided in DEIR. 2/7/2011 6/14/12 N/A
12/10/12
Letters of Permission (Easement Holders) To be provided 2/7/2011 N/A
6/14/2012
12/10/12
Major Use Permit Plot Plan Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Master Tentative Map 5571 Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Memorandums of Understanding 2/7/2011 12/10/12
6/14/2012
Noise Analysis Accepted 2/7/2011 9/14/12 6/13/13
6/14/2012
12/10/12
Off-Site Biological Mitigation Information 2/7/2011 9/14/12 12/10/12
6/14/2012




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP),
Project Number(s): 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100
" 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-
017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Summary of Document Requests and Reviews
Purpose: To track requests for technical studies, maps/plot plans, and other requested information Last Updated: 6/13/2013
Plan/Study Request Status of Review Date Requested Date of Study Date Accepted
Open Space Fencing and Signage Plan Accepted 2/7/2011 6/13/13
(Biological Open Space) 6/14/2012
12/10/12
3/20/13
Park Concept Plan (Site Plan S07-018) Accepted 2/7/2011 9/14/12 6/13/13
6/14/2012
12/10/12
3/20/13
Park Dedication/Development Phasing Plan 2/7/2011 3/20/13
12/10/12
Phasing Plan 2/7/2011 6/14/12 3/20/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
Phase | and Phase Il Environmental Site 2/7/11 6/14/12 12/10/12
Assessments (ESA) 9/14/12
Photometric Study 2/7/2011 3/20/13
6/14/2012
12/10/12
Preliminary Drainage Study Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Preliminary Grading Plan TM 5571 Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Preliminary Grading Plan TM 5572 Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Project Description 2/7/11 6/14/12 12/10/12
9/14/12




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP),
Project Number(s): 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100
" 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-
017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Summary of Document Requests and Reviews
Purpose: To track requests for technical studies, maps/plot plans, and other requested information Last Updated: 6/13/2013
Plan/Study Request Status of Review Date Requested Date of Study Date Accepted
Proof of Ability to Construct Off-Site Accepted for public review 2/7/2011 9/14/12 6/13/13
Improvements 6/14/2012
12/10/12
3/20/13
Request for Modification (DPW) In Process 2/7/2011 9/14/12
6/14/2012
3/20/13
Roudabout Exhibits In Process (third party review to be completed) 12/10/12
RPO Open Space/Encroachment Map 2/7/12 6/14/12 12/10/12
9/14/12
RPO Slope Analysis 2/7/11 6/14/12 12/10/12
Specific Plan Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Stormwater Management Plan Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Traffic Impact Analysis with Parking and Sight [Accepted 2/7/2011 9/14/12 6/13/13
Distance Analysis 6/14/2012
12/10/12
3/20/13
Trails Plan Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Vector Management Plan 2/7/2011 9/14/12 12/10/12
6/14/2012
Visual Resource Report In Process 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP),
3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Project NUmber(s): 5525 (1), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-
017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Summary of Document Requests and Reviews
Purpose: To track requests for technical studies, maps/plot plans, and other requested information Last Updated: 6/13/2013
Plan/Study Request Status of Review Date Requested Date of Study Date Accepted
Wastewater Report Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Water Service Report Accepted 2/7/2011 6/14/12 6/13/13
12/10/12 9/14/12
3/20/13
Water Supply Assessment 2/7/2011 10/9/12 3/20/13
6/14/2012
12/10/12




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

General Plan Conformance

In our February 7, 2011 Major Pre Application Letter, staff
indicated that your project was inconsistent with the County’s
Draft General Plan in Major Project Issue 1. Since that time, the
General Plan update was adopted on August 3, 2011. Based on
the newly adopted General Plan, County staff has confirmed that
the proposed project remains inconsistent with the land use map

and numerous General Plan policies. ' '
The technical studies have been

i s i - - ted and the EIR add 6/14/12
1 1 Major Project Issue Staff will be revising and updating the submltt_ed comprehenswe gccep € 5}” e aadresses 12/10/12 6/13/13
Draft General Plan Amendment Report submitted to detail these | consistency with the General Plan under| "5, 4

inconsistencies. Please immediately review the policies and Land Use.
indicate to staff how you would propose to revise these policies
or if you disagree with staff's analysis. If policy revisions are
required to the County’s General Plan, then the project’s EIR
must also analyze the impacts to the County’s General Plan
(Major Project Issue 17).
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Incomplete Specific Plan

The draft Specific Plan submitted does not meet the
requirements of Section 65451 (a) of the Government Code
Section. The Government Code requires a text and a diagram or
diagrams which specify all of the following in detail:

(1) The distribution, location, and extent of the uses of land,
including open space, within the area covered by the plan.

(2) The proposed distribution, location, and extent and intensity
of major components of public and private transportation,
sewage, water, drainage, solid waste disposal, energy, and other
essential facilities proposed to be located within the area
covered by the plan and needed to support the land uses

. . described in the plan.

1 2 Major Project Issue P 6/14/12 12/7/12
(3) Standards and criteria by which development will proceed,
and standards for the conservation, development, and utilization
of natural resources, where applicable.

(4) A program of implementation measures including regulations,
programs, public works projects, and financing measures
necessary to carry out paragraphs (1), (2), and (3).

(5) The specific plan shall include a statement of the relationship
of the specific plan to the general plan.




ATTACHMENT A
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

More specifically, the draft Specific Plan does not contain
enough detail in regards to the distribution, location, and extent
of all the uses of land within the area covered by the plan. For
example, the plan does not identify the number of units within
each phase, access to each phase or proposed uses, square
1 2 Major Project Issue |footage of the proposed commercial or other uses, or the 6/14/12 12/7/12
number of beds at the age restricted community. Please refer to
the Planner’s Guide to Specific Plan’s prepared by the Office of
Planning and Research’s for additional information. The plan is
available here: http://ceres.ca.gov/planning/specific/.

Off-Site Improvements/Dedications

The project plans indicate off-site improvements and
dedications. As indicated in the Major Pre Application letter, in
order to allow for public and/or private improvements for areas
outside the boundary of this subdivision, the following shall be
completed:

It is the applicant’s responsibility to provide suitable evidence
that offsite improvements including grading, dedications, grants
(if any), and easements can be accomplished without resorting

to County of San Diego assistance. This evidence can be
; ; provided in several forms (provide a letter of explanation with the | Off-site improvements are identified and 6/14/12
1 3 Major Project Issue . 12/10/12 6/13/13
below forms) used: are analyzed in the EIR.

3/20/13

« A Title Report showing applicant has the right to construct
improvements along with a Title Company Guarantee ($20,000)
acknowledging those rights;

» Recorded Grant Deed or Recorded Right To Purchase for the
area where improvements are to be constructed;

» Other evidence satisfactory to the County that clearly shows an
existing and continuing right to construct the required
improvements.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),
3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

The applicant’s evidence must also show the ability to have any
existing utility easements subordinated to the new Public
Easement (if any) as per County Subdivision Ordinance. The
foregoing must be accomplished to the satisfaction of PDS and
DPW prior to writing final requirements for this project. Provide a
Map, to Engineer’s scale, which clearly indicates any off-site
road Easements/Dedications/Letters of Permission to 6/14/12
1 3 Major Project Issue Grade/lmprove to be acquired, existing 1.0.D.s, existing Public See above. 12/10/12 6/13/13
Road Easements, etc. Letters of Permission to Grade/Improve 3/20/13
must be notarized. Please note that existing off-site road
easements may need to be expanded to accommodate road
widening required by the project. The ultimate right-of-way width
required would be determined through the results of a traffic
study.




ATTACHMENT A
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

RPO Wetland Impacts and Buffers

The project, as currently designed, proposes impacts to over 8
acres of RPO wetlands. In accordance with the Resource
Protection Ordinance, impacts to wetlands must be avoided.

The RPO allows for crossings of wetlands only when specific
findings can be made. Impacts to RPO wetlands must be
avoided on-site. For impacts that cannot be avoided, specific
findings must be made in accordance with Section 86.604(a) (5)
and should be included as a detailed discussion in the biological
resources report. Also, it appears that buffers ranging from 20 to
50 feet are proposed and included within the open space areas
shown on the Tentative Maps. In accordance with Section 6/14/12
1 4 Major Project Issue |86-602(r), a minimum wetland buffer of 50-feet is required from 12/10/12 3/20/13
the edge of a RPO wetland and must also be included as
biological open space. Buffers exceeding 50-feet may be
required in certain instances as detailed in the RPO. All RPO
wetlands must include an appropriate wetland buffer. The text of
the report should also be revised to provide justification for the
proposed buffer widths. In addition, a limited building zone of no
less than 100-feet should be shown from the edge of the RPO
wetland. Please see Major Project Issue 13 for additional
information regarding the LBZ. Please see additional comments
under Biology.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Travel Time
The project does not meet the maximum allowed emergency
response time of 5-minutes required by the General Plan. The
Fire Protection Plan incorrectly calculates the response time
from the Miller Station; however, the appropriate station to
calculate the response time is the Deer Springs Station 1, which
has an 8 minute travel time to the midpoint of the project. The 6/14/12
1 5 Major Project Issue |Miller Station is not considered a year-round structural fire 12/10/12
station. An evaluation of the travel time to the area needs to be 3/20/13

provided to the satisfaction of the County of San Diego.
Furthermore, the Fire Protection Plan submitted indicates that
travel time was calculated by accessing the project from the
south; however, Phase 1 does not include the construction of an
access road to the south.

Dead-End Road Length

In our February 7, 2011 Major Pre Application Letter, staff
indicated that your project may exceed dead-end road length
and secondary access will be required. The project submitted
exceeds the maximum allowed dead-end road length of 800-feet
as required by Section 503.1.3 of the County Fire Code for
parcels zoned for less than 1-acre. An evaluation of the road
length and conformance with the Fire Code needs to be provided|a Fire Protection Plan has been prepared

_ _ to the satisfaction of the County of San Diego. Additional that indicates that the project complies 6/14/12
1 6 Major Project Issue |information is required to determine if the project complies with with the dead-end road length 12/10/12 6/13/13
the fire code, including the proposed construction phasing. Staff 3/20/13

-~ requirements.
requests an exhibit that shows the length of the proposed access q

roads in feet (800 maximum). The exhibit should also show all
emergency/secondary access routes and if there are any
restrictions. Please see the comments on the Fire Protection
Plan. Staff has concerns with the ability of the project to use
certain access roads.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Subdivision Ordinance Compliance
The project does not comply with Section 81.401 (q) of the
Subdivision Ordinance, which requires a subdivision to be
designed so that a street or road easement providing access to a
parcel located on a subdivision boundary, shall not terminate in a
cul-de-sac when it is feasible for the street or road easement to
serve as a through street connecting the subdivision to a street
or road easement in an existing or proposed, adjacent
subdivision. The draft Specific Plan and Master Tentative Map 6/14/12
1 7 Major Project Issue [S10W @ new public road (Lilac Hills Ranch Road) ending in a cul- See Major Project Issue 1. 12/10/12 | 6/13/13
de-sac at the entrance to Lot 15. The draft Specific Plan also 3/20/13
indicates an arrow at the bottom of southern boundary of the
site, but does not indicate access to that point or where it would
connect. This issue is closely related to General Plan policies
regarding circulation and Fire Code requirements for dead-end
road length and should be addressed in the project documents
to the satisfaction of the County of San Diego.

Water, Sewer and Fire Service
The Project Facility Availability Forms provided from the Valley
Center Municipal Water District and Deer Springs Fire Protection Updated forms have been provided;

District indicate that facilities to serve the project are not however, the facility availability form
reasonabl i ithi i i i 6/14/12
. . y expected to be available within the next 5 years from the Deer Springs Fire Protection
1 8 Major Project Issue |,aqeq capital facility plans of the district. The applicant shall District indicates that services are not 132//210(71132 6/13/13
work with the Valley Center Municipal Water District and Deer reasonably expected to be available

Springs Fire Protection District to determine what improvements,

; ) o - within the next 5 years.
if any, can be provided to enable the district to serve the project.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),
3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Technical Studies

The project was submitted without the requested technical
studies for Traffic, Air Quality, Noise, and Climate Change. The
Department has indicated and it was acknowledged by the
owner/applicant that there is a risk that the studies could result in
significant changes and/or revisions to the project after they are
1 9 Major Project Issue [Submitted, which would have an impact on the overall cost and 6/14/12 12/10/12
estimated project schedule. Furthermore, the technical studies
submitted for Agricultural Resources, Fire Protection and Visual
Resources are incomplete and do not provide the information
requested in the February 7, 2011 Major Pre Application
Summary Letter.

Law Enforcement Services

The project combined with other submitted projects could have a
cumulative impact on law enforcement services. The San Diego
1 10 Major Project Issue |County Sheriff's Office is in the process of evaluating the 6/14/12 12/10/12
potential cumulative impact and PDS will forward their comments
to the applicant once they are received.

Parks (Park Land Dedication Ordinance)

As indicated in the Major Pre Application Summary letter, the
project requires 15.24 acres of public parks pursuant to the Park
Land Dedication Ordinance (PLDO). The applicant proposes
one public park; however, there are no details regarding the park
and it is proposed in Phase 5. In the letter we also indicated that
. ' parks are typically constructed in the earlier phases of the 6/14/12
1 11 Major Project Issue [project. The project should provide either three medium sized 3/20/13 6/13/13
neighborhood parks (north, central and south) or two larger

neighborhood parks (north and south). In addition, the draft
Specific Plan needs to be revised to include additional details on
the proposed park. Please see the attached comments for the
Department of Parks and Recreation.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required Issﬁﬁgizzllgﬁzi?g:s;ary Ide%?itfeied Rezgl:\?ed
Trails
Projects of this size provide comprehensive public trail systems
that connect neighborhoods within the project to neighborhoods
outside the project and to other existing and proposed public
facilities and trails. A private trails system is not consistent with
community character and the purpose of the Valley Center
) ) Community Trails and Master Plan to have an interconnecting The trails plan in the Specific Plan has 6/14/12
1 12 Major Project Issue |pyplic trails system. Please provide a public trail system been accepted. 3/20/13 6/13/13

consistent with the project size, amenities and surrounding
community character of Bonsall and Valley Center. Attached is
a revised public trails system exhibit for reference. Please see
the attached comments regarding the proposed trail network.

Fuel Modification

The project includes approximately 70.88 acres of biological
open space, but there are no proposed Limited Building Zone
(LBZ) easements shown on the maps. In order to protect the
proposed biological open space easements from fuel
modification, a minimum LBZ of 100-feet shall be provided from ) )
the edge of the proposed open space. The LBZ would preclude |A Firé Protection Plan has been prepared| 6/14/12
1 13 Major Project Issue any habitable structures that would require fuel modification that identifies the required fuel 12/10/12 6/13/13
(clearing). Additional revisions are required to address the fire management. 3/20/13
district's comments. In addition, the Master Tentative Map does
not clearly indicate the Limited Building Zone Easement. Please
update the Master Tentative Map to indicate the Limited Building
Zone Easement.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Financing

The Draft Specific Plan indicates a number of different financing
options proposed as part of the Lilac Hills Ranch project,
including a County Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities
District (CFD), or developer reimbursement agreement. The
Board of Supervisors has adopted Board of Supervisors Policy I-
136 regarding the formation of CFDs (attached). Please review
1 14 Major Project Issue |ihe attached form for further information regarding the goals and Informational 6/14/12 N/A
policies regarding the formation of CFDs. Please note that the
Board of Supervisors would determine whether to form a CFD.
County staff can schedule a follow up meeting with County
Special Districts to discuss these requirements in further detail if
necessary.

Land Use Impacts/ Community Character

As indicated in the Major Pre Application letter, the overall size
and scale of the proposed development (1,746 dwelling units,
commercial and civic use types) is a major project issue. The
proposed development of the Lilac Hills Ranch project would
substantially increase the size of northwestern Valley Center and
Bonsall and change the character of this rural agricultural
community. In addition, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
will need to analyze the cumulative impact of the project on the
rural character of the area when combined with other reasonably To be addressed in the Draft EIR. 6/14/12 3/20/13
foreseeable projects within the region. The predominance of 12/10/12
small lot development, as well as the uniformity of lot sizes within
the development area would not be consistent with rural
development patterns within the Valley Center Community Plan
area. The EIR should also analyze the project’s impact on
neighboring residences, especially those surrounded by the site
or directly adjacent to the project site.

1 15 Major Project Issue
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

School Facilities

As indicated in the Major Pre Application letter, the CEQA

establishes special requirements for certain school projects to

ensure that potential health impacts resulting from exposure to

hazardous materials, wastes, and substances will be carefully

6/14/12

examined and disclosed in an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR). Surrounding land uses include the application of
pesticides, fumigants and other potentially hazardous chemicals.
The compatibility of a proposed school within an intensive
agricultural setting is an issue that must be analyzed within the
requested Agricultural Resource Report.

1 16 Major Project Issue 12/10/12 3/20/13

Scope of Environmental Analysis

As noted above, staff has identified a number of General Plan
policies that may require substantial revision in order to
accommodate the project as currently proposed. Such changes
were not anticipated in the Program Environmental Impact

Report (EIR) for the County’s General Plan Update. As such, The technical studies have been 6/14/12

1|l 17 Major Project Issue |the GPA may necessitate a broader environmental analysis that accepted and the EIR addresses 1210112 | c1a4a
utilizes the certified General Plan Update EIR as a basis and consistency with the General Plan under | 3/20/13
evaluates the potential impacts of revising the policies. Land Use.

Therefore, it is essential that project proponents work with staff
to determine (1) the scope of the GPA and (2) the level and
scope of environmental analysis required.
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Environmental Impact Report Requirements

As indicated in our Major Pre Application letter, PDS has
determined that there is substantial evidence that your project
would have a significant adverse effect on the environment.
Therefore, it will be necessary to prepare and submit a draft EIR
to satisfy the requirements of the CEQA. Upon submittal of the
required applications as detailed below with the discretionary
applications, you will receive a detailed EIR scoping letter from
PDS regarding the subjects to be analyzed in the EIR.

Please be advised that staff will utilize the EIR process,
particularly the development of EIR project alternatives, to
address Major Issues, planning issues, and/or environmental
issues that may arise during the EIR process.

The County of San Diego’s environmental review guidelines
require that EIRs be prepared by a consultant from the County’s
List of Environmental Consultants (available at the Department
of Planning and Land Use — Zoning Counter).

1 18 Major Project Issue 6/14/12 12/10/12

A number of environmental issues have been identified,
including, but not limited to the following resource areas:
Aesthetics, Agriculture, Air Quality, Biological Resources,
Cultural and Historical Resources, Geology and Soils,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards including Wildland Fires,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Noise,
Public Services and Utilities and Transportation.
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General Comment |Please remove all references to "Escondido” throughout the
technical studies. The project is located within the

2 1 unincorporated portion of San Diego County within the 6/14/12 12/10/12
communities of Valley Center and Bonsall. All references to the
Escondido Zip Code should also be removed.

Agriculture Staff has reviewed the Agricultural Resources Report, dated
September 10, 2012, prepared by Recon Environmental and
submitted to the County, on September 14, 2012. The report

3 1 provides the necessary information to review and make 6/14/12 3/20/13
substantive comments. is-extremely-incomplete-and-requires- 12/10/12
FRAJOFFEVISIONS as detatlec-int ° ;ls gﬁ_;_;l Eﬁ S
submittal:

3 5 Agriculture Please include an analysis of off-site impacts associated with 6/14/12 12/7/12

roadway widening and construction.

Agriculture ] ] )
With the next submittal, submit a Word Document for

Department edits. That should have been submitted, with this
Report. It is understood that Department staff attempted to

obtain this digital file, but it was never submitted. The MOU for . , 6/14/12
. ; . ; ) Report has been revised to address staff's 12/10/12

3 3 this consultant requires cooperation with the Department's 6/13/13
comments. 3/20/13

requests for additional information and documentation._The
Word Document contains comments and edits, which must be
revised by the applicant. Please revise the report to address the
comments.
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Agriculture
Summary, Page 1: The description regarding the March 26,

2010, County's preliminary LARA Model run should not be
referenced in this Report, nor included as an Exhibit. That
preliminary LARA Model was created based on the PAA known
as Accretive and its project description. The April 2012, project
description is now different and includes more land area than
that reviewed during 2010, by the Department. One of the
purposes of this Report is to analyze the new project description
and land, based on the County of San Diego Agricultural
Guidelines, which includes preparation of a LARA Model. This
Report must include a completed LARA Model and analysis,
regarding the April 2012, project description and all involved land
area, as well as land characteristics, as required by the LARA
Model.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Agriculture

The Report must present a full and accurate background and
analysis relating to both Indirect and Cumulative Impacts, based
on the County's Agricultural Guidelines. This Report is severely
lacking any such analysis. County Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.3
and 4.2.4 must be completely and fully analyzed, in relation to
the proposed project. It is unclear why these sections of the
Report were not finalized. Although, staff has substantive
comments regarding these Sections, the analysis is now within
the Report. See comments later in this checklist for the
comments relating to the Indirect and Cumulative analysis.

6/14/12
12/10/12 3/20/13

Agriculture . . 6/14/12
This Report was not signed as true and accurate, pursuant to the 12/10/12 3/20/13

MOU.
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Agriculture Section 4: The Report does not provide an analysis of the
conformance of the project with existing agricultural policies. All
listed Goals and Policies must be numbered, in the same
numbering system as found in the document used (General Plan
or Community Plan). It is unclear why this section is not
completed. There are substantive comments relating to these
Policies, but the analysis is how in the Report. See further
comments below.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Agriculture ] )
The General Plan conformity section must be started and

finished. there are no Policies listed and no analysis is provided.
Referring the reader to the EIR is not appropriate. Based on the
3 8 scale of this development, the General Plan Policies must be 6/14/12 12/10/12
addressed in this Report. There are substantive comments
relating to these Policies, but the analysis is now in the Report.
See further comments below.

Agriculture e .
The Report must address the need for mitigation to agricultural

resources. This analysis is lacking, at this time. There are
substantive comments relating to these Policies, but the analysis
is now in the Report. See further comments below.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Agriculture ) ) )
Upon receipt of the Word file for this Report, more changes to

the document will be made by the Department. These changes
include typographical errors and wording changes for accuracy.
These amendments are too numerous to be listed here.
Changes to the Word Document were made and will be
submitted to the applicant with these comments.

6/14/12
12/10/12 3/20/13
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Agriculture ) o
Section 4.1.2 - Goals and Policies: Pursuant to the Report

Format and Content requirements of the County's Agricultural
CEQA Guidelines, this Section must address only those Goals
and Policies relating to agriculture, not land use/site design,
public services or conservation, etc. - unless there are policies in
those categories that relate specifically to agriculture. There are
substantive comments relating to these Policies, but the analysis
is now in the Report. See further comments below.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Agriculture Section 4.1.2: Community Character Policy 1 is misquoted. 6/14/12 12/10/12

Agriculture Section 4.1.2: Agricultural Policy 2: The quoted policy is not
found in the Valley Center CP.

Agriculture Section 4.1.2: Agricultural Policy 3: This quoted policy is
misquoted and should be referenced as Policy 2.

Agriculture Section 4.1.2: Agricultural Policy 4 is misquoted and should be
3 15 Policy 3, not 4. The first sentence of this Policy is correct, the 6/14/12 12/10/12
remainder of the text should be deleted.

Agriculture Section 4.1.2: Conservation Policy 3: Is not found in the Valley
3 16 Center CP. Policies 13 and 17 should be renumbered to 11 and 6/14/12 12/10/12
15, respectively.

Agriculture Section 4.1.2: Open Space Goal and Policy 7: At this time, it is
not clear why this is found in the Agriculture Report. Further
discussion with the Department will be needed, to assess its

3 17 relevance. It is not clear how this proposal actually complies 6/14/12 12/10/12
with this Policy. Staff suggests a working meeting to go through
these comments and address changes to the Agricultural
Report.

Agriculture Section 4.1.2: Noise: Provide the Goal that is associated with
Policy 6.

6/14/12 12/10/12

6/14/12 12/10/12

6/14/12 12/10/12
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Agriculture .
Introduction: The Report should reference the County's

Guidelines for Determining Significance and Report Format and
3 19 Content Requirements for Agricultural Resources, as well as 6/14/12 12/10/12
Appendix G. The Report is prepared using the County's

Guidelines for determining significance of agricultural resources.

Agriculture Project Location and Description: The Project Description states
that there are 608 acres in the project, not 611 (see p.14 and
Table 2, as well). Further, delete all reference to Escondido from
the Cover Sheet and this Report text. The project is located in
the Valley Center CP Area, in the Unincorporated County of San
Diego.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Agriculture . .
gneutu Section 1.3 Analysis Methods: Delete reference to the LESA

Model, as this Model is not applicable, to this analysis. 6/14/12 1211012

Agriculture All Figures must be labeled and included in the next submittal.
Figure 3 (Project Design) is missing from the Report. Include in
next submittal. Explain why not included, as the EIR includes
such a Figure.

6/14/12
12/10/12 3/20/13

Agriculture ) . . -
Section 1.3 Analysis Methods: Cite the County's Guidelines for

review of Cumulative Impacts (p.7). Although, staff has
3 23 substantive comments regarding this Section, the analysis is 6/14/12 12/10/12
now within the Report. See comments later in this checklist for
the comments relating to the Cumulative analysis.

Agriculture Figures 5 and 9 include a legends which are missing categories
of FMMP Farmland, such as Farmland of Local Importance and
includes a classification that is not part of FMMP categories
(e.g., "Farmland").

6/14/12 12/10/12




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Agriculture
Table 1 Soils: Describe by map and locational data, where the
portion of the unavailable acreage for farming is located,
throughout the project site. Figure 8 does not provide the detail
needed, for instance, of the unavailable lands. What is the
reason they are unavailable - Slopes, biological lands, etc.?
This should be clarified on the map, using descriptors that show 6/14/12
3 25 the reason, or thematic forms that identify the specific reason for 12/10/12 3/20/13

the unavailability of the soils._ Report shows the required Figure.
However, only comment, as found in the textual changes in the
digital copy of the Report, is to amend the northeast section of
Figure 8 to show that the Fallbrook sandy loam, eroded (5-9%
slopes) is not contiguous. This is because an unpaved, graded
roadway exists today, at this location.

Agriculture Table 1 should follow the format found in the County's
Guidelines and it should identify the percentage of the soil
acreages that are counted toward adequate farmland. There
3 26 should be a column indicating if the soil is Prime Farmland or 6/14/12 12/10/12
Farmland of Statewide Importance, with a one or zero (if soil is
not one of those soils). The Table should include the Soil
Quality Matrix Score.

Agriculture A school site is proposed within the project, as well as senior
housing. Pursuant to Section 1.4.3 of the County's Report

Format and Content Guidelines, the Report must analyze and
describe fully all agricultural operations within one mile of the

3 21 Specific Plan. Section 1.4.3 of those Guidelines provides the 6/14/12 12/10/12
specific analysis requirements. This was done in the Report.
Staff has substantive comments relating to that Section, found
below.

3 o8 Agriculture Section 1.4.4 of the Report must identify the purpose of the A70 6/14/12 12/10/12

Zoning Designation.
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Agriculture o )
As stated above, all analysis in Section 2 must be based on the

current project description and not on the past County
preliminary LARA Model findings, which were prepared for a
prior and older project description. Section 2 must make clear,
via description, what project description is being analyzed.
Further, Section 2.2 must address the County Guidelines'
Determination of Significance Thresholds and provide full
analysis of all Direct Impact Thresholds.

Agriculture Section 2.1.1.1 must _delineate provide-a-detailed-analysis-on-
where the wells-are located-and where the Fractured Crystalline 6/14/12
Y 1210012 | 3/20/13

Rock aquifer underlays the project area. One, or more, figure(s)
should be used to provide these details.

Agriculture The results described in Section 2.1.1.3 will be analyzed for
accuracy, upon revision of Table 1, as described above, as well
as the provision of more specific detail regarding the unavailable
soils, as described above.

6/14/12 12/10/12

6/14/12 12/10/12

Agriculture
g Section 2.3 should provide maps that delineate the land uses

3 32 listed, including the drainage areas and riparian habitats. Do not 6/14/12 12/10/12
refer to another technical report for reference.

3 33 Agriculture Table 5 must be completed. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Agriculture The conclusion found on Page 34 of the Report regarding soils
must be verified, upon receipt of a complete Report and
complete soils analysis, pursuant to the County's Agricultural
Guidelines.

3 35 Agriculture Sections 2.4 and 2.5 need to be completed. 6/14/12 12/10/12

6/14/12 12/10/12
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Agriculture

Section 3 Off-Site Agricultural Resources: It is expected that this
project will present significant Indirect Impacts to off-site
agricultural operations. The Report must address and analyze
the indirect impacts caused by the proposed school and senior
housing, to off-site agricultural operations. The presence of
these sensitive land uses adjacent to existing and operating
farmland creates conflicts with regard to noise, odors and
pesticide use and threatens the continued viability of those
existing agricultural uses. Mitigation should include on-site
buffers (agricultural or landscaped), adjacent to those existing
agricultural operations, in order to protect these operations.
Other mitigation methods may be required, depending on this
future analysis. Much of this information could have been
provided in this Report, now and should have been. The
analysis now in the Report identifies only two areas of the project 6/14/12
3 36 site, where indirect impacts may occur. Staff finds that in most 12/10/12 3/20/13
of the adjacent areas there are indirect impacts, which require
additional on-site buffers and further analysis. The textual
changes and comments to the Word Document of the Report
identify where more analysis is needed. The number of
mitigation measures should be increased with substantive
measures. Further, the mitigation measure proposed by the
applicant is not completely acceptable, due to proposing off-site
buffers, as well as the distance of the width being only 50 feet,
as opposed to proposing those buffers as on-site . These
measures need to be discussed with staff, for further revision,
prior to the next submittal. As a note, it is also unclear why
there is a need for a mediator, between the HOA and the
adjoining farms, if there are only two areas of possible impacts.
This mediator allows the reader to infer a potential for further
impacts along the project's boundaries.
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Agriculture . . L
The indirect impact analysis-is-incomplete-and needs to be
finalized. A Fhere-is-ne fuller discussion of the overall impact of 6/14/12

3 37 the project on the surrounding agricultural operations is needed. 12/10/12 3/20/13
The Report needs further information and added mitigation
measures, as discussed in the preceding comment.

Agriculture ) ] o ]
The Report provides-ne analysis of cumulative impacts and this-

needs-to-be further revisionsed are needed, for the next
submittal. It is difficult to arrive at the conclusion that Cumulative
Impacts are not significant, without a full discussion of indirect
impacts and further mitigation measures. The indirect impacts
are significant and mitigation measures that are realistic must be
proposed to mitigate. Otherwise, those impacts are not
mitigatable and there is a Cumulative Impact.

6/14/12
12/10/12 3/20/13

Agriculture ] R ]
The Report must analyze the following potential indirect impacts:

Conflicts with agriculture and urban/suburban development -
Pesticide use and conflicts between development and existing
farm operations use of pesticides. Issues to be analyzed include
buffers, property owner notification of the use of pesticides,
aerial applications of pesticides, use of pesticides adjacent to
sensitive land uses (parks, schools, senior housing, waterways,
etc.), weekend applications and pet exposure. Although
discussed, further information is needed, as provided within the
Word Document of the Report.

6/14/12
12/10/12 3/20/13
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Agriculture

The Report must analyze the following potential indirect impacts:

Conflicts with agriculture and urban/suburban development -

Invasive Pests - Increased population bringing domesticated

pets to the area, quarantines and movement of pathogens by the

domestic pets. The analysis provided in the Report is 6/14/12

incomplete. Much of the indirect impacts analyzed in the Report
are those caused by adjacent agriculture, onto the project site
and possible future site development. This and the following
comments require the analysis of the project's possible impacts
on the adjacent agriculture, which is not fully discussed, if at all.
The applicant needs to work with the staff, prior to the next
submittal.

12/10/12 3/20/13

Agriculture
The Report must analyze the following potential indirect impacts:
Conflicts with agriculture and urban/suburban development -
Farming Practices - Farm housing adjacent to the development,
agricultural work hours and effect on the development residents,
noise and odors from farm operations and its effect on
development residents, lights and equipment (greenhouse fans
and pumps), slow-moving farm vehicles on roadways, bee
activities, nuisance pests such as flies, gnats, etc., dust and
smoke. Although, County law includes a right to farm act, the 6/14/12
3 41 development's effect on farmers in a rural agricultural area must 12/10/12 3/20/13
be reviewed, as well as the impacts of the farms' operations on
the residents/users of this development. The analysis provided in
the Report is incomplete. Much of the indirect impacts analyzed
in the Report are those caused by adjacent agriculture, onto the
project site and possible future site development. This and the
following comments require the analysis of the project's possible
impacts on the adjacent agriculture, which is not fully discussed,
if at all. The applicant needs to work with the staff, prior to the
next submittal.
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Agriculture

The Report must analyze the following potential indirect impacts:
Conflicts with agriculture and urban/suburban development -
Effects on Farmers - Vandalism of agricultural products;
equipment, fences, etc.; potential for theft of product; potential of
trespassing by development residents or visitors; displacement
of wild animals and existing pests (rodents, coyotes, etc.); trails
(which should not be included in the project land area adjacent
to existing agricultural operations); spread of plant diseases;
increased complaints from residents who lack agricultural
awareness; increased liability and lawsuits; increased costs
(pesticide application restrictions, public nuisance mitigation
measures, technology, deterrent fencing, etc.); incompatible 6/14/12
3 42 traffic flows - increased risk of accidents; increased fire risks; 3/20/13
o ) - ) 12/10/12
reduction in production areas (buffer zone requirements);
impermanence syndrome - high degree of uncertainty in
continuing farming operations; reduction in important/significant
prime farmland; littering; and increased pressure on water and
land use resources. The analysis provided in the Report is
incomplete. Much of the indirect impacts analyzed in the Report
are those caused by adjacent agriculture, onto the project site
and possible future site development. This and the following
comments require the analysis of the project's possible impacts
on the adjacent agriculture, which is not fully discussed, if at all.
The applicant needs to work with the staff, prior to the next
submittal.
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Agriculture

The Report must analyze the following potential indirect impacts:
Conflicts with agriculture and urban/suburban development -right
to farm notification. The analysis provided in the Report is
incomplete. Much of the indirect impacts analyzed in the Report
are those caused by adjacent agriculture, onto the project site 6/14/12
3 43 and possible future site development. This and the following 12/10/12 3/20/13
comments require the analysis of the project's possible impacts
on the adjacent agriculture, which is not fully discussed, if at all.
The applicant needs to work with the staff, prior to the next
submittal. The Report does appropriately analyze the
Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information Ordinance.

Agriculture ] o ]
The Report must analyze the following potential indirect impacts:

Conflicts with agriculture and urban/suburban development -
Topography changes affecting stormwater runoff. The analysis
provided in the Report is incomplete. Much of the indirect
impacts analyzed in the Report are those caused by adjacent
agriculture, onto the project site and possible future site
development. This and the following comments require the
analysis of the project's possible impacts on the adjacent
agriculture, which is not fully discussed, if at all. The applicant
needs to work with the staff, prior to the next submittal.

6/14/12
12/10/12 3/20/13
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Agriculture

The Report must analyze the following potential indirect impacts:
Conflicts with agriculture and urban/suburban development -
Hazardous materials storage - fertilizers, pesticides, fuel for farm
equipment. The analysis provided in the Report is incomplete.
Much of the indirect impacts analyzed in the Report are those
caused by adjacent agriculture, onto the project site and possible
future site development. This and the following comments
require the analysis of the project's possible impacts on the
adjacent agriculture, which is not fully discussed, if at all. The
applicant needs to work with the staff, prior to the next submittal.

6/14/12
12/10/12 3/20/13

Agriculture o ) ]
The Report should address the possibility of preserving on-site

agricultural operations as open space. Management of that
agricultural open space should be discussed with the
Department and included in the Report. The Report is 6/14/12
3 46 contradictory, as to whether agriculture will be preserved and 12/10/12 3/20/13
how much land area will be preserved. This must be corrected
in the next submittal. Staff strongly recommends that on-site ag
be maintained and used as buffers adjacent to existing
agricultural lands.

Air Quality and o ) _
Health Risk Based on the potential impacts the project may have on air

quality, an air quality analysis is required. The air quality analysis
must be completed using the County’s Air Quality Analysis
Format Guidelines which can be found on the World Wide Web
at http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/Resource/docs/3~pdf/AQ-
Report- Format.pdf.

Assessment
6/14/12 12/10/12

The Study states that the project would be developed in five
phases which implies that certain phases would be operational
while others are being constructed. There is no analysis in the The Air Quality has been revised to address| 12/10/12
Study of the emissions occurring due to overlapping construction | staff's comments and has been accepted. 3/20/13
and operational activities. Please update the Study with this
analysis for all phases.

4 1 Air Quality 6/13/13
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. . . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Section 1.2.2.1(b) - The DEIR states that grading for the project
would be balanced with an estimated 4.0 million cy of balanced
cut and fill (each), without the need for export or import of soil.
The Study states that total earthmoving of 51,250 tons would be
involved. Please indicate the density factor used for the cubic
yards to ton conversion. The tonnage of soil in this section
. . seems understated when compared to the 4 million cubic yards 12/10/12
4 2 Air Quality of cut and fill figure reported in the EIR. Please explain why such 3/20/13 6/13/13
a large discrepancy exists between the two values. Since fugitive
dust emissions are based on the values reported in the Study,
these emissions estimates are understated as well. Please
revise the emissions to be consistent with the grading quantities
from the EIR. Additionally, grading quantities by phase need to
be reported in this section.
. . Please include the signature of the County-approved consultant 12/10/12
4 3 Air Quality on the cover page in the final version of the Study. 3/20/13 6/13/13
Executive Summary - Please include all project design
. . features/mitigation measures in this section, consistent with the 12/10/12
4 4 Air Quality Report Format and Content Requirements for Air Quality. 3/20/13 6/13/13
. . Section 1.2.2 - Please include the total acreage of the project 12/10/12
4 5 Air Quality site in this section. 3/20/13 6/13/13
Section 1.2.2.1(a) - Please indicate when additional details on
. . blasting operations will be available. If such information is 12/10/12
4 6 Alr Quality available for the next iteration, associated emissions need be 3/20/13 6/13/13
quantified and reported in the Study.
Section 1.0 - Please include a map showing project phases and 12/10/12
4 7 Air Quality a description of planned development for each phase in this 3/20/13 6/13/13
section.
Section 2.1 - Please include a description of site topography and
. . existing and surrounding land uses in this section, consistent 12/10/12
4 8 Air Quality with the Report Format and Content Requirements for Air 3/20/13 6/13/13
Quality .
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. . Section 2.3.3 - Please include a brief discussion of the current 12/10/12
4 9 Air Quality SIP and its approval status. 3/20/13 6/13/13
. . Section 2.3 - Please include a discussion of SDAPCD rules and 12/10/12
4 10 Air Quality regulations applicable to the project. 3/20/13 6/13/13

Section 2.4 - The section mentions multiple monitoring stations

that report monitoring data. The data is reported in Tables 3 and
4; however, Table 3 does not specify the station for each 12/10/12
4 11 Air Quality pollutant data set reported. Please include this information in the 6/13/13

table. Additionally, the difference between Tables 3 and 4 is not 3/20/13
apparent upon review. Please clarify why the two tables are
necessary and how they differ from each other.
4 12 Air Quality Section 2.4.1 - Please define first occurrence of TCM. 132//210(;/1132 6/13/13
Section 2.4.2 - The section states that localized concentrations
of CO have the potential to occur at intersections with stagnation
. . points such as those that occur on highways. Please edit this 12/10/12
4 13 Air Quality statement to reference on/off-ramps or interchanges when 3/20/13 6/13/13
referencing intersections in relation to highways.
Section 3.2 - The first paragraph in the section states that the 12/10/12

4 14 Air Quality basis for determination of significance for Guidelines 1 through 4 3/20/13 6/13/13
is the County's Guidelines for Determination of Significance.
Please explain why criterion 5 is omitted from this discussion.

Section 3.3 - Please include a statement in this section citing the

. . County's Guidelines for Determining Significance for Air Quality 12/10/12
4 15 Alr Quality and their allowable use of the SDAPCD AQIA as CEQA 3/20/13 6/13/13
significance thresholds.
Section 3.4 - Please include a discussion of the County's Zoning 12/10/12
4 16 Air Quality Ordinance and relevant sections pertinent to odors (e.g., Section 3/20/13 6/13/13

6318).
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Section 3.4 - The section states that unreasonable odors
. ) discernible at the property line will be considered a significant 12/10/12
4 17 Alr Quality impact. Please explain why onsite receptors are not considered 3/20/13 6/13/13
under this impact.
Section 3.5.1 - Pursuant to Comment #2, please disclose the
) ) grading amounts in cubic yards for each project phase and the 12/10/12
4 18 Air Quality entire project and provide emissions analysis for quantities 3/20/13 6/13/13

consistent with the DEIR.

Section 3.5.1 - The section states that the majority of
construction equipment utilized for the project would consist of 12/10/12
4 19 Air Quality Tier 11l equipment and may be replaced with Tier IV equipment in 3/20/13 6/13/13
the later stages of the project. This provision needs to be

identified as a project design feature/mitigation measure in order
to be tracked and enforced.

Section 3.5.1 - The section provides anticipated blasting
quantities during construction. Please identify the type and
amount of explosives anticipated to be used. Additionally, the 12/10/12
4 20 Air Quality GHG Study states that off-site construction emissions were 3/20/13 6/13/13
estimated using the Road Construction Emissions model. Is this

true of the AQ analysis as well? Please state this in the section
and include the input and output from the model in the Appendix.

Section 3.5.2 - Please disclose trip generation rates that were
used to estimate operational emissions. Additionally, CalEEMod
was run utilizing the "urban" setting for the project. This implies
that the trip lengths used would be representative of more urban
developments typical to the cities in San Diego county. The 12/10/12
project's location cannot be reasonably defined as urban given 3/20/13
its location and surrounding uses. Please explain why the urban
setting was considered appropriate for this analysis. Staff
recommends that the "rural" setting be used to provide an
accurate estimate of trip lengths.

4 21 Air Quality 6/13/13
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Section 3.5.2 - Please identify the location of the closest
' identify ! 12/10/12

4 22 Air Quality sensitive receptor to the project site, both directionally and in 3/20/13 6/13/13
terms of distance.

Section 4.1.3 - Please include a mitigation measure stating that 12/10/12
4 23 Air Quality revised housing forecasts as a result of the project will be 3/20/13 6/13/13
provided to SANDAG to ensure that the next revisions to the

RAQS and SIP accurately reflect anticipated growth.
Section 4.2.1.2 - Please see previous comment regarding 12/10/12
inclusion of the Tier Ill and IV certified equipment as a PDF. 3/20/13

Section 4.2.1.2 - Please describe how the 10,000 cubic yards of
soil movement figure was derived. Does this represent the daily
soil movement? Is this anticipated to be uniform across phases? 12/10/12
4 25 Air Quality Since grading quantities differ by phase, daily grading intensities 3/20/13 6/13/13
would be expected to vary. Please provide substantiation to

support this assumption. Additionally, see comment #2 regarding
grading quantities.

Section 4.2.1.2 - The section states that exhaust emissions
calculated by Cal[EEMod were reduced by 33%. If this is due to

4 26 Air Quality the updates in load factors from ARB, the reduction should be 132//210(71132 6/13/13
directly applied to the equipment load factors contained in

CalEEMod.

4 24 Air Quality 6/13/13

Table 8 - It is not apparent from this table whether emissions
from blasting were quantified and included here. More
documentation needs to be provided regarding the assumptions
4 27 Air Quality used to arrive at the quantification, if any. If emissions were not 12/10/12 6/13/13
quantified, they should be included in the next iteration based on 3/20/13
AP-42 emission factors for various blasting agents, or other
published sources along with supporting documentation and
underlying assumptions. The analysis should include both
fugitive dust and exhaust emissions from blasting agents.
Section 4.2.1.2 - The section references a project design 12/10/12
4 28 Air Quality consideration regarding low VOC paints. This design 3/20/13 6/13/13
consideration needs to be stated in Section 4.2.1.3.
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Section 4.2.1.4 - The conclusion is inconsistent with the 12/10/12

4 29 Air Quality Executive Summary that states that ROG impacts would be 6/13/13
- T ; L 3/20/13

significant after mitigation. Please rectify the contradiction.

Section 4.2.2.2 - Please describe the types of operational 12/10/12

4 30 Air Quality activities expected for the recycling center and how they were 6/13/13

quantified within or outside of CalEEMod. 3/20/13

. . Section 4.2.2.2 - Please describe the breakdown of fireplace 12/10/12

4 3t Alr Quality types used in the analysis. This needs to be consistent with the 3/20/13 6/13/13

assumptions in the Climate Change Analysis.
Section 4.2.2.3 - A comparison of Tables 10 and 11 shows that
mitigation measures/design features were applied to both mobile
sources and area sources. The section specifies a measure for
reduction in mobile source emissions; however, no measures 12/10/12

4 32 Air Quality are listed for area sources. Please explain the reason for 3/20/13 6/13/13
expected reductions in area source emissions as shown in Table

11. The measures in this section should explore options of
educational opportunities regarding low VOC paints and
consumer products.

. . Section 4.2.2.3 - Please see comment on the GHG Report 12/10/12
4 33 Alr Quality regarding applicability of mobile source mitigation measures. 3/20/13 6/13/13
. . Section 4.3.1.1 - Please see comment #1 regarding overlap 12/10/12
4 34 Alr Quality between project construction and operations. 3/20/13 6/13/13
Section 4.3.1.2 - The cumulative impact of project construction
emissions needs to be evaluated in the context of other
. . construction projects in the area. Additionally, the overlap 12/10/12
etween construction and operational emissions needs to be
4 35 Air Quality bet tructi d tional emissi ds to b 3/20/13 6/13/13

accounted for as well. No mention is made of either of these
scenarios in this section. Please update.

Section 4.4.1.2 - Construction equipment emissions in 12/10/12
4 36 Air Quality CalEEMod need to be adjusted due to revised load factors, not a 6/13/13

. . o . 3/20/13
calculation error. Please clarify this in the section.
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Section 4.4.1.2 - The location of the MEI should be determined
based on dispersion modeling rather than assuming a location. 12/10/12

4 37 Air Quality Since cancer risk is based on annual average concentrations of 3/20/13 6/13/13
DPM, it is likely that the location of the MEI could be different
than the nearest sensitive receptor.

Section 4.4.1.2 - Please provide the AERSCREEN input and

output files for review. If the files are too large to attach to the
document, it is acceptable to provide them electronically during 12/10/12
the next iteration. Additionally, it is recommended that 3/20/13

construction equipment be modeled as a series of volume
sources as opposed to a discrete area source.

4 38 Air Quality 6/13/13

Section 4.4.1.2 - The exposure frequency should be set at the
number of days a resident is expected to be home. OEHHA 12/10/12
4 39 Air Quality recommends a value of 350 days per year for residential 6/13/13

. ) . . 3/20/13
receptors. This value is recommended since cancer risk
calculations are based on annual average exposure.
Section 4.4.1.2 - Please clarify if an exposure duration of 9 years
. . or 70 years was used in the risk estimation. Both values are 12/10/12
4 40 Air Quality referenced in the section; however, the "ED" value is set at 70 3/20/13 6/13/13
years on Page 47.
4 a1 Air Quality Table 12 - Please specify the averaging time for DPM 12/10/12 6/13/13

concentrations reported in this table. 3/20/13
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Section 4.4.1.2 - The calculations for cancer risk presented in
this section are not clear. Multiplication of the DPM concentration
by the cancer potency factor does not yield the risk value. DPM
dose needs to be estimated and multiplied by the CPF. County
. . staff do not get the same results based on the parameters 12/10/12
4 42 Air Quality presented in this section. Please show the detailed calculation in 3/20/13 6/13/13
this section or in the Appendix for clarity. Additionally, Table 12
states that the maximum concentration occurs at 460 meters
while the narrative below the table states a distance of 567
meters. Please correct the distance value.
. . Section 4.4.1.2 - Please include the estimate of acute hazard 12/10/12
4 43 Air Quality index related to DPM emissions. 3/20/13 6/13/13
Section 4.4.1.2 - Please provide more information on sources
that influenced the crystalline silica monitoring study conducted
. . by SCAQMD. To provide a valid comparison with the project, 12/10/12
4 a4 Air Quality operational parameters such as intensity of mining need to be 3/20/13 6/13/13
disclosed to determine if the project's grading intensity would be
comparable.
Section 4.4.1.2 - The section references "SRA 2009" in the
crystalline silica exposure discussion. Is this document
. . associated with a public document? The references section does 12/10/12
4 45 Air Quality not provide enough information to allow the reader to locate the 3/20/13 6/13/13
referenced document. If this document was prepared in support
of a CEQA document, the associated needs to be specified.
Section 4.4.1.3 - The mitigation measure states that a non- 12/10/12
4 46 Air Quality crystalline silica blasting material shall be used if feasible. When 3/20/13 6/13/13
and by whom will the feasibility of this measure be determined?
Section 4.4.2.4 - The discussion of OSHA Guidelines regarding 12/10/12
4 47 Air Quality silicosis should be moved to Section 4.4.1 since it pertains to 3/20/13 6/13/13
construction emissions.
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Section 4.5.2 - The section includes various features that would
be used to reduce odors from the wastewater treatment plant.
These features, in the narrative as well as under the bullet
points, need to be identified as project design features and/or
mitigation measures in Section 4.5.3 so that they can be tracked
and enforced. County staff encourage Report authors to look at
guidance from other air districts such as SMAQMD to include 12/10/12
4 48 Air Quality more specific technology- and design-based measures for odor 3/20/13 6/13/13
control for the treatment process and for biosolids. It is also

recommended that data from similar facilities be provided, as
available, on the typical number of odor-related complaints,
given the close proximity of the facility to residential uses.
Additionally, the odor impact analysis should discuss impacts
from surrounding agricultural uses on future residents of the
project.

Section 5.0 - This section needs to list all project design features 12/10/12
and mitigation measures consistent with the title. 3/20/13
Please update the Assessor Parcel Number (APN) list provided
(Schedule "1"). Please remove APN 129-010-15-00 and 128-

280-03-00 and add APN 129-011-15-00 and 128-280-42-00.

4 49 Air Quality 6/13/13

5 1 Application 6/14/12 12/10/12

Biology
Based on a review of recent aerial photos, it appears that

between 2009 and 2011 clearing occurred on APNs 128-290-07,
51, 58 and 59 which is currently mapped as "disturbed". Please
6 1 provide evidence that this clearing was permitted (i.e.: grading 6/14/12 12/10/12
permit, clearing permit, etc.). If this clearing was not done

legally, the areas should be mapped as the habitats that existed
prior to the clearing and appropriate mitigation must be provided.
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Biology

Throughout the Biological Resources Report, it is indicated that
habitat based mitigation requirements will be fulfilled by the
conservation of habitat designated as draft PAMA by the draft
North County MSCP. The next iteration of the report must detail
the location of this proposed offsite mitigation including details of
6 2 the habitat types and acreages present on the proposed site. In 6/14/12 12/10/12
addition, the applicant must provide a conceptual Resource
Management Plan (RMP) for the offsite mitigation site. This
conceptual RMP must comply with the guidance provided in
Attachment E of the Report Format and Content Requirements
for Biological Resources.

Biolo
a9y Staff has reviewed the Biological Resources Report for Lilac Hills

Ranch prepared by Gerry Scheid, RECON Environmental and
submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report requires
revisions as detailed in the following comments.

Informational 6/14/12 N/A

Biology
Since the proposed project will impact coastal sage scrub

habitat, staff must evaluate the project for conformance with the
County Habitat Loss Permit Ordinance and write Findings
required under Section 4(d) of the Endangered Species Act. The
County has scheduled your project to be discussed with the A copy of the meeting minutes from the
6 4 wildlife regulatory agencies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and June 21, 2012 batching meeting was 6/14/12 12/7/12
California Department of Fish and Game) at 10:00am at the provided to the applicant.
June 21, 2012 batching meeting. You may have up to two
representatives at the meeting and one of the attendees should
be the biological consultant for the project. Additional comments
may result from this meeting.

Biolo .
9y Cover Page: Please include the date on the report. Please also

6 5 revise the cover to include 3810-12-001 (SP) rather than 38-12- 6/14/12 3/20/13
001 and 3600-12-003 (REZ) rather than 360-12-003.
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6/14/12 12/10/12

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required

Biology Cover Page: The cover page must include the phrase "prepared

6 6 for the County of San Diego".

Biolo . .
9y Cover Page: Please remove the phrase "Lilac Hills Ranch

Escondido, CA 92026" above the project applicant information. 6/14/12 12110712

Biology The report should include a Glossary of Acronyms as well as a
Project Summary between the Table of Contents and Section 1.0
as detailed in the Report Format and Content Requirements for
Biological Resources.

Biology Section 1.1: The reference to the MSCP and BMO should be

6 9 removed from this section as the project is not in an approved 6/14/12 12/10/12
MSCP area.

Biology Section 2.1: Delete the reference to the project site being within
the Escondido Zip Code (92026) and simply refer to the
community plan areas which the project occurs in (Valley Center
and Bonsall).

6/14/12 12/10/12

6/14/12 12/10/12

Biology Figure 1: Please delete the duplicated page including Figure 1. 6/14/12 | 12/10/12

Biology Figure 2: The report contains two copies of Figure 2, one
showing the correct project configuration and one showing the
6 12 incorrect project configuration. Please remove the incorrect 6/14/12 12/10/12
figure. Offsite impact areas which are part of the overall project
should also be included in the figure.

Biology Section 1.2: The last paragraph in this section should also
include that an Open Space Vacation is proposed.

Biology Figure 3: All offsite impact areas should also be included in this
figure.

6/14/12 12/10/12

6/14/12 12/10/12

Biolo
9y Section 1.3.2: It is unclear whether the survey area included

offsite impact areas. Please clarify whether areas to be
impacted offsite were surveyed. If not, those areas should be
surveyed and the results incorporated throughout the report.

6/14/12 12/10/12
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Biolo
9 Section 1.3.2: This section of the report indicates that focused

rare plant surveys were conducted in late spring and early
summer, 2011 and therefore some species which bloom in the
6 16 early spring may not have been identified. Please indicate 6/14/12 12/10/12
whether spring rare plant surveys were conducted during early
spring, 2012. If not, spring rare plant surveys should be
conducted in early spring, 2013.

Biolo
9 Sections 1.3.3.1, 1.3.3.2, 1.3.3.3, 1.3.3.4, 1.3.3.5, 1.3.3.7,

1.3.3.8: The survey areas for these site assessments did not
cover the entire project area as detailed in the maps in

6 17 Attachments 1 through 6. The additional area now included as 6/14/12 12/10/12
part of the proposed project should be analyzed for the potential
for suitable habitat for these species. Attachments 1 through 6
should be updated to include the entire project site.

Biolo
o Section 1.4: This section indicates that the project site contains

two small areas of dedicated open space. It appears that these
two areas are proposed to be vacated (VAC12-001) in
accordance with Board Policy I1-103. The report must include a
discussion detailing how each finding in accordance with Board
Policy I-103 can be made.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Biolo
9y Figure 6: It is difficult to discern between the different habitat

6 19 types (especially those in green shades). Please revise figure 6 6/14/12 12/10/12
to include different colors, rather than different shades of green.

Biolo
9y Section 1.4.2: Each of the subsections in section 1.4.2 include a

statement regarding the tiering of the habitat types if the
NCMSCP were to be approved. Tier levels have not been
6 20 adopted at this time and therefore, all references to tiers should 6/14/12 12/10/12
be removed from the report. Instead, the report may include the
required mitigation ratios required by the Guidelines for
Determining Significance for Biological Resources.
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Biology

Section 1.4.2.1: This section indicated that the coastal sage
scrub habitat onsite is considered an RPO sensitive habitat. The
definition of sensitive habitat lands under the RPO is "land which
supports unique vegetation communities, or the habitats of rare
or endangered species or sub-species of animals or plants as
defined by Section 15380 of the State California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 Cal. Admin. Code Section

6 21 15000 et seq.), including the area which is necessary to support 6/14/12 12/10/12
a viable population of any of the above species in perpetuity, or
which is critical to the proper functioning of a balanced natural
ecosystem or which serves as a functioning wildlife corridor".
County staff tends to disagree with the classification of the onsite
coastal sage scrub as RPO sensitive habitat lands due to the
fact that it does not support rare or endangered species. Please
remove this reference from the report.

Biolo
o Section 1.4.2.10: This section indicates that there is a pond

onsite which qualifies as an RPO wetland. It is unclear on figure
9a where this pond occurs but in accordance with the RPO, this
6 22 pond as well as an appropriate buffer of nor less than 50-feet 6/14/12 12/10/12
must be conserved in biological open space. Please ensure that
this pond as well as an appropriate buffer is included in open
space and is detailed on figure 9a.

Biology Section 1.4.6.1: In the paragraph discussing the white-tailed kite,
6 23 please include that this species is a Group 1 species on the 6/14/12 12/10/12
County of San Diego list.

Biolo
a9y Section 1.5.3: The paragraph regarding the County of San Diego

General Plan should be updated based on the current general
plan. This portion of the general plan is called "Chapter 5
Conservation and Open Space Element".

6/14/12 12/10/12
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Biolo
gy Section 2.2: As detailed in comment 1, impacts to RPO wetlands

and wetland buffers must be avoided. If wetland crossing are
6 25 unavoidable, findings must be made to support impacts to RPO 6/14/12 12/10/12
wetlands. Section 2.2 should contain a discussion regarding all
required findings as detailed in Section 86.604(a)(5) of the RPO.

Biolo
9y Figure 10: It is difficult to discern between the different habitat

types (especially those in green shades). Please revise figure 6
6 26 to include different colors, rather than different shades of green. 6/14/12 12/10/12
It is also difficult to discern the impacted areas from the open
space areas- please revise.

Biology Section 3.2: Each significance guideline (see pages 11-14 of the
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological

6 27 Resources) must be listed in this section along with a detailed 6/14/12 12/10/12
discussion evaluating this project's impacts in terms of each
guideline.

Biology Section 3.2.5: This section discusses establishment of buffers,
yet buffers should be included at his time. This section of the 6/14/12
6 28 report should include information regarding the specific buffers 12/10/12 3/20/13
required for this project. Minimum buffers must be provided in
accordance with the RPO.
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Biology

Section 3.3: The cumulative impact analysis provided for this
project is insufficient. The cumulative impact analysis must
conform to the guidance provided in the Report Format and
Content Requirements for Biological Resources. A reasonable
list of cumulative projects should be compiled based on past,
present, and future projects that could also cumulatively
contribute to the project’s significant impacts. For each potential
impact, a study area must be defined by considering the
following factors and others, as appropriate: land use, MSCP or
HCP boundaries, species ranges, habitats, site conditions,
topography, natural history of the species, best available
scientific literature, etc., using best professional judgment.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Biolo
o Section 3.4.1: This section indicates that 3 Engelmann oaks will

be impacted as a result of this project. Based on figure 6, it
appears that the oaks may be located within the wetland and/or
wetland buffer areas. Once appropriate wetland and wetland
buffers have been placed into open space, please update this
section to reflect whether or not these oaks will be impacted.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Biolo
9y Section 3.4.2: The discussion in this section should be expanded

to detail how the proposed mitigation would mitigate impacts to
all impacted species. This section should also discuss how
impacts to group 1 wildlife species would be mitigated (i.e.: does
the proposed mitigation site support the same species that would
be impacted by this project?).

6/14/12 12/10/12
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32

Biology

Section 4.2: Each significance guideline (see pages 15-16 of the
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological
Resources) must be listed in this section along with a detailed
discussion evaluating this project's impacts in terms of each
guideline. Guideline C in particular should be carefully analyzed
as the project includes the use of several wells within or in close
proximity to the onsite wetlands.

6/14/12

12/10/12

33

Biology

Section 4.2.2: This section only discusses the areas onsite that
will be preserved within biological open space easements. As
detailed in the previous comment, a detailed discussion for each
significance guideline. In accordance with guideline A all onsite
and offsite habitat impacts must be analyzed.

6/14/12

12/10/12

34

Biology

Section 4.2.3: As previously detailed in the major project issue
regarding RPO wetland buffers, a minimum RPO wetland buffer
of 50-feet is required in accordance with the RPO. Proper
buffers must be included within the proposed onsite open space
and this section should be updated to discuss those buffers and
why the proposed widths (no less than 50-feet) are appropriate.
Minimum buffers must be provided in accordance with the RPO.

6/14/12
12/10/12

3/20/13

35

Biology

Section 4.3: Please see comment #34 above regarding the
cumulative impact analysis for this project. This section must be
updated in regards to that comment.

6/14/12

12/10/12

36

Biology

Section 4.4: This section indicates that onsite revegetation and
enhancement is proposed. While RPO impacts must be
avoided, should findings be made for impacts to RPO wetland
onsite, a conceptual Revegetation Plan must be provided for
staff to evaluate whether the proposed revegetation and
enhancement can be used toward the mitigation requirements
for this project. Please provide a conceptual Revegetation Plan
for staff's review and comments.

Please see comments below on the
Conceptual Revegetation Plan

6/14/12

12/10/12
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Biology Section 4.4: This section indicates that a conceptual RMP will be
provided for the proposed onsite open space. Due to the size of
the proposed onsite open space (over 50 acres), an RMP is Please see comments below on the
required. With the next iteration submittal, the applicant shall Conceptual Revegetation Plan
provide a conceptual RMP for the onsite open space for staff
review and comment.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Biolo
9y Section 4.5: This section states that project design features

would mitigate potential impacts of edge effects. This discussion
should be expanded to discuss these design features in detail as
they relate to this project specifically.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Biolo
9y Section 5.2: Each significance guideline (see the Guidelines for

Determining Significance for Biological Resources) must be
listed in this section along with a detailed discussion evaluating
this project's impacts in terms of each guideline.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Biolo
9 Section 5.2.3: As previously detailed in the major project issue

regarding RPO wetland buffers, a minimum RPO wetland buffer
of 50-feet is required in accordance with the RPO. Proper 6/14/12
6 40 buffers must be included within the proposed onsite open space 12/10/12 3/20/13
and this section should be updated to discuss those buffers and
why the proposed widths (no less than 50-feet) are appropriate.
Minimum buffers must be provided in accordance with the RPO.

Biology Section 5.3: Please see comment #34 above regarding the
6 41 cumulative impact analysis for this project. This section must be 6/14/12 12/10/12
updated in regards to that comment.

Biolo
9 Section 5.4: This section indicates that wetland mitigation ratios

of up to 3:1 are required for wetland impacts. It should be
clarified that the RPO requires a minimum 3:1 ratio for RPO
wetland impacts (including a minimum 1:1 creation component,
while restoration/enhancement of existing wetlands may be used
to make up the remaining requirements).

6/14/12 12/10/12
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Biolo
a9y Section 5.5: This section states that project design features

would mitigate potential impacts of edge effects. This discussion
should be expanded to discuss these design features in detail as
they relate to this project specifically.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Biology
Section 6.2: Each significance guideline (see pages 17-18 of the

Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological
Resources) must be listed in this section along with a detailed
discussion evaluating this project's impacts in terms of each
6 44 guideline. In the discussions for these guidelines, further 6/14/12 12/10/12
discussion regarding wildlife movement through the onsite
drainages as well as large animal movement through the project
site. This section should also discuss any proposed culverts,
their sizes and the ability of wildlife to move through these areas.

Biology Section 6.3: Please see comment #34 above regarding the
6 45 cumulative impact analysis for this project. This section must be 6/14/12 12/10/12
updated in regards to that comment.
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Biology

Section 6.4: This section indicates that onsite preservation will
continue to provide secondary linkages to future offsite PAMASs.
Based on the current open space design, there are several
breaks in the proposed open space (road crossings) and several
narrow areas that do not contain appropriate wetland buffers.
With the current open space design, it does not appear that the
onsite drainages would continue to retain their current wildlife
movement patterns. After reconfiguration of the proposed open
space in accordance with the comments regarding RPO
wetlands and wetland buffers, it should be re-evaluated whether
the onsite open space will allow for continued wildlife movement.
This section should also discuss proposed open space fencing
and signage and how it's implementation would reduce impacts
to wetlands/wetland buffers. Section 6.5 of the report should
provide a conclusion whether wildlife movement would be
impacted by the proposed project.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Biology Section 7.2: Each significance guideline (see pages 18-19 of the
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Biological

6 47 Resources) must be listed in this section along with a detailed 6/14/12 12/10/12
discussion evaluating this project's impacts in terms of each
guideline.

Biology Section 7.2.1: The references to the "proposed North County
6 48 MSCP" and "proposed PAMA" should be changed to "draft 6/14/12 12/10/12
NCMSCP" and "draft PAMA".

Biology Section 7.2.1: This section should provide an expanded
discussion regarding how this project complies with the required
Habitat Loss Permit findings (i.e.: CSS impacts, minimization of
impacts, habitat value, etc.).

6/14/12 12/10/12
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Biology Section 7.2.2: This section indicates that the proposed project
would impact RPO sensitive habitat lands. As detailed in
comment #26, staff disagrees that the onsite CSS habitat

6 50 qualifies as sensitive habitat lands in accordance with the RPO. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Please revise this section accordingly. This section must also
address how impacts to RPO wetlands have been avoided or
minimized.

Biology Section 7.2.4: The heading of this section should clarify that the
NCMSCP is draft.

Biology Section 7.2.7: The discussion regarding bald and golden eagles
should be expanded to include information on the closest eagle
nest as well as the site's suitability and likelihood to be use for
eagle foraging.

Biology Section 7.3: Please see comment #34 above regarding the

6 53 cumulative impact analysis for this project. This section must be 6/14/12 12/10/12
updated in regards to that comment.

Biology Section 8.0: This section should include a mitigation table as
detailed in the Report Format and Content Requirements for
Biological Resources. The table should include all proposed
6 54 mitigation measures including but not limited to: onsite 6/14/12 12/10/12
preservation, offsite mitigation, open space fencing and signage,
RMP, revegetation plan, breeding season avoidance, limited
building zones, etc.

Biology Table 6: The columns for "preserved onsite" and "impact neutral”
should be merged as all onsite open space contains RPO

6/14/12 12/10/12

6/14/12 12/10/12

6 55 wetlands and wetland buffers and therefore must be considered 6/14/12 12110112
impact neutral
Biology Table 6: The mitigation ratio for CSS is shown as 1:1. Mitigation
ratios for MSCP are 1:1, 2:1 or 3:1 depending on the habitat
6 56 value. The required mitigation ratio for CSS for this project will 6/14/12 12/10/12

be discussed with the wildlife agencies at the upcoming batching
meeting. Should a higher ratio be required, this table must be
updated.
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Biology Section 8: This section should be updated to reflect all changes
resulting from previous comments. The final paragraph should

6 57 detail the project design features that will be utilized to reduce 6/14/12 12110112
edge effects.
6 58 Biology The attachments to the report should include copies of all 6/14/12 12/10/12

CNDDB forms for sensitive species observed onsite.

Biolo
o The existing open space easements (to be vacated should be

noted on the Tentative Map and preliminary grading plan and a
note should be included indicating that these easement are

6 59 proposed to be vacated (VAC 12-001). The revised open space 6/14/12 12/10/12
easements (avoiding RPO impacts) including appropriately sized
wetland buffers must also be shown on the Tentative Map and
preliminary grading plan.

Biology The open space fencing/signage plan for the proposed biological
open space easement must be clearly shown on the preliminary 6/14/12
6 60 grading plan. Second request, please provide an open space 12/10/12 3/20/13
fencing/signage plan for the proposed biological open space
easement. It should address the project phasing.
6 61 Biology All changes to the document must be in strikeout/underline 162/}fé}122 3/20/13
format.
6 62 Biology Cover Page: Please remove the words "Escondido, California” 6/14/12 12/10/12
from the title of the report.
Biology Please provide a detailed phasing analysis within the Biological
Resource Report. It should discuss in detail when the proposed
6 63 Biological Open Space easements would be dedicated. The 6/14/12 3/20/13

analysis should also discuss any indirect impacts resulting from
the phased approach.
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Biology All trails should be shown as impacts on the biological resources
map. It is unclear in the biological resources report whether all
impacts resulting from the proposed trails for this project have
been included in the impact and mitigation analysis for this
project. Although the trails in some instances appear to follow

6 64 existing disturbance, all impacts resulting from trail 12/10/12 3/20/13
improvements must be analyzed in the report. In addition, it
appears that once of the proposed trails crosses a wetland.
Please clarify whether the trail would bridge the wetland and
analyze the potential impacts from that crossing.

Biology- Phasing
The report includes proposed phasing of the onsite open space
easements in accordance with the proposed project phases. Itis
unclear from the report whether the offsite mitigation is proposed
in phases as well; please clarify. In addition, staff is concerned
that without easements and open space fencing and signage in
place for proposed open space adjacent to any given phase that
there may be the potential for inadvertent impacts to occur within
those areas. For example, OS3 may be more appropriately
preserved in phase 1 and OS6 may be more appropriately
preserved in phase 2. Please provide details as to how the
proposed phasing plan would be implemented without causing
impacts to adjacent open space areas or include opens space
areas adjacent to any given phase within the previous phases
mitigation requirements. Additionally, on figure 15, please detalil
which portions of OS5 would be dedicated in phase 1 and phase
3.

12/10/12 3/20/13
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Biology- Phasing |It appears that a sewer line from the northern portion of the
property spanning all the way to the south of the project site and
offsite will be required in phase 1 of the project. It appear that
the sewer line is proposed near several wetlands which are not
proposed to be dedicated until later phases of the project.
Please provide details as to how the proposed sewer line would
be implemented without causing impacts to adjacent open space
areas.

12/10/12 3/20/13

Biology- Conceptual |While the majority of the information necessary at the conceptual
Revegetation Plan |stage of the revegetation plan has been provided, it should be
noted that the formatting of the final revegetation plan must

6 67 comply with the Report Format and Content Requirements for 12/10/12 3/20/13
Revegetation Planning
(http://lwww.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/docs/Revegetation_Report_For
mats.pdf).

Biology- Conceptual [Section 7.0 of the conceptual revegetation plan should include
Revegetation Plan |more information on the suitability of the mitigation site. All of
6 68 the points outlined in section 2.5.1 of the Report Format and 12/10/12 3/20/13
Content Requirements for Revegetation Planning should be
discussed.
Biology- Conceptual [The conceptual revegetation plan seems to indicate that the
Revegetation Plan [revegetion may occur in phases to correspond to the project
phasing. If this is the case, please provide a phasing plan for the
revegetation
Biology- Conceptual |1t is unclear whether the RMP for the onsite open space areas
RMP (Onsite) would be implemented for the entire open space area all at once
or whether it would be proposed to be phased with amendments
to the RMP as additional phases come online. Please provide
additional details on the implementation of the RMP for staff to
evaluate.
Biology- Conceptual [Please remove the last paragraph of section 1.1 as the proposed
6 71 RMP (Onsite) land owner and proposed easement holder are discussed in later 12/10/12 3/20/13
sections.

12/10/12 3/20/13

12/10/12 3/20/13
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Biology- Conceptual [Table 1 should include a task to "maintain permanent fences" as
RMP (Onsit ing i i
6 72 (Onsite) opfn space fen_cnng is prf)posed_ and should also mcl_ude a task 12/10/12 3/20/13
to "control public access" as trails are proposed within and
adjacent to the open space.
Biology- Conceptual [Please remove the last paragraph of section 1.1 as the proposed
6 73 RMP (Offsite) land owner and proposed easement holder are discussed in later 12/10/12 3/20/13
sections.
Biology- Conceptual [Once the offsite mitigation location is specified, table 1 should be
RMP (Offsite) updated to include additional site specific management
6 74 measures; for example: species management, construction of 12/10/12 3/20/13
permanent signs and fencing, replacement of signs and fencing,
etc.
Biology- Conceptual Section 2.0 should b ised f " . intion"
6 75 RMP (Offsite) § ection 2.0 shoulc ? revised from "property prescription” to 12/10/12 3/20/13
property description".
Biology- Conceptual Section 3.0 should be updated once an offsite mitigation location
6| 76 RMP (Offsite) | >€cton o P 9 12/10/12 | 3/20/13
is identified.
Biology- Conceptual . . T
6 77 RMP (Offsite) Please remove t_he Ia_s_t bu_llet p_onnt from section 4.1 as it will not 12/10/12 3/20/13
apply to the offsite mitigation site.
Oustanding RPO
Buffer Comments | 1he piology report indicates that 50-foot buffers will be included
and no longer states that 50-foot buffers will only be provided for
92% of the wetlands. There is an area on OS-5 that does not .
The report has been revised to address
6 78 appear to show a buffer. There is also an area on OS-6 that P 3/20/13 6/13/13

would be impacted and does not show a buffer. The RPO
analysis (Attachment 14) indicates that this is a road crossing
but there is no road located here. Please clarify and apply
buffers as necessary.

staff's comments.
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Outstanding Fencing

and Signage The signage plan provided in the report only includes signage

Comments (not the County's typical open space signage) where trails cross
into the open space or are located along the edge of the open The report has been revised to address 3/20/13 6/13/13
space. As requested twice before in comment 6-60, please staff's comments.
provide a fencing and signage plan along the boundaries of the
open space that are located in close proximity to development
and/or have the potential for inadvertant trespass.

Outstanding Phasing

Comments The revised phasing plan on page 118 of the biology report

indicates that "portions” of each open space area would be
dedicated with each phase. The entire open space area should
be dedicated with the appropriate phase. Staff sees the following
dedications fit for each phase as follows:

Phase 1: Open Space 1,2,3,4,5,6

Phase 2: Open Space 7,9

Phase 3: Open Space 8,10
o 80 Phase 4: Open Space 11,12 The report has been revised to address

Phase 5: Open Space 13,14 staff's comments.

The report should be updated to reflect this phasing plan. If the
applicant wishes to deviate from this, please contact staff to
discuss. This issue was previously addressed in comments 6-
63, 6-65 and 6-66.
In addition, the applicant should proposed additional measures
to ensure that the sewer line which is proposed in Phase 1 would
not impact open space areas 7,8,9,10,11,12,13 or 14 (ie:
temporary fencing, etc.). Currently the biology only states that
the sewer line would be placed in the road alignments.

3/20/13 6/13/13
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Outstanding
Revegetation In the previous iteration of the report, it was indicated that
Comments phasing would would be proposed for the revegetation as the
wetland impact occurs. In this iteration, the conceptual _
6 81 revegetation plan indicates that “timing is not yet determined”. The report has 'been revised to address 3/20/13 6/13/13
This to be clarified. Staff recommends that all of the conceptual staff's comments.

revegetation is implemented at once prior to any wetland
impacts occuring. If the applciant does wish to pursue phasing
of the wetland mitigation, we would need a phasing plan as
previously requested in comment 6-69.

Board Policies The following Board of Supervisors Policies may apply to the
project: 1-48,1-17, 1-73, 1-78, 1-103, 1-132, I1-136, 1-18, J-34.
Please explain how the project would comply with each of the
policies.

6/14/12 12/10/12
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Climate Change

Analysis The proposed project exceeds the County's screening level
criteria and requires the preparation of a Climate Change
Analysis. The County has prepared Draft Guidelines for
Determining Significance and Draft Report Format and Content
Requirements for addressing climate change in CEQA
documents. The County has also prepared a Draft Climate
Action Plan (CAP) that includes GHG reduction measures that, if
fully implemented, would achieve an emissions reduction target
that is consistent with the state-mandated reduction target
embodied in AB 32. A set of project-specific implementing
thresholds are included in the Draft Guidelines that will be used
7 1 to ensure consistency of new project’s with the County’s CAP 6/14/12 12/10/12
and the GHG emission reduction target. Development projects
that could have cumulatively considerable GHG emissions
impacts would need to incorporate relevant measures from the
County's CAP and use one of the implementing thresholds from
the Significance Guidelines-Efficiency Threshold, Bright Line
Threshold, Stationary Source Threshold, or Performance
Threshold-to assess significance. Section 4.2 of the Guidelines
document provides a detailed step-by-step guide to selecting the
right implementing threshold
(http://lwww.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/advance/Draft_Guidelines_for_
Determining_Significance_Climate_Change.pdf).

Climate Change . . .
Please see comments regarding the service population

Analysis
y calculation, both for assumptions used for the proposed project The report has been revised to address 12/10/12
7 2 : ; - ) o \ 6/13/13
and accounting for population associated with existing uses staff's comments. 3/20/13
onsite. Also, see comments on project trip distances assumed.
Climate Change |Executive Summary - Please list all measures from the County's .
7 3 Analysis Climate Action Plan that are applicable to the project in this The report has Ibeen revised to address 1210712 6/13/13
. staff's comments. 3/20/13
section.
7 4 Climate Change |Section 1.1.3.6 - Please change the title of this section from The report has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13

Analysis "Ecosystems and Habitats" to "Wildfires". staff's comments. 3/20/13
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. . . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Climate Change  |Section 1.2.2.3 - Please ensure that construction phasing
Analysis assumptions are coq3|stent with the AQ Study. The GHG Study The report has been revised to address 12/10/12
7 5 states that construction for all phases except Phase 11l would last staff's comments 3/20/13 6/13/13
for 2 years while the AQ Study assumes the duration to be 1.5 )
years.
Climate Change ) . .
Analysis Section .1'2'3'2 - Under _Measure T2, pleas_e provide more detail The report has been revised to address 12/10/12
7 6 on the bike and pedestrian network, especially connectivity on , 6/13/13
L : . staff's comments. 3/20/13
the road system external to the site including class of bike lanes.
Climate Change Sect|c_)n 1.2.3.2 -_Please d_escnbe how the 20% reduction in The report has been revised to address 12/10/12
7 7 Analysis baseline waste disposal will be tracked and enforced for ) 6/13/13
. staff's comments. 3/20/13
subsequent projects.
Climate Change |Section 2.1.2 - Please indicate the uses that would be removed .
7 8 Analysis from the project site, representing existing emissions that were The report has b een revised to address 1271012 6/13/13
used to estimate "net" emissions. staff's comments. 3/20/13
Climate Change |Section 2.3.3 - The section states that existing emissions
. 9 Analysis associated with 22 residences were quantified. The project The report has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
description should clearly state that all existing residential uses staff's comments. 3/20/13
will be removed from the site if that is the case.
7 10 Climate Change |Section 3.2.3.1 - Please include a statement about the ongoing The report has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
Analysis litigation regarding the LCFS. staff's comments. 3/20/13
7 11 Climate Change |Section 3.3.2 - Please include the CAP compliance checklist for The report has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
Analysis the project as an Appendix to the GHG Study. staff's comments. 3/20/13
Climate Change ) . ) .
Analysis Se_ct|on 3.3.3- Plea_se |_nclude a statem_e_nt d|s_clo_s_|ng that the .
7 12 Climate Change Guidelines for Determining Significance and The report has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
Report Format and Content Requirements are still in draft form staff's comments. 3/20/13
and have not been signed/adopted by the County yet.
Climate Change |Section 5.1 - CalEEMod output sheets in the AQ Study provide
7 13 Analysis emissions data on a daily basis while annual emissions need to The report has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
be reported for the GHG Study. Please provide the backup staff's comments. 3/20/13
sheets for the annual calculations.
7 14 Climate Change |Section 5.1.1 - Please see comment on AQ Study regarding the The report has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
Analysis 33% reduction in exhaust emissions. staff's comments. 3/20/13
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It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Climate Change
Analysis

Section 5.2, Table 7 - Population and employment numbers in
this table seem overstated. For example, for a 200-bed assisted
living facility, the table reports population/employment at 594.
This would mean that in addition to 200 occupants (1 per bed), _
1 15 there would be 394 additional occupants or employees which The report has 'been revised to address 1210112 | 1040
seems to be too high for such a use. Please confirm/revise the staff's comments. 3/20/13
assumptions to provide a more realistic reflection of the project
uses, based on local data instead of data from SCAG.
Additionally, the service population needs to account for existing
uses onsite that would be removed. Existing population needs to
be subtracted from projected population/employment, similar to
the calculation for net emissions.
Climate Change |Section 5.2.1 - Please see comment on AQ Study regarding the The report has been revised to address 12/10/12
Analysis use of the "urban" parameter in CalEEMod. staff's comments. 3/20/13
Climate Change
Analysis

6/13/13

Section 5.2.1 - The Study needs to justify why the walkability
design of the project would lead to meaningful reductions in

VMT. The measure is typically analyzed in in the context of The report has been revised to address 12/10/12
improvements within the project, within the project and offsite, staff's comments. 3/20/13
and in a rural setting. Please specify which assumption was
used to estimate reductions for the project.

6/13/13

Climate Change |Section 5.2.2 - It is not clear why the 10% reduction was applied
Analysis to non Title 24 electricity rates for the assisted living facility to The report has been revised to address 12/10/12
reflect energy efficient appliances. Why wasn't the appliance staff's comments. 3/20/13
mitigation option in CalEEMod used?
Climate Change |Section 5.2.4 - Please include the type of wastewater treatment
Analysis process that was used in the CalEEMod to estimate GHG
emissions. Would the wastewater treatment facility only service
the project? How were wastewater process emissions The report has been revised to address 12/10/12
estimated? More detail needs to be provided since treatment staff's comments. 3/20/13
processes, especially anaerobic ones, tend to represent a large
source of GHG emissions. The assumptions should be disclosed
in this section.

6/13/13

6/13/13
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PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
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No.

Subject Area

Issue, Revision or Information Required

Issue Resolution Summary
(Include Conditions)

Date
Identified

Date
Resolved

7

20

Climate Change
Analysis

Section 5.2.5 - Please explain what operation of the onsite
recycling and green waste collection facility entails.

The report has been revised to address
staff's comments.

12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13

21

Climate Change
Analysis

Section 6.0 - The service population figure needs to be reduced
by the existing population associated with existing uses to be
removed. This will likely increase the GHG/SP for the project
over the significance threshold.

The report has been revised to address
staff's comments.

12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13

Conceptual
Evacuation Plan

The Conceptual Evacuation Plan should be revised to address
the comments from the Deer Springs Fire Protection District and
County Fire Marshal.

The report has been revised to address the
comments.

6/14/12
12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13

Cultural Resources

Please note that the project may impact significant sites based
on project design, and significance testing.

Resolved.

6/14/12

12/10/12

Cultural Resources

Please include an analysis of off-site impacts associated with
roadway widening and construction.

Resolved.

6/14/12

12/10/12

Cultural Resources

Staff has reviewed the cultural resources report titled, “Cultural
Resources Inventory and Assessment: Lilac Hills Ranch,
Escondido, San Diego County, California”, dated April 2012,
prepared by Mary Robbins-Wade and Andrew Giletti with Affinis .
The report provides the results of a cultural resource survey to
determine the presence of cultural resources. A test program will
be conducted to determine the significance of 6 site(s) located
within the project area: CA-SDI-18,362, 18,363,18,364, 18,365 &
20,436. The report requires revisions as detailed in the following
comments:

Resolved.

6/14/12
12/10/12

2/20/13

Cultural Resources

Site CA-SDI-18,362 includes a rock room and bedrock milling
features, measures 80m x 30m. CA-SDI-18,363 is a possible
rock shelter or oven feature; CA-SDI-18,364 is a lithic scatter
measuring ~70m x 60m; CA-SDI-18,365 consists of several
milling slicks on a single boulder; measures ~3.5m x 5.5m; CA-
SDI-20,436 is a single milling slick on a large granitic outcrop
with an associated lithic scatter measuring ~50m x 20m. Testing
will further define these sites.

Resolved.

6/14/12

12/10/12
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Issue, Revision or Information Required

Issue Resolution Summary
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Date
Identified

Date
Resolved

Cultural Resources

The archaeological consultant has conducted a Sacred Lands
Check with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).
NAHC responded February 4, 2011 with a list of tribes in the
vicinity of the project. In addition, letters to the tribes listed were
sent March 29, 2012. Staff will communicate with any Native
American individual or organization that may possess
knowledge about Sacred Sites or be affected by your project.
Staff will keep you informed as to future communications with
local tribes. In addition, because the project includes a Specific
Plan, County Staff will be contacting tribes for formal
consultation. (Refer to item 5 directly below)

The project will be conditioned accordingly.
This is ongoing.

6/14/2012
12/10/12
2/20/13

N/A

Cultural Resources

Sacred Sites Regulation: Effective March 1, 2005, the Sacred
Sites Bill (Section 65352.3 of the Government Code, Senate Bill
SB-18, 2004) was passed into law. The intent of this law is to
allow California Native American Tribes an opportunity to
participate in local land use decisions at an early planning stage
for the purpose of protecting, or mitigating impacts to, cultural
places. The law requires that local governments contact tribes
and give them an opportunity to consult and comment on
projects that are located within their historic areas. County staff
will contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
during project scoping for a listing of local Native American
individuals or organizations that may be affected by your project.
Staff will communicate with any individual or organization
identified by the NAHC. Staff will keep you informed as to future
communications with local tribes.

Initial SB-18 consultation was held with
Pechanga, Saboba, Pala, Rincon and San
Luis Rey Tribes. Copies of the draft cultural
reports and project plans were sent to these
tribes. Consultation will be on going
throughout the project. This is ongoing.

6/14/12
12/10/12
2/20/13

N/A

Cultural Resources

Please provide all changes in strikeout-underline format and
submit electronically as a Microsoft Word document.

This condition will be signed off when you

resubmit the report with accepting the strike-

out/underline revisions completed by staff.

6/14/12
12/10/12
2/20/13

3/20/13
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It No. tA | R Inf tion R . o
em (o] Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required el Cor e identified | Resolved
All existing and proposed, if any, cultural open space
easements must be clearly shown on the plans/map and on the
9 8 Cultural Resources Resolved. 6/14/12 12/10/12

preliminary grading plan. Label the easements as 'Sensitive
Environmental Resources'.

The open space fencing/signage plan if proposed for cultural
9 9 Cultural Resources |open space easement must be clearly shown on the preliminary Resolved. 6/14/12 12/10/12
grading plan and on the Open Space Map.

Staff has reviewed the revised cultural resources report titled,
“Cultural Resources Inventory and Assessment: Lilac Hills
Ranch, Escondido, San Diego County, California”, dated August
2012, prepared by Mary robbins-Wade and Andrew Giletti with
Affinis . The report provides the results of a cultural resource
survey to determine the presence of cultural resources. A test
program was conducted to determine the significance of 6 site(s)
located within the project area: CA-SDI-18,362, 18,363,18,364,
18,365 & 20,436. The report requires revisions as detailed in the
following comments:

9 10 Cultural Resources Informational N/A

9 11 Cultural Resources |Comments/editorial changes made to the word document. Informational N/A
Signatures are required on the cover page for the next
submission.

The PDF version of the Cultural Report is missing pages 48
through 52. The pages are included in the word document. For
the next submission, be sure the PDF version is complete.

9 12 Cultural Resources Resolved. 12/10/12 2/20/13

9 13 Cultural Resources Resolved. 12/10/12 2/20/13

Section 4.2.3 (pg. 75) Native American Participation: Add
comments to the effect that: letters to the County were received
requesting SB-18 consultation from Pechanga, Rincon and San
Luis Rey tribes (in addition to Pala and Soboba). The County

9 14 Cultural Resources |conducted initial SB-18 consultation with all of these tribes Resolved. 12/10/12 2/20/13
between August and October. Consultation will be on-going
throughout the review and evaluation of the project application.
Consultation letters will be added to the Confidential Appendix D.
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Site CA-SDI-20-436: This site is almost entirely within a
proposed park area which would result in direct impacts..
Because the site is CEQA significant, the preferred mitigation is
avoidance. The alternative is for a data recovery program, which
9| 15 Cultural Resources |would be conducted prior to any grading. County staff Resolved. 12/10/12 | 2/20/13
recommends the more cost-effective mitigation of putting the site
in an open space easement (the proposed OS-5 could be
expanded to include this site). Refer to Section 6, Management
Considerations.

Site CA-SDI-436: Data Recovery Plan: If this site is not going to
be preserved in an open space easement, a Data Recovery Plan

shall be developed and added to the Appendices. Resolved. 12/10/12 2/20113

9 16 Cultural Resources

Off-Site Improvements Appendix A: This report will be updated

as location of off-site improvements are established. Be aware
that the two sites identified within the current improvement area
9 17 Cultural Resources (CA-ASDI-5067 and 5072) are RPO significant; the off site Resolved. 12/10/12 2/20/13
improvement design should take this into consideration.

Emergency Based on comments from the Valley Center Municipal Water
Response Plans and |District, the project will be required to provide evidence that the
10 1 Risk Management [Risk Management Plan/Emergency Response Plans for Valley | The project will be conditioned accordingly. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plans Center have been revised to include the proposed wastewater

treatment plant.
Fire Protection Plan |[The Deer Springs Fire Protection District has not accepted the
Fire Protection Plan. Please see the attached comments from

. . ; - . . . . . 6/14/12
the Deer Springs Fire Protection District. Please revise the Fire | The Fire Protection Plan has been revised 12/10/12
11 1 Protection Plan to address the comments from the Deer Springs | to address the comments from the Deer 6/13/13

- - — N . . : 3/20/13

Fire Protection District and County Fire Marshal. Springs FPD and County Fire Authority.
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Fire Protection Plan ) ) ) i )
The project exceeds the 5 minute maximum fire travel time;

therefore it does not comply with the County General Plan.
Following consultation with CAL FIRE, Miller Forest Fire Station, 6/14/12
at 9127 West Lilac Road is not considered a year-around The FPP has been revised to address the 12/10/12
structural fire station. The submitted road plan is incomplete, but travel time issue. 3/20/13
the Fire Protection Plan states that Deer Springs Station 1 has
an 8 minute travel time to the midpoint of the project. Please
see Major Project Issue 5 for additional information.

11 2 6/13/13

Fire Protection Plan
There appear to be pockets, peninsulas or islands of flammable

vegetation within the project. These islands should be evaluated
in the FPP. Staff recommends that the Conceptual Resource
Management include methods of addressing the fire district's
concerns regarding the on-going management of flammable
vegetation within the Biological Open Space easements.

6/14/12

11 3 12/10/12 3/20/13

Fire Protection Plan
The Fire Protection plan does not address fire and emergency
medical concerns for multi-story buildings. The plan should 6/14/12
evaluate whether the fire district can provide fire and medical The FPP has been revised to address the 12/10/12
11 4 services to multi-story buildings and evaluate existing equipment | the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
and identify if any additional equipment is needed. Additional and County Fire Authority.

information is required based on comments from the Deer
Springs Fire Protection District and County Fire Marshal.

Fire Protection Plan |The project proposes an age restricted senior citizen (care
facility) community; however, the Fire Protection Plan does not
address the impacts of this proposed use on the emergency 6/14/12
medical delivery system. The Fire Protection Plan should The FPP has been revised to address the 12/10/12
11 5 evaluate the ability of the local medical delivery system to the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
) . : ) - . : 3/20/13
service the proposed project, including all uses proposed within and County Fire Authority.
the Specific Plan. Additional information is required based on
comments from the Deer Springs Fire Protection District and
County Fire Marshal.
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Fire Protection Plan ) ) o ) .
There was no discussion regarding timing of installation or

phasing. The FPP should include a breakdown of the phasing
for the project. The Fire Protection Plan needs to include an 6/14/12
11 6 analysis of each phase that demonstrates conformance with the 12/10/12 3/20/13
fire code requirements, including dead-end road length, etc.
Additional information is required based on comments from the
Deer Springs Fire Protection District and County Fire Marshal.

Fire Protection Plan
The project exceeds the maximum allowable dead-end road

length of 800 feet required by the County Fire Code. Please see
Major Project Issue #5 for additional information. Additional
information is required based on comments from the Deer
Springs Fire Protection District and County Fire Marshal. Please 6/14/12
provide an exhibit that shows the length of all proposed The FPP has been revised to address the 12/10/12
11 7 roadways. The exhibit should also include length measurements| the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
to all proposed gates. The exhibit should also indicate how and County Fire Authority.

traffic would flow during an emergency. For example, would all
gates open and allow traffic to flow in any direction? Please
explain if certain residents only have emergency access to
particular roadways. Staff has concerns over the ability of the
project to use certain roadways for secondary access.
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Fire Protection Plan
Based on a review of the proposed roadways, including cross-

sections provided, the Proposed roadways do not comply with
fire code or County road standards. Sec. 503.2.1 (a) of the Fire
Code states "Fire apparatus access roads shall have an
unobstructed improved width of not less than 24-feet. The plans 6/14/12
indicate number of roadway segments that are less than the 24- | The FPP has been revised to address the 12/10/12
11 8 foot standard. Please revise the plans to indicate all fire the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
L . . . 3/20/13
apparatus access roads to be a minimum unobstructed improved and County Fire Authority.
width of 24-feet. Please see comments from the Department of
Public Works regarding road sections for additional
requirements. Additional information is required based on
comments from the Deer Springs Fire Protection District and
County Fire Marshal.

Fire Protection Plan | _. )
Fire apparatus access should be provided to all open space 6/14/12

areas identified within the project. Please revise the project to The FPP has been revised to address the

. : . 12/10/12
11 9 include fire apparatus access to all open space areas. the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
Additional information is required based on comments from the and County Fire Authority.

Deer Springs Fire Protection District and County Fire Marshal.

Fire Protection Plan
The Fire Protection Plan and map exhibits indicate off-site fuel

modification. The Fire Code requires that all fuel modification
should be maintained on-site. Furthermore, fuel modification
zones are enforced through Limited Building Zone (LBZ) 6/14/12
easements. Therefore, the proposed Fire Protection Plan and The FPP has been revised to address the 12/10/12
11 10 map exhibits should be revised to include a minimum of 100-feet | the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
of fuel modification on-site and adjacent to all proposed Open and County Fire Authority.

Space Easements. Please see Major Project Issue #13 for
additional information. Additional information is required based
on comments from the Deer Springs Fire Protection District and
County Fire Marshal.
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Fire Protection Plan |The Fire Protection Plan should include a full project description
- - . . 6/14/12
that indicates occupancy use, structure types, building sizes and | The FPP has been revised to address the 12/10/12
11 11 densities. Additional information is required based on comments| the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
from the Deer Springs Fire Protection District and County Fire and County Fire Authority.
Marshal.
Fire Protection Plan ) . ) .
The Fire Protection Plan should include a detailed road
glrculatlon plan for all phases of the proposed dg\{elopment. All The FPP has been revised to address the 6/14/12
fire apparatus access roads are required to a minimum . 12/10/12
11 12 . . L . .. | the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
unobstructed improved width of 24-feet. Additional information is . . 3/20/13
. - - and County Fire Authority.
required based on comments from the Deer Springs Fire
Protection District and County Fire Marshal.
Fire Protection Plan i i i i
The Fire Protection Plan shguld address dgdlcatgd publlc' ' The EPP has been revised to address the 6/14/12
north/south and east/west circulation. Additional information is . 12/10/12
11 13 . X ; the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
required based on comments from the Deer Springs Fire and Countv Eire Authorit 3/20/13
Protection District and County Fire Marshal. y Y
Fire Protection Plan ) .
The Fuel Modeling conducted should be revised to address
phgsmg. For example, in thisg 1 and 2, the site would rema!n The FPP has been revised to address the 6/14/12
in its current state. Would this increase the flame length on-site? . 12/10/12
11 14 . . . L the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
Please provide a detailed phasing analysis within the FPP. . . 3/20/13
o : S . and County Fire Authority.
Additional information is required based on comments from the
Deer Springs Fire Protection District and County Fire Marshal.
Fire Protection Plan |Please revise the Emergency Service Route exhibit to address
phasing. The figure |nd_|cat_es that response time was cglculated The EPP has been revised to address the 6/14/12
from the south (Mountain Ridge Road); however, there is no . 12/10/12
11 15 the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
access from the south to Phases 1 through 6. Please address and Countv Fire Authorit 3/20/13
phasing in the FPP. Please update the exhibit based on the y Y
previous comments.
Fire Protection Plan
The FPP should evaluate all the proposed uses, including the The FPP has been revised to address the 162//153/1122
11 16 wastewater treatment plant, school, age restricted community, the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13

and the recycling facility.

and County Fire Authority.
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Fire Protection Plan
. . . . The FPP has been revised to address the 6/14/12
The Fire Protection Plan provided on page 60 is unclear. Please . 12/10/12
11 17 rovide a clear copv of the plan the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 12/10/12
P Py pfan. and County Fire Authority.
Fire Protection Plan i . . - .
The Fire Protection Plan identifies alternative measures, 6/14/12
including off-site fire clearing easements. If off-site clearing is The FPP has been revised to address the 12/10/12
11 18 proposed, the easements must be provided before the project the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
can move forward. Staff recommends that the project be and County Fire Authority.
redesigned to include all fuel modification (LBZ) on-site.
Fire Protection Plan . ) . )
Please discuss the proposed perimeter sprinkler system with the . 6/14/12
. . . S ! . The FPP has been revised to address the
Deer Springs Fire Protection District. If this approach is . 12/10/12
11 19 . . . the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
accepted, the technical studies may need to evaluate potential . . 3/20/13
. . ; and County Fire Authority.
impacts resulting from the sprinkler system.
Fire Protection Plan
Please update the report to indicate the amount of gradin The FPP has been revised to address the 162//151(1/1122
11 20 o osedp P 9 9 the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
prop ' and County Fire Authority.
Fire Protection Plan
o~ The FPP has been revised to address the 6/14/12
Please update the report to remove the reference to a "G . 12/10/12
11 21 Desianator for the open Space areas on pade 9 the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
9 P P page =. and County Fire Authority.
Fire Protection Plan
. . The FPP has been revised to address the 6/14/12
Please ensure that the habitat/vegetation table matches the . 12/10/12
11 22 . . the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
Biological Resource Report. . . 3/20/13
and County Fire Authority.
Fire Protection Plan
The Fire Protection Plan needs to be updated to address the The FPP has been revised to address the 162/}fé}122
11 23 recommendations provided in the Deer Springs Fire Protection the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
District Capabilities Assessment regarding new facilities. and County Fire Authority.
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PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Fire Protection Plan ) . ) .
The Fire Protection Plan needs to revised to address phasing
based on the improvements installed for each particular phasg. The FPP has been revised to address the 6/14/12
The report states that the FPP evaluated the emergency service . 12/10/12
11 24 o the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
routes for Phase 1 and 2 through a fully developed community; . . 3/20/13
: . and County Fire Authority.
however, the improvements for the full community may not be
completed. Please update as necessary.
Fire Protection Plan
Table 8 will need to be updated to address Phasing and the The FPP has been revised to address the 162//11%/1122
11 25 recommendations provided in the Deer Springs Fire Protection the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
District Capabilities Assessment regarding new facilities. and County Fire Authority.
Fire Protection Plan | _. )
Figure 5 needs to be updated to address Phasing and the 6/14/12
recommendations provided in the Deer Springs Fire Protection The FPP has been revised to address the 12/10/12
11 26 District Capabilities Assessment regarding new facilities. the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
Furthermore, the legend refers to midpoint of the project; and County Fire Authority.
however, it should be calculated to the furthest point.
Fire Protection Plan
. . . . . The FPP has been revised to address the 6/14/12
The Fire Protection Plan should include a cumulative analysis. . 12/10/12
11 27 Please revise the second paradraph on page 27 the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 3/20/13 6/13/13
paragrap pag ' and County Fire Authority.
Fire Protection Plan
The FPP has been revised to address the 162/}fé}122
11 28 Please verify the estimated population numbers provided. the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
. . 3/20/13
and County Fire Authority.
Fire Protection Plan
The Fire Protection Plan indicates that a Service Company may | The FPP has been revised to address the 162//153/1122
11 29 be required as a result of cumulative impacts. Please clarify and | the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
. . o . . 3/20/13
clearly state how the project would mitigate cumulative impacts. and County Fire Authority.
Fire Protection Plan i i i i
Thg Fire Protection Plan should include an analysis of how the The EPP has been revised to address the 6/14/12
project meets the dead-end road length standards. The report . 12/10/12
11 30 . ) ; the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
should include figures with measurements and should . . 3/20/13
: . and County Fire Authority.
correspond with the phasing plan.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Fire Protection Plan
Please remove the discussion regarding Solar Photovoltaic The FPP has been revised to address the 162//11%/1122
11 31 Power System. The Specific Plan does not include any the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
o - . . 3/20/13
provisions for a solar facility. and County Fire Authority.
Fire Protection Plan
Please update the phasing exhibit to address the previous The FPP has been revised to address the 162//114(1/1122
11 32 P P 9 P the comments from the Deer Springs FPD 6/13/13
comments. 3/20/13

and County Fire Authority.

General Comment |Please clarify the acreage of the project site and the number of
12 1 properties (parcels) throughout the technical studies. 6/14/12 12/10/12

General Comment [Please clarify the number of parcels within the project area

throughout the technical studies. 6/14/12 12/10/12

12 2

General Plan

Conformance  |The project remains inconsistent with the land use map and
numerous General Plan and Community Plan policies. Please
see the General Plan Conformance Review attached to this letter
for additional information. The project also appears to be
. ) . 8 o o . . 6/14/12
inconsistent with the Community Plan policies identified below. | The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 1 Please review the policies and indicate to staff how you would Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
. - ; ) g , . 3/20/13
propose to revise these policies or if you disagree with staff's Land Use section of the EIR.
analysis. Some of the policies identified below may not be an
issue based on a review of the technical documents requested.
The analysis of the projects consistency with these policies will
be updated upon acceptance of the technical studies.

General Plan
Conformance -
Bonsall Community

13 2 Plan

Goal LU-1.1 A unique balance of Bonsall’s rural agriculture,
estate I_ot_s, ridgelines, eque_strlan uses, and open space land The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
uses within the community, including open space and low . . - 12/10/12

. . . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
density buffers that separate the community from adjacent cities . 3/20/13

. . Land Use section of the EIR.

and unincorporated community and new development that
conserves natural resources and topography.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
General Plan
Policy LU-1.1.1 Require development in the community to The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - . o . . . o 12/10/12
13 3 . |preserve the rural qualities of the area, minimize traffic Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community ; ; . 3/20/13
Plan congestion, and to not adversely affect the natural environment. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
o Policy P LU-1.1.2 Maintain the existing rural lifestyle by The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
onformance - o L . . . . . o 12/10/12
13 4 .. |continuing the existing pattern of residential, equestrian, and Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community } - . 3/20/13
Plan agricultural uses within the Bonsall CPA. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
Conformance - Policy LU1.1.3 Require development to be sensitive to the The projects conformance with the General 162/}fé}122
13 5 ... [topography, physical context, and community character of Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community . 3/20/13
Plan Bonsall. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
Conformance - The projects conformance with the General 162//153/1122
13 6 .. |Figure 3, Bonsall Village Boundaries. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community . 3/20/13
P| Land Use section of the EIR.
an
General Plan Th act f ith the G | 6/14/12
13 7 Conformance - Goal 1.2 Continued development that is appropriately designed PIanirSOJ:c(i:dsreCszr:agrir:?krl]:eswtlecificePlain:r:z 12/10/12 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |to match the rural character of the Bonsall community. . P 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
13 8 Conformance - Policy 1.2.1 Require development that is designed to be Planpisjaddressed in the SW(Iecific Plan and 12/10/12 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |consistent with the rural character of the Bonsall community. . P 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Th act f ith the G | 6/14/12
13 9 Conformance - Policy 1.2.2 Encourage the application of design review to the PIanirsojaec(i:dsreCs(;r:agrir:?krl]:eswtlecificePlain:r:z 12/10/12 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |majority of parcels in the Bonsall CPA. . P 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Goal LU-2.1 Development that centers inside the core Village in proj . wih 12/10/12
13 10 : . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |Bonsall and discourages spot development outside that area. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
General Plan
Policy LU-2.1.1 Encourage development inside the Village The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - . . : . . i 12/10/12
13 11 .. |boundaries (see Figure 3) which are centered around the Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |~~~ . . - . . 3/20/13
Plan Mission Road/Olive Hill Road and State Route 76 intersections. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Goal LU-2.2 The San Luis Rey River Valley retains its rural . . 6/14/12
. . : o The projects conformance with the General
Conformance - character, while urbanized development remains within . . - 12/10/12
13 12 . . . " . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |neighboring cities that are discouraged from annexing areas of . 3/20/13
Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan Bonsall.
General Plan Goal LU-3.1 Estate lot residential development that provides . . 6/14/12
. o . ; The projects conformance with the General
Conformance - adequate housing opportunities for all residents, while . . i 12/10/12
13 13 : S . - Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |maintaining and enhancing the existing rural atmosphere of the . 3/20/13
. Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan community.
General Plan Policy LU-3.1.2 Require subdivision design to minimize adverse 6/14/12
Conformance - |impacts to community character, or to the environment, and to | The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 14 Bonsall Community |mitigate any impacts from other constraints on the land that Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan could not be avoided. Require mitigation actions to remain within Land Use section of the EIR.
the CPA.
General Plan
C Policy LU-31.3 Buffer residential areas from incompatible The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
onformance - 7 : . . ) . . . - 12/10/12
13 15 . activities, which create heavy traffic, noise, dust, unsightly views, | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community ) L . . . . 3/20/13
Plan or from incompatibility with the surrounding environment. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Th act f ith the G | 6/14/12
Conformance - Policy LU-5.1.2 Require grading to be contoured to blend with © projects conformance with the eneraty o161
13 16 . . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |natural topography, rather than consist of straight edges. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Policy LU-5.1.3 Minimize grading to preserve natural landforms, . . 6/14/12
. . L The projects conformance with the General
Conformance - major rock outcroppings and areas of existing mature trees. . . i 12/10/12
13 17 ; o . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |Integrate hillside development with existing topography and . 3/20/13
Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan landforms.
General Plan | i 1 U-5.1.4 Restrict, to the maxi tent feasibl 6/14/12
Conformance - e>(<)ttlecnysive- éa.din efzrnge’vglo ?‘nr:riXIToqt:ltixir? rgalreeais\llviti’slo es The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 18 Bonsall Community g 9 pment proj P Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
that are 20 percent or greater, in order to preserve and protect . 3/20/13
Plan . . . Land Use section of the EIR.
the environment, and to lessen grading and erosion.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
It No. tA | R Inf t R . o
em (o] Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required el Cor e identified | Resolved
General Plan The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Policy LU-5.1.5 Require development on slopes to be stepped to proj . wih 12/10/12
13 19 : - - Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |follow and preserve topography to the maximum extent feasible. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . iact ; ith the G | 6/14/12
Conformance - Policy LU-5.1.6 Minimize cut and fill grading for roads and © projects conformance with the eneraty o162
13 20 . L Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |access ways to the absolute minimum necessary. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . . .
Conformance - Goal LU-5.2 The preservation of groundwater resources, The projects conformance with the General 162/}fé}122
13 21 .. [community character and protection of sensitive resources in the | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community . ; . 3/20/13
Plan Bonsall Community Planning Area. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
Conformance - Policy LU-5.2.1 Require lot sizes, except through planned
Bonsall Community |development, lot area averaging or specific plan projects, to be
Plan no smaller than:
» 50 percent of the density indicated on the Land Use Map,
without clustering or lot averaging, for Semi Rural 4 and higher
densities, or
. . . . 6/14/12
* Four acres for Semi Rural 10 and lower densities. The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 22 Implementation LU-5.2.1 Zoning Ordinance Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Policy LU-5.2.2 Allow further reductions in minimum lot sizes Land Use section of the EIR.
indicated in Policy LU-5.2.1, through Planned Development, Lot
Area Averaging, or Specific Plan projects only when setbacks,
building scale, and design are appropriate to retain the
equestrian and agricultural community character in the area.
Example: Semi Rural 2 establishes a density of one dwelling unit
per two acres. Fifty percent of that density would result in a
minimum lot size of one acre.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
General Plan ) . L .
Conformance - _Pol_|cy LU-_5.2.2_AIIow further reductions in minimum lot sizes _ _ 6/14/12
Bonsall Community indicated in Policy LU-5.2.1, through Planned Development, Lot | The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 23 Area Averaging, or Specific Plan projects only when setbacks, Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Plan - . ) . ) 3/20/13
building scale, and design are appropriate to retain the Land Use section of the EIR.
equestrian and agricultural community character in the area.
General Plan Goal LU-6.1 Infrastructure and public utilities that are provided . . 6/14/12
. - . The projects conformance with the General
Conformance - concurrent to development in a manner compatible with . . o 12/10/12
13 24 . . . L . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |community character while minimizing visual and environmental . 3/20/13
. Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan impacts.
General Plan The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
13 o5 Conformance - Policy LU-6.1.2 Provide development on an orderly, phased Planpisjaddressed in the Specific Plan and 12/10/12 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |basis so that it will not overload public facilities. . P 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
o Goal LU-7.1 An adequate supply of water that meets current and | The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
onformance - . . . ; - . . o 12/10/12
13 26 B ... |projected needs of both residential and agricultural users in Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
onsall Community . 3/20/13
Plan Bonsall CPA. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Goal CM-1.1 A circulation system which preserves the rural The broiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - character of the community and provides a safe, balanced pro) . o 12/10/12
13 27 . . 2 . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |transportation system, which includes automobile, bicycle, . 3/20/13
. . Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan equestrian and pedestrian users.
General Plan
C Policy CM-1.1.1 Reduce traffic volume on roads recognized as | The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
onformance - ) L . . o 12/10/12
13 28 B .. [future “poor level of service” with methods such as, but not Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
onsall Community |, - : . . 3/20/13
Plan limited to, providing alternate routes and reducing density. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan ) _ ) .
Conformance - Policy CM-1.1.3 Coordinate with Caltrans to design and
Bonsall Community construc_t _State Route 76,_ East Vista Way (S13), and Inter_state The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
| 15 to efficiently carry traffic through the Bonsall CPA. Design and . . - 12/10/12
13 29 Plan . ' : : Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
construct interior roads, such as Camino del Rey, West Lilac, . 3/20/13
. . o ) Land Use section of the EIR.
Gopher Canyon, and Olive Hill to carry primarily local traffic and
remain rural to the degree consistent with safety requirements.
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It No. tA | R Inf tion R . o
em (o] Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required Ineluss Gandiiens) Identified | Resolved
General Plan Policy CM-1.1.4 Prioritize the preservation and protection of
Conformance - sensitive habitats, such as wetlands, over road location, The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Bonsall Community |relocation, or realignment. Encourage all mitigation to be on-site proj . i 12/10/12
13 30 . o ; L o Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Plan and site-specific. Require mitigation within the Bonsall CPA . 3/20/13
. . e - Land Use section of the EIR.
where on-site and site-specific mitigation is not appropriate,
whenever feasible.
General Plan Policy CM-1.1.5 Minimize direct access points onto Mobility
Conformance - Element roads to produce unimpeded traffic flow in commercial The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Bonsall Community |areas. Require new Commercial development to provide, where proj . i 12/10/12
13 31 . - L Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Plan possible, indirect access through the use of existing road access . 3/20/13
; . . Land Use section of the EIR.
points, loop, or frontage roads, common driveways or similar
means.
General Plan . L . . .
Conformance - Policy CM-1.1.6 Minimize the use of cul-de-sacs in the Bonsall The projects conformance with the General 162/}fé}122
13 32 Bonsall Community CPA and require new subdivisions to provide local connectivity Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan by providing linkages for long-term circulation improvement. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Goal CM-4.1 A circulation system which preserves the rural The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - character of the community and provides a safe, balanced proj . i 12/10/12
13 33 : . A . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |transportation system, which includes automobile, bicycle, . 3/20/13
. . Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan equestrian, and pedestrian users.
General Plan
Policy CM-4.1.2 Prohibit the use of all on street parking on The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - .. . . . . . o 12/10/12
13 34 ... [Mobility Element Roads outside the Village Boundaries and Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community ) . - - : 3/20/13
Plan require development to provide adequate onsite parking. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . . . .
Conformance - Goal CM-5.1 Scenic routes where community character and The projects conformance with the General 162/}fé}122
13 35 .. |natural resources are preserved by minimizing the impacts of Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community . X . . 3/20/13
Plan public or private development along roadways in Bonsall. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Policy CM-5.1.1 Design, maintain and/or improve scenic areas, 6/14/12
Conformance - road alignments, and realignments to minimize the alteration of | The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 36 Bonsall Community |the natural landform by following the contours of the existing, Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan natural topography without sacrificing safety or sight distance Land Use section of the EIR.
criteria.
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
It No. tA | R Inf tion R . o
em (o] Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required el Cor e identified | Resolved
General Plan Goal COS-1.1 The preservation of the unique natural and The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
13 37 Conformance - cultural resources of Bonsall and the San Luis Rey River and Planpisjaddressed in the Specific Plan and 12/10/12 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |associated watershed, with continued support for its traditional . P 3/20/13
. ; Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan rural and agricultural life-style.
General Plan
Conformance - Policy COS-1.1.4 Require development to be compatible with The projects conformance with the General 162//153/1122
13 38 . |adjacent natural preserves, sensitive habitat areas, agricultural Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community . . . . 3/20/13
Plan lands, and recreation areas, or provide transition or buffer areas. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Goal COS-1.2 The continuation of agriculture as a prominent use proj . wih 12/10/12
13 39 : . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community [throughout the Bonsall community. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan |, i cos-12.1 E the protection of designated 6/14/12
Conformance - oley’ ~L.c.% Ehcourage the profection of areas cesighated o projects conformance with the General
... [for agricultural activities from scattered and incompatible urban . . o 12/10/12
13 40 Bonsall Community |. f . - Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
intrusions, along with the provision of greenbelt/buffers between . 3/20/13
Plan ) ; . Land Use section of the EIR.
agricultural zoning and urban zoning.
General Plan Policy COS-1.2.2 Encourage the use of agriculture easements in The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - the CPA, especially as part of the Conservation Subdivision proj . o 12/10/12
13 41 : . L . : Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |Program, while maintaining community character with rural and . 3/20/13
. Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan semi-rural homes.
General Plan ) . L .
Conformance - Pollcy CO$-1.2.3 Requwe.development tg minimize potential ' . 6/14/12
Bonsall Community conflicts with adjacent agricultural operations, through the The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 42 Plan incorporation of adequate buffers, setbacks, and project design | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13

measures to protect surrounding agriculture and support local
and state right-to-farm regulations.

Land Use section of the EIR.
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
General Plan ) o )
Conformance - Policy COS-1.3.3 Preserve and encourage wildlife corridors
Bonsall Community including buffer areas, which are essential to the long-term
Plan viability of wildlife populations, through open space easements, The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
public acquisition, or other appropriate means. The width of the proj . - 12/10/12
13 43 . - . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
easement will depend on the type of wildlife using the corridor . 3/20/13
. Land Use section of the EIR.
and the natural topography, plus an appropriate buffer (as
determined by a certified wildlife biologist) on either side of the
corridor, where feasible.
General Plan Goal COS-1.4 An “astronomical dark sky” that retains the rural The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
13 44 Conformance - setting and facilitates the astronomical research in San Diego Planpisjaddressed in the Specific Plan and 12/10/12 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |County and the continued operation of the Mt. Palomar . P 3/20/13
Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan observatory.
General Plan
Policy COS-1.4.1 Discourage street lighting, unless necessary The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - ; o . . . o 12/10/12
13 45 Bonsall Community for safety. Require street lighting to meet basic safety standards | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan and the County Light Pollution Code, Ordinance #7155. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Policy COS-1.5.1 — Require adequate setbacks from all . . 6/14/12
- . The projects conformance with the General
13 46 Conformance - watercourses and drainages to protect property, improve water Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 12/10/12 6/13/13
Bonsall Community [quality, provide buffer for riparian habitat and wildlife, and ) P 3/20/13
- . S . Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan enhance aesthetic quality of the riparian environment.
General Plan
C Goal COS-1.6 Important historic and prehistoric archaeological | The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
onformance - . o . . i 12/10/12
13 47 .. |resources are identified and preserved through adequate Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community X ) X . 3/20/13
Plan protection for new sites, as they are discovered. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
o Policy COS-1.6.1 Prevent development, trenching, grading, The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
onformance - ’ . L . . o 12/10/12
13 48 .. |clearing and grubbing and other related activities that can be Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community - - S L . 3/20/13
Plan damaging to significant prehistoric or historic sites. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Goal COS-2.1 A balanced system of local parks, open space, 6/14/12
Conformance - riding and hiking trails, with outdoor recreation facilities and The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 49 Bonsall Community [services, which incorporate the outstanding natural features of Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan the CPA and meet the needs of the residents of the Bonsall Land Use section of the EIR.
community.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
It No. tA | R Inf tion R . o
em (o] Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required Ineluss Gandiiens) Identified | Resolved
General Plan ) _— . .
Conformance - Policy COS-2.1.1 Encourage the acquisition and development of | The projects conformance with the General 162/}fé}122
13 50 .. |parklands that will protect outstanding, scenic, and riparian Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community e : X . 3/20/13
Plan areas, and cultural, historical, and biological resources. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Policy COS-2.1.4 Require appropriate wetland preservation 6/14/12
Conformance - buffers in recreational facilities located adjacent to wetlands to The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 51 Bonsall Community |use parkland to provide a transition to the wetland buffer area Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan and buffers for additional passive recreational uses, as Land Use section of the EIR.
permitted.
General Plan
o Policy COS-2.1.5 Coordinate with the Bonsall Community The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
onformance - . . . . . o 12/10/12
13 52 Bonsall Community Sponsor Group on the future siting, naming, and planning of Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan community parks in Bonsall. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . . . . .
Conformance - Policy COS-3.1.1 Encourage agricultural and equestrian open The projects conformance with the General 162/}fé}122
13 53 ... |spaces and only encourage linking of open space if it is Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community [~} . - . . 3/20/13
Plan biological and supports a wildlife corridor system. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan ) . . .
Conformance - GOAL S-1 Adequate law enforcement, fire protection, and The projects conformance with the General 162/}fé}122
13 54 .. |emergency services that contribute to a safe living and working Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community ; . . 3/20/13
Plan environment for the residents of Bonsall. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
Policy S-1.1 Support the provision of adequate law enforcement, | The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - . ; . . . . o 12/10/12
13 55 .. [fire protection, and emergency services for the residents of Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community . 3/20/13
Plan Bonsall. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan GOAL N-1 Protect and enhance Bonsall’s acoustical 6/14/12
Conformance - environment by supporting the control of noise at its source, The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 56 Bonsall Community [along its transmission path and at the site of sensitive receivers. | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
LY . . . o . 3/20/13
Plan Maintain an environment free of excessive noise by providing Land Use section of the EIR.
control of noise at its source.
General Plan The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Policy N-1.1 Require site design and building design controls to proj . wih 12/10/12
13 57 : S . o . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |minimize noise emissions from noise sources. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
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PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
General Plan
Conformance - Policy N-1.2 Encourage land use and circulation patterns, which | The projects conformance with the General 162/}fé}122
13 58 ... |will minimize noise in residential neighborhoods and sensitive Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community | " . . 3/20/13
Plan wildlife habitat. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Th act f ith the G | 6/14/12
Conformance - Policy N-1.3 Support limiting truck traffic to designated routes to © projects conformance with the Leneraty o162
13 59 . S . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community |reduce noise in residential areas. ) 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
Conformance - The projects conformance with the General 162/}fé}122
13 60 . |Section 6. Specific Plans and Special Study Areas. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Bonsall Community . 3/20/13
Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan
General Plan The Background section of the Valley Center Community Plan
Conformance - Valley|indicates that the "2010 SANDAG estimates for population and The proiects conformance with the General | /14/12
Center Community |housing in the Valley Center CPA identify a population of 17,582 proj ) - 12/10/12
13 61 . . o ) Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Plan with a total of 6,573 housing units." The project would further . 3/20/13
. - . o Land Use section of the EIR.
increase the population and total number of housing units within
the community.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),
3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. . . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
It No. tA | R Inf tion R . o
em (o] Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required Ineluss Gandiiens) Identified | Resolved
General Plan .
Conformance - Valley Community Character Goal
. Preserve and enhance the rural character of Valley Center by
Center Community R . . .
Plan maintaining a pattern of land use consistent with the following
regional categories.
a. Village
Enhance the rural village character of valley center’s north and
. ) . . . . 6/14/12
south villages defined by the current nodes of industrial, The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 62 commercial and higher density village residential land use Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
. ; . 3/20/13
designations. Land Use section of the EIR.
b. Semi-rural lands preserve and maintain the overall rural and
agricultural character of the semi-rural areas.
c. Rural lands preserve and maintain the overall rural and
agricultural character of the rural lands area outside the semi-
rural area.
General Plan . . 6/14/12
The projects conformance with the General
Conformance - Valley| _. . . o
13 63 " Figure 2, Valley Center Context Map. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 12/10712 6/13/13
Center Community . 3/20/13
Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan
General Plan Community Character The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|Policy 1: Require that future projects are consistent with the proj . - 12/10/12
13 64 . - . . ; Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |goals, policies, and recommendations contained in the Valley . 3/20/13
. Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan Center Community Plan.
General Plan Community Character 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|Policy 2: Maintain the existing rural character of Valley Center in | The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 65 Center Community [future developments by prohibiting monotonous tract Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan developments. Require site design that is consistent with the Land Use section of the EIR.
rural community character.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
General Plan
Conformance - Valley|Land Use
Center Community |General Goals

Plan Two economically viable and socially vibrant villages where
dense residential uses, as well as commercial and industrial
uses, are contained.

6/14/12

A pattern of development that conserves valley center’s natural | The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 66 beauty and resources, and retains valley center's rural character.| Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13

Land Use section of the EIR. 3/20/13
A pattern of development that accommodates people of diverse
ages, lifestyles, occupations, and interests with opportunities for
village, semi-rural and rural living.
Development that maintains valley center’s rural character
through appropriate location and suitable site design.
General Plan . . 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley| . _ _ The p_rOJects confor_mance W|th_ t_he General 12/10/12
13 67 . Figure 3, Valley Center Village Boundaries Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community . 3/20/13
P Land Use section of the EIR.
an
General Plan A. Environmental Concerns and Issues:
Conformance - Valley| 1 Require that discretionary permits preserve environmentally
Center Community gjgnificant and/or sensitive resources such as undisturbed steep
Plan slopes, canyons, floodplains, ridge tops and unique scenic views
in order to reinforce the rural character of the area through
I . . . . . . 6/14/12
sensitive site design and, where appropriate, with open space The projects conformance with the General
. . o 12/10/12
13 68 easements. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13

2. Require preservation of unique features such as oak Land Use section of the EIR.
woodlands, riparian habitats, steep slopes, archaeological sites,
and ecologically sensitive areas.

3. Prohibit ridgeline residential development unless it can be
shown through a viewshed analysis that there would be only
minimal impact to adjacent properties.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),
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PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

General Plan
Conformance - Valley
Center Community
Plan

B. Rural Compatibility Issues:

4. Require new residential development to adhere to site design
standards which are consistent with the character and scale of a
rural community. The following elements are particularly
important:

» Roads that follow topography and minimize grading;

« Built environment that is integrated into the natural setting and
topography;

« Grading that follows natural contours and does not disturb the
natural terrain; 6/14/12
« Structure design and situating that allows preservation of the The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 69 site’s natural assets; Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
« Retention of natural vegetation, agricultural groves, rock Land Use section of the EIR.

outcroppings, riparian habitats and drainage areas.

5. Require new residential development to construct roads that
blend into the natural terrain and avoid “urbanizing”
improvements such as widening, straightening, flattening and the
installation of curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. Follow Valley
Center's Community Right of Way Development Standards.

6. Buffer residential areas from incompatible activities which
create heavy traffic, noise, odors, dust, and unsightly views
through the use of landscaping and preservation of open space.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

General Plan

Conformance - Valley|Clustering
Center Community |7. Clustering, planned development, lot area averaging, and
Plan Specific Plan projects which utilize the clustering technique shall

in no instance within the Valley Center CPA be used to create a
greater number of lots than the property would have been
entitled to without the use of the above mentioned techniques.
Yield calculations shall be subject to the Resource Protection
Ordinance.

8. Once the appropriate number of lots has been established,
the developer may elect to “cluster" or "lot area average" to lots
of a minimum 0.5 acre in size in a Specific Plan Area Land Use
Designation, no minimum lot size in the Village Area and a . . 6/14/12

o . S : The projects conformance with the General
minimum lot size of 0.5 acre in size in SR-1, 1 acre in SR-2, 2 . . - 12/10/12

. . : Lo Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
acres in SR-4, and 2.5 acres in SR-10 provided the project is . 3/20/13
- Land Use section of the EIR.

sewered, and providing that:
a. The property contains significant environmental resources
(such as important, rare, or endangered biological and/or animal
habitat, floodplains, drainages, rock outcroppings, or
archaeological and cultural resources) which would best be
protected and preserved through the irrevocable dedication of
these areas as Open Space easements to the County or another
approved conservation agency.
AND:
b. Forty (40) percent of the gross acreage of the property is
placed into permanent open space. Whenever possible, a link
should be provided between all open space uses within the

property.

13 70

General Plan Commercial Goals 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|1. Prohibit strip commercial development by containing The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 71 Center Community [commercial uses in the Cole Grade Road and Valley Center Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan Road area and the Mirar de Valle Road and Valley Center Road Land Use section of the EIR.
area.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
General Plan ) ) )
Conformance - Valley 2. Requwe_nev_v commercial development te comply wnh t_he
Center Community Design Ggldellnes fer Valley Center including, but net |.Imlted to, ' . 6/14/12
Plan the retention of significant natural features characteristic of the | The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 72 community's landscape. Existing topography, land forms, Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
) : . : . 3/20/13
drainage courses, rock outcroppings, vegetation and viewshed Land Use section of the EIR.
shall be incorporated in the design of the future development of
commercial land via the "B" Community Design Area.
General Plan 3. Ensure that all commercial areas are served by Mobility 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|Element roads or local roads which meet the standards of the The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 73 Center Community |County of San Diego. Whenever possible, require new Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
; . : 3/20/13
Plan commercial development to provide secondary road access as Land Use section of the EIR.
opposed to access from major through roads.
General Plan
4. Commercial and civic uses shall be located in areas which The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley . . ) . . . 12/10/12
13 74 Center Community have adequate roads for circulation and provide easy and safe Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan multi-purpose pathways and trails. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Th act f ith the G | 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|5. Future commercial development shall be planned so that strip © projects conformance with the enerat o162
13 75 . . . : Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |commercial development will be avoided. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
6. Commercial/civic uses shall not interfere either functionally or | The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley| ™ - . . . i 12/10/12
13 76 . visually with adjacent land uses or the rural atmosphere of the Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community ) . 3/20/13
Plan community. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
7. Commercial/civic uses shall be periodically reviewed to The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley ) . ) . . . 12/10/12
13 77 . ensure that the standards for noise, light, traffic, odors and all Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community - 2 : 3/20/13
Plan other conditions of approval are continuing to be met. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan 8. Discourage commercial and civic uses outside of the Villages The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
13 78 Conformance - Valley|and limit all such uses to those that are clearly demonstrated as Planpisjaddressed in the Specific Plan and 12/10/12 6/13/13
Center Community |needed and which are compatible with the rural lifestyle of the . P 3/20/13
. Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan Valley Center Community Plan.
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PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Bemie | Ereahed
General Plan 9. The application of Land Use Designation Semi-Rural 2and The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|Regional Category of Semi-Rural Lands are proposed for those proj . o 12/10/12
13 79 . : ; Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |properties that are currently zoned commercial and are located . 3/20/13
. ; Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan outside of the Villages.
ceneral Plan 1, ricultural Goal 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley 1ggﬁu l(;rr?a ?izusltural uses and activities throughout the CPA The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 80 Center Community |-+ SUPPOM ag . . 9 " | Planis addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
by providing appropriately zoned areas in order to ensure the . 3/20/13
Plan . . ! . . Land Use section of the EIR.
continuation of an important rural lifestyle in Valley Center.
General Plan Th act f ith the G | 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|3. Prohibit residential development which would have an adverse © projects conformance with the weneratt 5,141
13 81 . . _ . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |impact on existing agricultural uses. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . . 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley - _ The p_rOJects confor_mance W|th_ t_he General 12/10/12
13 82 . Specific Plan Areas (SPA) section. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community . 3/20/13
Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan
General Plan . . 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley| _ _ 3 The p_rOJects confor_mance W|th_ t_he General 12/10/12
13 83 . Figure 4: Valley Center Generalized Specific Plans. Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community . 3/20/13
Pl Land Use section of the EIR.
an
General Plan . . . 6/14/12
Mobility Goals The projects conformance with the General
Conformance - Valley . N . . . . . . 12/10/12
13 84 . 1. Where appropriate, minimize private driveway and private Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community - . 3/20/13
Plan road access on to Mobility Element roads. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan 2. Road design shall reflect the rural character and needs unique The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|[to the Planning Area. For example, turn radii shall be such that proj . - 12/10/12
13 85 . : . . : Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |agricultural vehicles and equestrian rigs can be safely . 3/20/13
Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan accommodated.
General Plan Th act f ith the G | 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|3. Conflicting traffic movements such as uncontrolled access and © projects conformance with the eneraty o162
13 86 . . : L Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |uncontrolled intersections shall be minimized. ) 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
General Plan 4. Road alignment shall minimize the necessity of altering the The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|landscape by following, as much as possible, the contours of the proj . - 12/10/12
13 87 . . ) e ) Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |existing, natural topography without sacrificing safety or sight . 3/20/13
. - Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan distance criteria.
General Plan Th act f ith the G | 6/14/12
13 88 Conformance - Valley|5. Required roadside and median landscaping shall reflect PIanirsojaec(i:dsreCsosr:agrir:?krl]:eswtlecificePlain:r:z 12/10/12 6/13/13
Center Community |standards as outlined in the Valley Center Design Guidelines. . P 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan 6. Existing trees and vegetation located within the "Right-of- The broiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
13 89 Conformance - Valley|Way" of all public roads, and determined to be of significant Planpisjaddressed in the Specific Plan and 12/10/12 6/13/13
Center Community |visual benefit shall be transplanted or replaced consistent with . P 3/20/13
. I Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan the Valley Center Design Guidelines.
General Plan . . . .
Conformance - Valley 7..T.o prompte unlmpeded'trafflc flow in 99mmerC|aI areas, ' . 6/14/12
- minimize direct access points on to Mobility Element roads by The projects conformance with the General
Center Community . . o . . i 12/10/12
13 90 recommending new commercial development to provide indirect | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Plan - . ) 3/20/13
access through the use of existing road access points, loop or Land Use section of the EIR.
frontage roads, common driveways or similar means.
General Plan
Conformance - Valley 8. Wopds Valley Road from VaII.ey Center Road, east to ' . 6/14/12
Center Community Paradise Mountain Road and, Lilac Road from Old Castle Road | The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 91 to Highway 76 are significant aesthetic resources. Future Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Plan : o e ) 3/20/13
improvements should maintain as much of their original Land Use section of the EIR.
character as possible without compromising safety.
General Plan The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|9. Require that the road system function at a service level no proj . wih 12/10/12
13 92 . o~ Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |worse than "C" at peak hours as development occurs. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
10. Right-of-way development standards for private roads shall | The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley . . ) . . . . . o 12/10/12
13 93 c . be compatible with the standards as outlined in Policy 6 of this Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
enter Community . . 3/20/13
Plan section. Land Use section of the EIR.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
General Plan o
Conformance - Valley|11. Implement community right-of-way development standards
Center Community |for the Valley Center Planning Area to achieve a rural character
Plan and alternative features within the shoulder portion of dedicated
right-of-way. Such improvements will identify the community's
. . . . . 6/14/12
desire to modify County development standards permitted by The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 94 Board of Supervisors Policy J-36. These standards shall include: | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
a. Provide decomposed granite walking/jogging paths in lieu of Land Use section of the EIR.
sidewalks;
b. Where edge of pavement barrier is necessary, use mountable
asphalt dike (smike dike); and
c. Provide a bike lane within the "travel way".
General Plan 12. Access to new subdivisions shall be carefully examined.
Conformance - Valley|Where a clear circulation need which benefits the overall 6/14/12
Center Community [community can be demonstrated, public roads consistent with The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 95 Plan Department of Public works policy shall be dedicated and Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
constructed. Where appropriate, future subdivisions shall be Land Use section of the EIR.
required to access public roads via at least two separate access
points.
General Plan The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|13. Safely separate pedestrian, equestrian and bicycle traffic proj . wih 12/10/12
13 96 . ; : . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |from vehicular traffic when these modes share rights-of-way. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Fire Protection Goals The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|1. All new development utilizing imported water shall provide pro) . - 12/10/12
13 97 . ; ! ; . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |infrastructure for fire suppression (such as pipes and hydrants) . 3/20/13
. . . Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan in accordance with the prevailing standards.
General Plan The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
13 98 Conformance - Valley|3. New site locations for fire stations within the plan area should Planpisjaddressed in the SW(Iecific Plan and 12/10/12 6/13/13
Center Community |be centrally and strategically located. P 3/20/13

Plan

Land Use section of the EIR.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
It No. tA | R Inf tion R . .
em (o] Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required Ineluss Gandiiens) Identified | Resolved
General Plan  |o 1 ool Facil 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley| 0 L2 ool facility planning with residentia The projects conformance with the General | 5/
13 99 Center Community |~ yp g with rest . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
development to ensure that school facilities will be available to . 3/20/13
Plan ) . ) . Land Use section of the EIR.
accommodate the increase in enrollment without overcrowding.
General Plan The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|2. Develop schools in conjunction with neighborhood and proj . wih 12/10/12
13 100 . . : o Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |community recreation facilities. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan .
Conformance - Valley Water Ser.wce Gofal . . ) 6/14/12
Center Community 2. The delivery of imported water service to the CPA shall be The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 101 Plan coordinated and the infrastructure adequately sized so that Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
service can be provided to all land within the Valley Center Land Use section of the EIR.
Municipal Water District Territory in a cost effective manner.
General Plan
Open Space Goals The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley . . . . . . . 12/10/12
13 102 Center Community 3. Incorporate publicly and semi-publicly owned land into a Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan functional recreation/open space system wherever feasible. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan . . . . . .
Conformance - Valley 5. Design new residential development in a way that preserves | The projects conformance with the General 162/}fé}122
13 103 . an atmosphere of openness and access to surrounding open Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community . 3/20/13
Plan space. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan )
Conformance - Valley Parks and Recreation Goals ) . . ) 6/14/12
Center Community 3. Development of local and neighborhood park and recreation | The projects conformance with the General 12/10/12
13 104 Plan facilities will be coordinated with local school facilities whenever | Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 3/20/13 6/13/13
possible by establishing Joint Powers Agreements to promote Land Use section of the EIR.
joint development, operation and maintenance.
General Plan ) . . . .
Conformance - Valley 7. All park_ !ands dedicated in conjunction Wlth th_e deyelopm_ent The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
: of a Specific Plan Area (SPA) land use designation will consist of . . - 12/10/12
13 105 Center Community . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
a reasonable amount of flat land suitable for play fields and other . 3/20/13
Plan e S Land Use section of the EIR.
similar local park activities.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
General Plan The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
13l 106 Conformance - Valley|8. Development of park facilities shall comply with the County's Planpisjaddressed in the SW(Iecific Plan and 12/10/12 6/13/13
Center Community |Ordinance No. 7155 relating to the regulation of Light Pollution. . P 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
9. Provide riding and hiking trails, staging areas and other The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley |~ ". - - - . . . o 12/10/12
13 107 . facilities within existing or proposed parks when appropriate to Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community ) . 3/20/13
Plan complement the Valley Center Trails System. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
Conformance - Valley Noise Goals The projects conformance with the General 162//1;1(;/1122
13 108 . 1. Develop and implement land use plans and circulation Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community L . . . . . 3/20/13
Plan patterns that will minimize noise in residential neighborhoods. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan 2. Permit residential development in areas with projected exterior The proiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|Community Noise Equivalent Levels (CNELSs) exceeding 60 pro) . - 12/10/12
13 109 . . . ' o Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |decibels near main roads only when traffic noise impacts can be . 3/20/13
o Land Use section of the EIR.
Plan mitigated.
General Plan
Conformance - Valley 3. Design subdivisions to retain natural and landscaped sound The projects conformance with the General 162//153/1122
13 110 . barriers in preference to earth berms or walls, where they are Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community . 3/20/13
Plan needed. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan
4. Encourage the use of buffering devices on off-road vehicles The projects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley X . . - . . i 12/10/12
13 111 . and provide strict enforcement of noise regulations for off-road Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community i . 3/20/13
Plan vehicles. Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan Th act f ith the G | 6/14/12
Conformance - Valley|5. Minimize traffic noise impacts by means of roadway alignment © projects conformance with the weneratt 5,141
13 112 . . ) Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Center Community |and design and the management of traffic flows. . 3/20/13
Plan Land Use section of the EIR.
General Plan 6. Encourage activities to increase public awareness of and
Conformance - Valley|enroliment in the Department of Agriculture program pursuant to The broiects conformance with the General 6/14/12
Center Community [the Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information pro) . o 12/10/12
13 113 . . ; . . Plan is addressed in the Specific Plan and 6/13/13
Plan Ordinance. (This Ordinance was designed to protect established . 3/20/13
h . . . Land Use section of the EIR.
farm operations from being declared a nuisance when following
accepted agricultural practices.)




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Geologic Hazards ) ) )
The Geotechnical Report provided is accepted; however, a

supplemental report or additional attachment is required to
evaluate any off-site improvements. These off-site improvement 6/14/12
13 1 areas have not been identified and will need to be evaluated for 12/10/12
any potential geologic hazards. The additional supplemental
report or attachment shall be provided once the off-site
improvements have been identified.

Groundwater o ] )
Resources A Groundwater Investigation is required; however, it should not

be prepared until (1) after the Revised Preliminary Hydrogeologic
Assessment has been reviewed and approved, (2) a meeting
with the applicant’s hydrogeologist and County Groundwater

13 1 Geologist has been completed in which the well testing is fully 6/14/12 12/10/12
scoped, and (3) a Well Test Plan has been provided and
approved by the County staff for all aquifer testing to be
conducted. A scope of work for the Groundwater Investigation is
provided in Attachment G.

Hazards General comment for all sites: if stained or suspicious soil is
encountered during future grading operations, the material
should be evaluated and if deemed necessary, characterized for
proper disposal per all applicable laws.

Hazards General comment for all sites: any buried trash/debris or other
waste encountered during site preparations should be evaluated
14 2 by an experienced environmental consultant prior to removal. To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12
Any hazardous materials should be removed and disposed
properly per all applicable laws.

Hazards Please include an analysis of off-site impacts associated with
roadway widening and construction.

14 1 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 3 6/14/12 12/10/12




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Hazards ) .
General comment for all sites: septic systems and water wells

that are no longer needed shall be properly abandoned under
permit by DEH prior to site development. This includes, but not
14 4 limited to the following properties: septic on Sun Flower Farms, To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12
Dauvitt, Bialkowski, Shirey Falls LP, Gopher Canyon LP, wells on
Shirey Falls LP, Gopher Canyon LP, potential septic and/or wells
on Bialkowski, Nelson, and Lilac Creek Estates LP.

Hazards County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
March 26, 2012 for the Shirey Road property prepared by EEI
and submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report
requires revisions and the project will be conditioned as detailed
in the following comments.

Hazards Section 3.5.5 on page 10 refers to Mr. Manners instead of Mr.
Behneman. Please double-check this section.

Hazards The resume provided in Appendix A is for Timothy Lester, but
the cover page says the report was prepared by Polly Ivers and
14 7 reviewed by Bernard Sentianin. Please provide resumes and 6/14/12 12/10/12
Environmental Professional certification for the staff who actually
prepared the report.

Hazards The structures on APN 128-290-74 will require asbestos and
lead testing prior to demolition.

Hazards County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey and the
Limited Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment dated March
14 9 26, 2012 for the Sun Flower Farms Investors property prepared
by EEI and submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. This
property will require additional action and conditions described in
the following comments.

14 5 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 6 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 8 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

Requires special conditioning or proposal

. 6/14/12 12/10/12
from applicant




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Hazards Concentrations of lead in two sample locations on APNs 129-
300-09 and 129-011-15 were above CHHSLs. This property shall
be enrolled in the DEH Voluntary Assistance Program (VAP) to Requires special conditioning or proposal
provide guidance for additional testing, waste removal and from applicant

disposal. A closure letter from VAP will be required prior to site
development.

14 10 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards ) ]
Endosulfan exceeding the screening level was detected at

sample point B-P-2, at the wooden storage shed located along
the southern portion of the project site. This property shall be

enrolled in the VAP for guidance. Pending alternate direction Requires special conditioning or proposal
from VAP, the soil beneath B-P-2 shall be excavated and from applicant

disposed at an offsite waste recycling facility, and confirmation
samples shall be collected prior to site development. A closure
letter from VAP will be required prior to site development.

14 11 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards All drums and containers of new and used motor oil, hydraulic
fuel, diesel fuel, and pesticides should be properly characterized

and disposed prior to site development. To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 12

Hazards The structures on APN 129-300-09 will require asbestos and
lead testing prior to demolition.

Hazards If not completed through the VAP process, the contents of all
three pesticide storage sheds shall be removed and disposed in
accordance with local and state regulations prior to site
development.

14 13 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 14 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards L .
Based on direction from VAP, a soils management plan may be

required prior to hearing to direct the handling of potential
14 15 buried/concealed agricultural by-products, trash/debris, stained 6/14/12 12/10/12
soil, or other environmental conditions not previously detected;

should they be encountered during grading. To be a condition

Hazards If directed by VAP, an environmental technician shall be onsite
14 16 during grading to observe and document site soils for potential To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12
environmental concerns.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Hazards County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
March 26, 2012 for the Akita Nursery property prepared by EEI
and submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report was
found to be adequate and no further revisions are required. See
below for required conditions.

14 17 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards L . . .
All hydraulic oil, motor oil, fuel containers, batteries, and

14 18 pesticides should be properly disposed prior to site development.

To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards The structures on APN 128-440-01 will require asbestos and
lead testing prior to demolition.

Hazards County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
March 26, 2012 for the Zosa Ranch property prepared by EEI
and submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report was
found to be adequate and no further revisions are required. See
below for required condition.

Hazards The structures on APN 128-440-05 will require asbestos and
lead testing prior to demolition.

14 19 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 20 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 21 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards ) . .
County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site

Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated

14 22 March 26, 2012 for the Denova property prepared by EEI and
submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report was found
to be adequate and no further revisions are required.

Requires special conditioning or proposal

. 6/14/12 12/10/12
from applicant

Hazards County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
March 26, 2012 for the Tomasic property prepared by EEI and

14 23 submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report was found 6/14/12 12/10/12
to be adequate and no further revisions are required. See below
for required condition.

14 24 Hazards The structures on APN 127-072-14/128-280-42 will require To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

asbestos and lead testing prior to demolition.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Hazards County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
March 26, 2012 for the Nutt property prepared by EEI and

14 25 submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report was found 6/14/12 12/10/12
to be adequate and no further revisions are required. See below
for required condition.

14 26 Hazards The structures on APN 128-280-10 will require asbestos and To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

lead testing prior to demolition.

Hazards . . .
County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site

Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
14 27 March 26, 2012 for the Carlson property prepared by EEI and 6/14/12 12/10/12
submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report was found
to be adequate and no further revisions are required.

Hazards County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
March 26, 2012 for the Jones property prepared by EEI and
submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report requires
revisions and the project will be conditioned as detailed in the
following comments.

14 28 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards . . .
The aerial photos in appendix C are centered on the wrong

14 29 property and the western edge of the subject property is cut off. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Please provide the correct aerial photos.

Hazards The AST on APN 128-290-09 should be removed and disposed
14 30 properly, with soil sampling for potential hydrocarbon To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12
contamination.

H d
azards The 55-gallon diesel fuel drum, 55-gallon oil drum, and 25-gallon

14 3t drum should be properly disposed prior to site development.

To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards All known or suspected hazardous substances stored onsite
14 32 should be inventoried and properly disposed offsite prior to site To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12
development.

Hazards The structures on APN 128-290-09 will require asbestos and
lead testing prior to demolition.

14 33 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),
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Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Hazards County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment and Limited Phase || Sampling dated March 26,
2012 for the Davitt property prepared by EEI and submitted to
the County on April 30, 2012. The report requires revisions and
the project will be conditioned as detailed in the following
comments.

14 34 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards . . S
The text mentions concrete cracking and staining in the large

storage shed, but there is no photo showing it. Please provide a
photo and/or additional description of why this area does not
require testing, and/or test results for this area.

14 35 6/14/12 12/10/12

H d
azaras Please provide a figure and/or photo showing where the soil

samples were taken relative to the fuel shed and UST location. 6/14/12 1211012

14 36

Hazards The structures on APN 128-290-69 and 128-440-14 will require
asbestos and lead testing prior to demolition.

Hazards All storage containers, including fuel storage containers in the
large shed northwest of the northeast residence, tanks and a
14 38 drum near the fuel shed, and drums and a tank near the To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12
collapsed corrugated structure, should be properly disposed
prior to site development.

14 37 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment and Limited Phase || Sampling dated March 26,
2012 for the Bialkowski property prepared by EEI and submitted
to the County on April 30, 2012. The report requires revisions
and this property will require additional action as detailed in the
following comments.

Hazards In table 2, stained surfaces and ASTs/USTs should be marked
as concerns.

14 39 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 40 6/14/12 12/10/12
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em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Hazards One of the soil samples taken at the former AST location
contained Diesel Range Organics at a concentration of 480
mg/kg, which exceeds the screening level of 110 mg/kg. The
14 41 site shall be enrolled in the Voluntary Assistance Program to
guide the further assessment, excavation and disposal of
affected soil. A closure letter from VAP will be required prior to
site development.

Requires special conditioning or proposal

: 6/14/12 12/10/12
from applicant

Hazards ) . .
County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site

Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
March 23, 2012 for the Dawson property prepared by EEI and
submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. This appears to be a
preliminary version of the report dated April 18, 2012 for the
same property. The March 23 version is not needed.

14 42 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards . . .
County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site

Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
14 43 April 18, 2012 for the Dawson property prepared by EEI and 6/14/12 12/10/12
submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report was found
to be adequate and no further revisions are required.

Hazards County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
March 28, 2012 for the Nelson property prepared by EEI and
submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report requires
revisions and the project will be conditioned as detailed in the
following comments.

Hazards Please conduct a property owner interview/ questionnaire and
include the responses in the report.

Hazards In the Executive Summary, please delete the statements, "No
other samples reported DDE..." and "No other samples reported
DDT..." since no other samples were analyzed for these
chemicals.

14 44 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 45 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 46 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Hazards In section 5.2, please delete the statements, "No other samples
analyzed detected DDE..." and "No other samples analyzed

14 ar detected DDT..." since no other samples were analyzed for 6/14/12 1211012
these chemicals.
Hazards DDE was detected in a composite sample at 320 ug/kg. Given
that each composite is made up of five soil samples, this could
14 48 indicate a concentration of 1,600 ug/kg in one of the five soil 6/14/12 12/10/12

samples (ACR-21 through 25). The CHHSL for DDE is 1,600
ug/kg. Please individually test those five samples and submit
the results.

Hazards ) . . . .
Try to find out if any pesticide storage or mixing occurred on-site.

14 49 If so, soil samples should be taken from on-site mixing and 6/14/12 12/10/12
storage location(s) and tested for organochlorine pesticides.

Hazards The three 55-gallon storage tanks found on-site should be
removed and properly disposed prior to site development.
Hazards The structures on APN 127-272-38 will require asbestos and
lead testing prior to demolition.

14 50 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 51 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards . . .
County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site

Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
March 27, 2012 for the Shirey Falls, LP property prepared by EEI
and submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report
requires revisions and this property will require additional action
and conditions described in the following comments.

14 52 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards Please conduct a property owner interview/ questionnaire and

include the responses in the report. 6/14/12 1210712

14 53
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Hazards ) ] )
The subject property boundary as shown on Figure 2 includes

APNs 128-280-27, 128-440-02, -03, -17 through -21, part of 128-
290-74, and 128-290-07. This conflicts with the APN list on the
cover, which includes 128-440-07 through -21. Please revise the
cover to list the correct APNs and revise Figure 2 to exclude
APN 128-290-74, which is covered by the Shirey Road report.
APNSs 128-440-14 and -15 are covered by the Davitt report. APN
128-440-07 does not appear to be covered in any of the other
reports; however, it is shown as not a part of the current
application.

14 54 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards Provide PDFs of the previous assessments referenced in the

14 55
report.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards
According to section 3.7, the soil testing conducted by AEI did

14 56 not include testing for arsenic and lead. Please conduct arsenic 6/14/12 12/10/12
and lead testing on the parcels tested by AEI.

Hazards Please revise section 5.0 to refer to APNs 128-440-17 through -

14 57 21, instead of -19 through -21.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards
Toxaphene was detected at a level above the CHHSL on APN

128-440-02. This property shall be enrolled in the DEH Voluntary
14 58 Assistance Program (VAP) to provide guidance for additional 6/14/12 12/10/12
testing, contaminated soil removal and disposal. A closure letter
from VAP will be required prior to site development.

Hazards The AST on APN 128-440-17 should be removed and disposed
properly prior to site development.

Hazards The structures on APN 128-440-03 and 128-280-27 will require
asbestos and lead testing prior to demolition.

Hazards County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
March 26, 2012 for the Sheffer property prepared by EEI and
submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report was found
to be adequate and no further revisions are required. See below
for required conditions.

14 59 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 60 To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 61 6/14/12 12/10/12
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
14 62 Hazards Two 55-ge_t|lon and one 25-ga||on c_irums shall be removed and To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12
properly disposed offsite prior to site development.
14 63 Hazards The structures on APN 128-440-11 will require asbestos and To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12

lead testing prior to demolition.

Hazards . . .
County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site

Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
14 64 March 26, 2012 for the Alligator Pears LP property prepared by 6/14/12 12/10/12
EEI and submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The report
requires revisions as detailed in the following comments.

Hazards Provide PDFs of the previous assessments referenced in the
report.

Hazards Please conduct a property owner interview/ questionnaire and
include the responses in the report.

Hazards According to section 3.7, the soil testing conducted by AEI for
APNSs 128-290-54 through -61, -75, and -78 did not include
testing for arsenic and lead. Please conduct arsenic and lead
testing on those parcels.

Hazards In section 3.7, state how many samples tested positive for DDE
and the maximum concentration detected.

14 65 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 66 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 67 6/14/12 12/10/12

14 68 6/14/12 12/10/12

Hazards ) . .
County Staff has reviewed the Phase | Environmental Site

Assessment and Limited Agricultural Chemical Survey dated
14 69 March 27, 2012 for the Lilac Creek Estates LP property prepared 6/14/12 12/10/12
by EEI and submitted to the County on April 30, 2012. The

report requires revisions as detailed in the following comments.

14 70 Hazards _Please conduct a propt_arty owner interview/ questionnaire and 6/14/12 12/10/12
include the responses in the report.
14 71 Hazards Provide PDFs of the previous assessments referenced in the 6/14/12 12/10/12

report.
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Item

No.

Subject Area

Issue, Revision or Information Required

Issue Resolution Summary
(Include Conditions)

Date
Identified

Date
Resolved

14

72

Hazards

According to section 3.7, the soil testing conducted by AEI on
parcels 128-290-51 and 129-010-62 did not include testing for
arsenic and lead. Please conduct arsenic and lead testing on
those parcels. Make sure sample(s) are taken by the concrete

pad where a structure existed during the period of lead paint use.

6/14/12

12/10/12

14

73

Hazards

Please find a way to access the southern parcels APN 129-010-
73 through -76 and conduct organochlorine pesticide, arsenic
and lead testing in the area of past agricultural use.

To be a condition, monitoring

6/14/12

12/10/12

14

74

Hazards

County Staff has reviewed the Environmental Transaction
Screen dated October 27, 2011 for Five Parcels Near Lilac Road
and Covey Lane (also known as Gopher Canyon LP) prepared
by Ninyo and Moore and submitted to the County on April 30,
2012. The attached Phase | ESAs, Limited Pesticide
Investigations, and Test Pit Sampling were also reviewed. The
puff file was incomplete and this property will require additional
action and conditions described in the following comments.

6/14/12

12/10/12

14

75

Hazards

Pages 33-42, 59-66, 77, 84, 85, and 97 of the puff file are blank.
Please provide a complete hard copy and puff including the
missing pages.

6/14/12

12/10/12

14

76

Hazards

The level of toxaphene detected in one soil sample taken at
9603 Covey Lane was 610 ug/kg, which exceeds the residential
PRG of 440 ug/kg and CHHSL of 460 ug/kg for toxaphene.
Please enroll this property in the VAP for guidance on further
assessment and removal/ remediation of contaminated soil. A

closure letter from VAP will be required prior to site development.

Requires special conditioning or proposal
from applicant

6/14/12

12/10/12

14

77

Hazards

The pipe discharging sewage to the ground on APN 129-010-68
should be fixed as soon as possible to prevent further sewage
contamination.

To be a condition

6/14/12

12/10/12

14

78

Hazards

The residential structures and warehouse on APN 129-010-68
will require asbestos and lead testing prior to demolition.

To be a condition

6/14/12

12/10/12
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Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required Issﬁﬁgizzllgﬁzi?g:s;ary Ide%?itfeied Rezgl:\?ed
Hazards In response to attachment P of the Major Pre Application letter
and attachment E of this letter, the applicant compiled a list of
14 79 hazardous materials currently stored on-site. Please ensure that 6/14/12 12/10/12
all of this information is reflected in the Phase | ESAs prepared
for each property.
Hazards Please re-review attachment P of the Major Pre Application
Summary letter and Attachment E of this letter, and provide the
14 80 rgquested information. The hazar.dous substances that would To be a condition 6/14/12 12/10/12
trigger a hazardous materials business plan would be those
proposed for use and storage for the proposed project, not those
that are on-site currently.
Implementing Prelim.
15 1 Grading Plan Please have the engineer and owner sign the plans. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Implementing Prelim.
15 2 Grading Plan Please add the Tentative Map number to the plans (TM 5572). 6/14/12 12/10/12
Implementing Prelim. Pl ise to add I t the Imol "
15 3 Grading Plan ease revise to address all comments on the Implementing 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map.
Implementing Prelim. - o .
15 4 Grading Plan The_ plans indicate off-site improvements. Please see Major 6/14/12 12/10/12
Project Issue #3.
Implementing Prelim. | The cross-sections need to be revised to meet the minimum Fire 6/14/12
15 5 Grading Plan Code requirement of 24-feet improved unobstructed access. The Implementing Tentative Map has been | 12/10/12 6/13/13
The road sections will need to be updated upon approval of the revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
Fire Protection Plan.
Implementing Prelim. . . 6/14/12
Grading Plan The hammerhead lot layout doe_s not meet Fire Code. Fire Code The Implementing Tentative Map has been | 12/10/12
15 6 requires a cul-de-sac when serving more than 2 lots. Please revised to address the comment 3/20/13 6/13/13
revise accordingly. '
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PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Implementing Prelim. . ) o ) )
Grading Plan Please provide details on all the off-site improvements, including
widening of West Lilac Road. If additional right-of-way is 6/14/12
15 7 required, it will be the applicants responsibility to obtain the right- | The Implementing Tentative Map has been | 12/10/12 6/13/13
of-way prior to the project moving forward. The plans indicate off} revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
site improvements, it is the applicants responsibility to obtain the
right-of-way prior the project moving forward.
Implementing Prelim.
Grading Plan The Fuel Management Zone should be revised to indicate a
proposed Limited Building Zone (LBZ) easement. The LBZ is a
minimum of 100-feet from the edge of the proposed biological
open space easement. Grading is allowed within the LBZ;
however, habitable structures are not allowed. 6/14/12
15 8 The Implementing Tentative Map has been | 12/10/12 6/13/13
All required fuel modification must be provided on-site as revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
required by the Fire Code. The LBZ shown on the plan include
sections less than 100-feet in width, which will require approval
from the Deer Springs Fire Protection District and County Fire
Marshal. This will need to be updated upon acceptance of the
Fire Protection Plan.
Implementing Prelim. |A number of the lots do not appear to be buildable due to the
Grading Plan small pad sizes and restricted lot area. Please provide an
analysis of the pad area for each lot indicated on the plans. The
15 9 Specific Plan should also identify how all of these types of lots 6/14/12 12/10/12
would be developed, taking into account setbacks, topography,
etc.
15 10 Implgr:;zri]rt:g%lzrnehm. The plans i_ndicate "???" along the centerline of the streets. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Please revise as necessary.
Implementing Prelim.
15 11 Grading Plan Please indicate the grade of all proposed roadways. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Implementing Prelim. |Please clarify whether the proposed parks are private or public.
15 12 Grading Plan Please also revise to address the comments from the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Department of Parks and Recreation.
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Implementing Prelim. . ) . .
Grading Plan The Subdivision Ordinance requires that the side and rear lot
lines shall be located along the top of slope rather than at the toe
or at an intermediate location on the slope. It appears that a
15 13 number of lots lines are located in the intermediate slope or at 6/14/12 12/10/12
the base of the slope (Lots 19, 197 through 211, 240 through
246, 117 through 137, 267 through 275, 284 through 291, 323
through 325, and 328 & 329.
Implce;‘r;((ejri]:g%;rnellm. The Implementing Preliminary Grading Plan indicates that Phase
15 14 1 would require 170,000 cubic yards of material. Please address 10/26/12 3/20/13
this throughout the technical documents, including the DEIR.
Implementing Prelim. . .
. The proposed sewer improvements need to be reviewed and
15 15 Grading Plan approved by the Valley Center Municipal Water District. 10/26/12 3/20/13
Implementing The Implementing Tentative Map indicates off-site 6/14/12
16 1 Tentative Map improvements. Evidence must be provided that these The Implementing Tentative Map has been | 12/10/12 6/13/13
improvements can be accomplished before the project can move revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
forward.
Implementing ) o
Tentative Map The Tentative Map indicates numerous easements to be _ _ 6/14/12
16 2 vacated. All easement holders must agree to vacate these The Implementing Tentative Map has been | 12/10/12 6/13/13
easements prior to Tentative Map approval. In addition, please revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
provide a list of all proposed street and easement vacations.
16 3 _Irmpler_nentmg Please add the map number to the Tentative Map (TM 5572). 6/14/12 12/10/12
entative Map
Implementing Please remove the topography (topo lines) from the Tentative
16 4 Tentative Map Map exhibit. It should be included on the Preliminary Grading 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan.
Implementing Please indicate all remaining structures on the Tentative Map
16 5 Tentative Map and indicate all setbacks to property lines and centerline of the 6/14/12 12/10/12
road.
Implementing On Sheet 2, please clarify the dimension of L4 (333.16-feet). It
16 6 Tentative Map does not match Sheet 4, which indicates a dimension of 854.82- 6/14/12 12/10/12

feet.
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3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Implementing On Sheet 2, please clarify the dimension of L12. The Tentative
16 7 Tentative Map Map indicates 504.43-feet, while the Assessor Map indicates 460 6/14/12 12/10/12
feet.
16 8 Implementmg Please add the net acreage of the site to the Tentative Map. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map
16 9 Impler_nentmg Please add that all existing utilities will be undergrounded under 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map note #6.
16 10 Implementmg Please |nd|c_ate how the Implementing Tentative Map would be 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map phased (Units).
Implementing Please indicate where access rights would be relinquished. It
16 11 Tentative Map should be indicated as hatched lines along the right-of-way on 6/14/12 12/10/12
the Tentative Map.
16 12 Implementmg Please remove the Condominium Map Statement. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map
Implementing .
16 13 Tentative Map Please ensure that the Assessor Pa_rcel Numbers listed on the 6/14/12 12/10/12
map are accurate. Please see previous comments.
16 14 Implementmg Please add the Fallbrook Union High School District to the map. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map
Implementing o -
. Please remove the Valley Center Pauma Unified School District
Tentative Ma . T o .
16 15 v P unless the Tentative Map is within the district boundaries. 6/14/12 12110112
Implementing Please add the Tax Rate Area to the Tentative Map exhibit.
16 16 Tentative Map Please note that no lot can be located within two Tax Rate 6/14/12 12/10/12
Areas.
Implementing The cross-sections need to be revised to meet the minimum Fire 6/14/12
16 17 Tentative Map Code requirement of 24-feet improved unobstructed access. The Implementing Tentative Map has been | 12/10/12 6/13/13
The proposed alleys do not meet the 24-foot minimum width revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
required by the Fire Code.
Implementing The hammerhead lot layout does not meet Fire Code. Fire Code 6/14/12
16 18 Tentative Map requires a cul-de-sac when serving more than 2 lots. Please 12/10/12 3/20/13

revise accordingly.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Implementing Please clearly indicate where each of the proposed Zone Boxes
Tentative Map apply. Also, the lots appear to be 4,000 square foot minimum. If
the Zoning is proposed to be 4,000 square feet, please remove 6/14/12
16 19 the other proposed Zoning Boxes. The map indicates that the 12/10/12 3/20/13
C34 zoning is proposed; however, Phase 1 only includes
property subject to the RU Use Regulations. Please revise as
necessary.
Implementing . - - .
Tentative Map Please revise the Zone Boxes to indicate a "D" Designator for
the single-family residential portions of the development. The
16 20 "D" Designator Site Plan would ensure that any future 6/14/12 12/10/12
development is consistent with the Specific Plan.
Implementing .
16 21 Tentative Map Please clarify the purpose of the HOA Lots (AA through II). 6/14/12 12/10/12
16 22 Implementmg Please indicate Lot 27 on sheet 2. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map
16| 23 Implementing 1, e indicate Lot 139 on sheet 2. 6/14/12 | 12/10/12
Tentative Map
16| 24 Implementing 1 e indicate Lot 149 on sheet 2. 6/14/12 | 12/10/12
Tentative Map
16| 25 Implementing 15, e indicate HOA Lot DD on sheet 2. 6/14/12 | 12/10/12
Tentative Map
16 26 Implementlng Please indicate whether the acreage of each lot is gross or net 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map on page 2.
Implementing oo
Tentative Map Sheet 2 indicates two lots (HH and KK) that are less than the
4,000 square foot minimum. These lots are required to be a 6/14/12
16 27 minimum of 4,000 square feet. Please revise as necessary. The Implementing Tentative Map has been | 12/10/12 6/13/13
Sheet 2 indicates a number of lots below the minimum lot size. revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
Please revise the lots to conform to the minimum lot size
required by the proposed zone (3,200 square feet).
16 o8 Implementlng On sheet '3,.ple.ase uge the same double circle notation on the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map map that is indicated in the notes.
16 29 Implementing On sheet 3, please add easement notes for numbers 22, 44, 89, 6/14/12 12/10/12

Tentative Map

96, and 117.
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Implementing 6/14/12
16 30 Tentative Map Please indicate easements 79, 80, 91 and 124 on sheet 3. 12/10/12 3/20/13
Implementin
Ter?tative Ma% On sheets 4, 5 and 6 indicate a 100-foot minimum Limited 6/14/12
16 31 Building Zone (LBZ) from the proposed biological open space. A| The Implementing Tentative Map has been | 12/10/12 6/13/13
larger LBZ may be required based on the Fire Protection Plan, revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
but the minimum is 100-feet per Fire Code.
Implementing 6/14/12
16 32 Tentative Map Please remove all references to off-site fire clearing. 12/10/12 3/20/13
16 33 Implementmg Plea_se indicate roadway access to Lots 1 through 4, including 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map the right-of-way etc.
Implementing

The minimum lot sizes indicated on the Implementing Tentative
Map are smaller than 6,000 square feet, which is the minimum
allowed under the Subdivision Ordinance. Therefore, the

16 34 Specific Plan will need to indicate the project standards that are 6/14/12 12/10/12
contrary to the requirements of the Subdivision Ordinance.
Furthermore, the Specific Plan should indicate how to determine
the setbacks based on the lot size or lot dimensions.

Tentative Map

Implementing

Tentative Map Please clearly indicate the proposed dedications along Lots 42

through 60 and 130 through 178. The Tentative Map exhibit is

16 35 unclear and it is difficult to determine what portion of the lot is not 6/14/12 12/10/12
under a right-of-way or fuel modification dedication.
16 36 Implementmg Sheet 4, please add the width of Lot 20 along the right-of-way. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map
16 37 _Irmpler_nentmg Sheet 4, please clarify the rear lot dimension of Lot 29. 6/14/12 12/10/12
entative Map
Implementing . . -
16 38 Tentative Map Sheet 4, please clarify what the box is that is listed as 114-feet 6/14/12 12/10/12

long adjacent to the proposed Alley from West Lilac Road.
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Implementing L . . . .
Tentative Map The Subdivision Ordinance requires that lot lines are radial from
the edge of the right-of-way. Please revise the Tentative Map to
16 39 ensure that all lot lines are radial to the roadway on which they 6/14/12 12/10/12
front. It appears that the following may exceed the requirements
of the Subdivision Ordinance: Lots 197, 224, and 325.
Implementing o . .
Tentative Map The Subdivision Qrdlnance requires thgt lots do not gxceed a
width to depth ratio of 3:1. Please revise the Tentative Map to
16 20 ensure thgt all lot lines conform to .the 3:1ratio. It appe.ars.that 6/14/12 12/10/12
the following may exceed the requirements of the Subdivision
Ordinance: 19, 20, 21, 54, 269, 270, 271, 272, 285, 286, 287,
288, 289, 290, and 291.
Implementing The Tentative Map indicates a number of narrow lots (39-feet
Tentative Map wide) and shallow lots (less than 90 feet in depth). Please
16 41 indicate in the Specific Plan how these lots would be developed 6/14/12 12/10/12
(setbacks) and if they would be consistent with other lots in the
surrounding area.
Implementing Lots 336 through 350 appear to be unbuildable due to the
16 42 Tentative Map constraints from the Limited Building Zone (LBZ) easement. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Please clarify how these lots would be developed.
Implementing Please indicate where access rights would be relinquished,
Tentative Map specifically for lots that front on Old West Lilac and the new
16 43 private roads. It should be indicated as hatched lines along the 6/14/12 12/10/12
right-of-way on the Tentative Map.
Implementing The Subdivision Ordinance requires that no residential lots shall
16 44 Tentative Map be designed so that they front on a Mobility Element road. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Please ensure that no lots front on a Mobility Element road.
Implementing Sheet 5, please clarify the purpose of the area to the southeast
16 45 Tentative Map of Lots 178 and 179. 6/14/12 1211012
16 16 Implementing Please clarify the location of HOA Lot HH on Sheet 5. 6/14/12 12/10/12

Tentative Map
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
16 47 Implementmg Please clarify the front lot line dimension for Lot 62. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map
16 48 Implementmg Please clarify the rear lot line dimensions for Lots 136 through 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map 133.
Implementing Please clarify the access to the lots along Old West Lilac Road.
Tentative Map Based on the maps it appears that the hammerheads are lots.
Please note that the hammerheads need to be cul-de-sacs are 6/14/12
16 49 required by the Fire Code. The cul-de-sacs should tie into the 12/10112 3/20113
proposed private road (Street "O").
Implementing Sheet 5 indicates numerous improvements and dedications
Tentative Map outside the boundaries of the project along Lots 65, 137, 138
16 50 and 139. Please see Major Project Issue #7 for additional 6/14/12 12/10/12
information.
Implementing Please remove the proposed utility and access easement and
16 51 Tentative Map any other references to the wastewater treatment plant from 6/14/12 12/10/12
Sheet 6.
16 50 Implementlng Please clarify the front lot line dimension for Lot 259. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map
16 53 Implementlng Please clarify the front lot line dimension for Lot 322. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map
Implementing The minimum frontage for a cul-de-sac lot is 33-feet. Please
16 54 Tentative Map revise HOA Lot KK as necessary. The side lot lines also need to 6/14/12 12/10/12
be radial to the right-of-way.
Implementing Based upon the Phasing Plan, the biological open space
Tentative Map easement associated with Lot E of the Master Tentative Map Please see the biology comments regarding
16 55 should be part of the Implementing Tentative Map along with the phasing. 12/10/12 3/20/13
adjoining Limited Building Zone Easement.
Implementing Please clarify the acreage of the site. The Specific Plan
16 56 Tentative Map indicates that the site is 119 acres. 12110112 3/20113
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3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Implementing The TM indicates existing right-of-way to be vacated off-site
Tentative Map along West Lilac Road; however, staff was unable to identify any
existing right-of-way. Please remove the statement from the
16 57 plans if there is no existing right-of-way. Additional revisions 12110112 3/20113
may be needed pending approval of the Traffic Study.
Implementing The TM indicates that the minimum lot size under General Note
16 58 Tentative Map |4 is 4,000 square feet, but the zone box provided indicates 3,200 | The Implementing Tentative Map has been | 12/10/12 6/13/13
square feet. Please clarify the proposed minimum lot size. revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
Implementing The Specific Plan identifies access via Shirey Road; however,
Tentative Map the Implementing Tentative Map does not include any access
roads to Shirey Road. Please revise the Implementing Tentative
16 59 Map/Specific Plan as needed. Additional information may be 12110112 3/20113
required if the project includes access via Shirey Road.
16 60 Implementing P_Iease redesign Lot "HH", which does not meet the minimum lot | The Imp_lementing Tentative Map has been 3/20/13 6/13/13
Tentative Map size. revised to address the comment.
Implementing The Implementing Tentative Map indicates off-site fire clearing.
Tentative Map An easement will need to be obtained from the property owner
prior to the project moving forward. Also, the off-site fire clearing ) .
16 61 on the project site that is located outside of the Implementing The Imp_lementlng Tentative Map has been 3/20/13 6/13/13
Tentative Map area will need to be dedicated on-site prior to the revised to address the comment.
recordation of the Final Map.
Implementing The Implementing Tentative Map indicates private road access
16 62 Tentative Map to Street "U". The Traffic Study should include this roadway in The Implementing Tentative Map has been 3/20/13 6/13/13

the analysis. Sight distance certification is also required for this
intersection.

revised to address the comment.
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PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. . . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Land Use/Community The Land Use/COmmunity Character Ana|ysi3 needs to be Analysis included in Draft EIR. Please see
Character Analysis |rewritten. It does not include any analysis of the project's comments under EIR.
conformance with the surrounding area. For example, the report
17 1 should _incl_ude a lot analysis of_ the surround_ing area to N 6/14/12 12/10/12
determine if the proposed lot sizes are consistent. In addition,
the analysis should also include a set of draft Major Use Permit
findings for the Major Use Permit proposed for the wastewater
treatment facility.
Land Use/Community Analysis included in Draft EIR. Please see
17 2 Character Analysis |Please indicate who prepared the Land Use Analysis. comments under EIR. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Land Use/Community
17 3 Character Analysis |Please submit a signed Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). 6/14/12 12/10/12
Landscape General ) .
Note - Requirements for landscaping are based on the County of
San Diego’s Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance, the
18 1 Water Efficient Landscape Design Manual, the County of San Informational 6/14/12 N/A
Diego Off-Street Parking Design Manual, the County's Grading
Ordinance, and the Valley Center Design Guidelines.
Landscape General [Coordinate and verify all plant palettes within the proposed
18 2 Specific Plan are consistent with Appendix A and B of the Fire 6/14/12 12/10/12
Protection Plan.
Landscape General
Plan Amendment |Coordinate all information within Chapter VIl with the Specific
Plan, including the planting schemes for entry monumentation,
and fencing materials and lighting concepts (see page Il1-26 of
Specific Plan). Consider adding a section to discuss private
18 3 roads within this chapter to match the Specific Plan. Under 6/14/12 12/10/12

Maintenance and Financing, the paragraph does not match the
heading of Public Pathway Landscaping, but instead matches
the Assessment Districts discussion on page V-9 of the Specific
Plan. Please revise. Coordinate maintenance information with
pages IlI-47 and 1V-5 of the Specific Plan.
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Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Landscape General

Chapter VII - add a section that discusses water conservation
Plan Amendment

measures proposed within the Specific Plan as it relates to
landscape irrigation and to be consistent with Project
Compliance information provided in Attachment A of the General
Plan. Specifically, Chapter 2, Guiding Principles 2, 8, 9, Policy
LU-1.2, LU-12.2, LU-13.1, COS 4.1 and 4.2, COS 4.5, COS 19.2,
and Policy 3 under Education Goal with the Valley Center
Subregional Plan.

18 4 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Landscape Irrigation

Coordinate all areas of the Specific Plan that discuss the use of
potable water, recycled water, groundwater, and grey water
systems for landscape irrigation and make sure all information is
consistent. Page I-2 discusses the use of groundwater as a
secondary source for irrigating orchards and common areas
during drier and hotter weather. Page II-7 indicates that recycled
water distribution pipelines will be installed within Community
roadways. Page Il-11 proposes the use of reclaimed water for
agricultural lands. Page II-12 states that a dual irrigation
distribution system will be utilized. Page 11-20 indicates that a
grey water system may be used for single family residential
landscapes. Page II-21 states that groundwater will be used to
supplement the recycled water supply for irrigation and page V-
7 says that a recycled booster pump ‘could' deliver to the
irrigation system or to the Valley Center Municipal Water District
service area. See Project Compliance response within
Attachment A under LU-8.3 of the General Plan Amendment
dated March 30, 2012. Please review these sections and verify
that the intent of the Specific Plan is to use potable water till the
temporary/permanent wastewater treatment facility is up and
running and how the transition from potable to recycled will be
carried out. Discuss piping and how groundwater will be used as
a backup to both sources of irrigation water. Clarify if
groundwater and recycled water will be mixed at some point.
Please also see the Groundwater Investigation requested in
attachment G for additional information.

18 5 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
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Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Landscape Irrigation
Verify that all planting palettes proposed, including the
introduction of new fruit trees into the parkway theme, will be
able to survive and thrive the high salt content of tertiary treated
wastewater and the potential use of groundwater, known to have
high TDS (Total Dissolved Solids), as a back-up source of
irrigation from installation, through establishment, and on-going
during the life of the permit. Coordinate with COS 19.2 of
Attachment A within the General Plan Amendment text, dated
March 30, 2012. Anticipate these sources of water when
addressing irrigation components to be used, including piping,
valves, flow sensors, drip irrigation, and sprinkler heads. Not
Resolved. No information provided relating to General Plan
Amendment Report. 3rd Request. No indication from 2/13/13
submittal that this comment has been addressed. The applicant
did not provide a response to comments to clarify if this has
been resolved or not.

6/14/2012
Resolved 10/8/12 6/13/13
3/20/13

18 6

Landscape Sewer
Treatment Facility
Plan

Sht. 3, Temporary Facility - provide additional vegetation along 6/14/12
the western edge of the facility to better screen the driveway, 3/20/13

18 7
pavement/parking area, and buildings from residential view. 1211012

Landscape Sewer . .
Treatment Facility Sht. 3, Temporary Facility - coordinate Landscape Concept Note

Plan no. 2 with Tentative Map. Tentative Map does not contain any
information to conform to at this point. Coordinate all information 6/14/12
18 8 on both sets of plans with the Specific Plan text. Irrigation 12/10/12 3/20/13
Concept Note no. 2, clarify that spray heads will be rotator or

rotor type to be more efficient and meet the requirements of the
Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance.
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Landscape Sewer
Treatment Facility |ght 4, permanent Facility - more information will be needed to
Plan illustrate how the detention basin interacts with the proposed
park to the east and any potential future solar farm adjacent to
this area as depicted on Figures 26 and 27 of the Specific Plan.
Same comments about spray system and coordination with
18 9 Tentative Map as with Temporary Facility. Still not resolved - no 6/14/12 3/20/13
conceptual landscape plans provided with MUP12-005. 3rd 12/10/12

Request. Sheet 2 of 2 submitted on 2/13/13 as part of the MUP
does not provide any information about the interaction between
the detention basin and the park to the east of the site as
previously requested. No response to comments were provided
by the applicant to address this comment either.
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It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Landscape Specific

Plan
Page II-1, A.2, last sentence - in order for the Specific Plan to be

more specific than the County's landscape requirements in areas
of discrepancies and conflicts, much more information and clarity
shall be required of the Plan. Design guidelines within this Plan
shall establish irrigation standards, vegetated LID techniques,
parkway planting, transitional zones based on vegetation
communities and habitat types, compatible plant palettes with
architectural themes, defining how Objective 3 (e) on page II-3
will be obtained, screening of recycling areas, sustainable
landscape principles to ensure less energy and water are
consumed within the Community, defining 'best management
practices for water conservation as approved by the Valley
Center Municipal Water District' (6.a, page 1lI-4), clarification of
how green waste/mulch will be available to common area and
residential landscapes throughout the Community (6.b, page II-
4), use of solar powered irrigation controllers/valves, Green
Building standards for landscaping, revegetation and restoration
plans for mitigation of disturbed areas (4 (d), page 11-10),
conformance with the Valley Center Design Guidelines, Bonsall
Design Guidelines, and the I-15 Corridor Design Review
Guidelines, the Scenic Corridors section within the Conservation
and Open Space Element of the General Plan, informally planted
private parkway and residential street trees, and design
standards for the Senior Citizen Village.

18 10 6/14/12 12/10/12

Landscape Specific

Plan Page II-7, 6.b - clarify with the Department of Environmental

Health that wastewater can be used in front yard and rear yard
residential landscapes. Make necessary revisions as needed.
18 11 Coordinate with the fourth paragraph under 3.d on page 11-20 6/14/12 12/10/12
about use of grey water systems for irrigating single family
dwellings, multi-family dwellings, the senior community, parks,
trail landscaping, fire buffers, etc.
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Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Landscape Specific |Page 1l-11, Landscape Concept Plan - provide location within the
18 12 Plan Specific Plan of the Conceptual Landscape Master Plan 6/14/12 12/10/12
referenced in this section.

Landscape Specific
Plan Page 1l-12, Water Conservation - first sentence, revise
conformance to be with the County's "Water Conservation in
Landscaping Ordinance and Water Efficient Landscape Design
Manual'. 2nd paragraph, Section 6712 (d) of the Zoning
Ordinance has been eliminated with the County's updated Water
Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance, adopted on February
12, 2010. Please review this ordinance and make necessary
revisions to this section. A Water Management Plan is no longer 6/14/12
18 13 applicable and has been replaced with a Water Efficient 12/10/12 2/25/13
Landscape Worksheet. 3rd paragraph, clarify who will be
responsible for regular inspections and water audits. 5th
sentence in third paragraph, change 'should' to 'shall’. Fourth
paragraph, revise 'Water Management Plan' to 'Water Efficient
Landscape Worksheet'. Partially resolved. Page II-27 still refers
to deleted Section 6712 (d) in Zoning Ordinance and Page 11-28
does not clarify who will be responsible for water audits and
regular inspections.

Landscape Specific |Page 11-18, F.3.a - clarify if the 648,030 gallons per day figure

Plan includes irrigating the projects common and private landscapes.
Coordinate information with the fifth paragraph under F.3.d on
pages I1-20/21.

18 14 6/14/12 12/10/12

Landscape Specific
PFI)an P Show the location, dimensions, and label all of the landscape

18 15 easements mentioned on pages IlI-3 and 4 under Public-Private 6/14/12 12/10/12
Road System within Figure's 17-20, 23, and 32-36.

Land Specifi
an sci?:n pectiic Page IlI-5, B.4, third paragraph - include that all parking lots shall

18 16 include interior tree planting for screening and heat relief per the 6/14/12 12/10/12
requirements of the County's Off Street Parking Design Manual.
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em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Landscape Specific
Plan Pages I11-17/18, E.1 - verify that landscaping within portions of
the project site inside the Community of Bonsall will need to be
compliant with the Bonsall Design Guidelines. Also include the
need for landscaping to be compliant with the County's Water
Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance and the Water Efficient
Landscape Design Manual. Explain how consistency will be
achieved with these regulations and provide design criteria or
refer to other sections within the Specific Plan text as
appropriate. Explain how fruit trees will be maintained along
18 17 parkways and how fruit drop and leaf litter will be addressed as it 6/14/12 12/10/12
relates to storm water management practices. Consider the
need for additional irrigation and fertilization to produce fruit and
the eventual size of avocados and the grove management
practice of leaving leaf litter under their canopies to retain soil
moisture. Include mention of required Encroachment Permits to
be issued through the Department of Public Works for all
planting and irrigation within the public street rights-of-ways.
Please also identify who will maintain the landscaping
throughout the community.

Landscape Specific ) o -~
Plan Pages I1I-17/18, E.1 - Figure 38 is missing from the Specific

Plan. Provide explanation of Special Conditions 1 and 2 on the
Fire Protection Plan, Figure 57. Provide additional clarification
of how landscaping within the Specific Plan will be compliant with
18 18 Valley Center Design Guidelines, specifically pages 23 (Road 6/14/12 12/10/12
Design Edge ), pages 38-41 (Planting Design), pages 45-46
(Site Lighting), pages 47-49 and 54-55 (Commercial
Development) pages 58-65 (Residential), and page 71 (Hillside
Development).




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
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Landscape Specific ) ) ) ) )
Plan Page 111-19, E.2.a (i) - clarify how typically high water fruit trees

may be included in drought tolerant, native slope plantings.
Under Brush Management Zones, explain the use of 3 zones
when the Fire Protection Plan calls out for 2 zones, A & B.
18 19 Coordinate with Sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the Fire Protection Plan. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Fruit drop from Olive trees are known to stain hardscape
surfaces, how will this be addressed if proposed adjacent to
roads. Consider clarifying locations of various plant palettes
within Figures 17-20, 23, and 32-36.

Landscape Specific

Plan Page 111-20, E.2.a (i) - the Valley Center Design Guidelines talk

about informal grouping of trees along roadways, and the
Specific Plan talks about formal rows of grove trees, clarify
intent. Provide discussion about how mixing fruit trees with
18 20 native vegetation will be achieved considering the significant 6/14/12 12/10/12
difference in watering, fertilizing, and maintenance requirements.
Provide discussion about the use and locations of invasive plant
species (typical to all proposed Zones), such as the olives,
gazania, lantana, and vinca species.

Landscape Specific

Plan Page 111-21/22 - provide discussion of the use and location of the

proposed hydroseed mixes, A & B. Artemisia, Eriogonum, and
Salvia melifera are all considered fire prone vegetation and
identified on the County's Undesirable List within the Fire,

18 21 Defensible Space and You brochure. Coordinate with the 6/14/12 12/10/12
project's Fire Protection Plan (see Section 4.5.2.6). Please also
see the comments under Fire Protection Plan under #11 in this
checklist and comments from the San Diego County Fire
Authority and Deer Springs Fire Protection District.

Landscape Specific |Coordinate Landscape Zones, street trees, parkway plantings,
18 22 Plan and fruit trees identified in section E.2 (a) and (b) within Chapter 6/14/12 12/10/12
3 with Figures 17-20, 23, and 32-36.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Landscape Specific . .
Plan Page IlI-24, E.2.c - show locations of primary and secondary
signs on conceptual landscape plans (Fig. 38). Clarify if Figure
18 23 39 is mislabeled in showing two Primary signs and that one of 6/14/12 12/10/12
them should be Secondary. Provide plant palette for this sign to
match and expand upon what is described in the Description.
18 o4 Landscape Specific 'Page I.II-.24, I'E:2.c .(ii) - clqrify or cqmbine the two different 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan Descriptions' in this section. Provide plant palette.
Landscape Specific |Page 1lI-24, E.2.d - provide reference to specific cross sections
18 25 Plan and Figures within Specific Plan for information provided in this 6/14/12 12/10/12
paragraph. Provide a plant palette.
Landscape Specific |Pages 111-24/25, E.2.d (I, i, iii) - provide details with dimensions
18 26 Plan and location within right-of-way, coordinate with Figures 21-23. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Be specific on paving materials.
Landscape Specific |Page I11-25, E.2 (e) - call out locations of parks on conceptual
18 27 Plan landscape plans and provide plant palette. Coordinate, and/or 6/14/12 12/10/12
refer to section E.2.b (iii).
Landscape Specific |Page 111-25 - show calculations and provide discussion about
18 28 Plan how Park Land Dedication Ordinance percentages were 6/14/12 12/10/12
established at 66.67% and 33.3%.
Landscape Specific |Page I11-26 - provide discussion of any alternative use for the
18 29 Plan Private Recreational Facility if 'successful negotiations' are 6/14/12 12/10/12
unsuccessful.
Landscape Specific [Page 111-26 - clarify that Fence Concepts should be labeled as f)
Plan and Lighting Concepts should be g). Discuss planting to be
18 30 provjded iq fropt of soli.d walls and fences to meet. Valley Center 6/14/12 12/10/12
Design Guideline requirements. Discuss alternatives to the
Lighting Concept if studies show a conflict with the County's
Light Pollution Code.
Landscape Specific |Page I11-38, F.4.c - include consistency with Valley Center
Plan Design Guidelines for landscaping associated with Multi-Family
18 31 Residential developments, revise first sentence in this section to 6/14/12 12/10/12

acknowledge this. Provide more direction on how this will be
accomplished.
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Landscape Specific

Plan Page 111-39, Landscape General - list appropriate Federal, State,

and County Codes the Specific Plan will be in conjunction with.
Clarify if Landscape General applies to the Multi-Family section
(F.4) or is meant to be applicable to all use types.

18 32 6/14/12 12/10/12

Landscape Specific

Plan Page 111-40, first bullet - per the County's Water Conservation in

Landscaping Ordinance, California registered Architects and
Civil Engineers may also prepare required Landscape
Documentation Packages. Plans shall be in compliance with the
County's Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance, the
Water Efficient Landscape Design Manual, the Valley Center
Design Guidelines, the County's Grading Ordinance, and the Off
Street Parking Design Manual. Verify if the Bonsall Design
Guidelines and the 1-15 Corridor Guidelines apply to this project
as well.

18 33 6/14/12 12/10/12

Landscape Specific

Plan Page 1ll-41, 6.c - consider the end users of these areas and

tailor the Landscape and/or Hardscape section to their needs,
18 34 such as handicap ramps, ample seating, less stairs, more 6/14/12 12/10/12
hardscape pathways, lighting, etc. This section, as written, is a
repeat of that provided on page 111-31 for the Village Center.

Landscape Specific [Page I1l-42, Fire Protection Plan - this is a repeat of page I1-17

Plan and provides no new information except the last paragraph.
18 35 Consider removing this section or referring to Page 11-17. Also, 6/14/12 12/10/12
consider listing 'other methods designed to reduce losses during
a wild fire'.

Landscape Specific

Plan Page I11-47, K.1, revise to acknowledge that any landscape re-

designs will require a modification to an already approved
landscape plan through the Department of Planning and Land
18 36 Use. Plans shall also be in compliance with the Water 6/14/12 12/10/12
Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance, the Water Efficient
Landscape Design Manual, Grading Ordinance, Community
Design Guidelines, etc. in place at the time of resubmittal.
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Landscape Specific

Plan Page 111-48 - first bullet, as part of the overall approval of

required Landscape Documentation Packages, a Certificate of
Completion (section 86.722 of the Landscape Ordinance) will be
required prior to use or occupancy of a property and will include
a maintenance component (section 86.724) - compare language
of these sections with information contained within this bullet.
Third bullet - parkway landscaping will not be allowed to be
maintained by private homeowners. Please revise. Partially
resolved, 2nd Request. Revise note number 7 on page 111-48 to
acknowledge that parkway landscaping will be maintained Private landscaping within the parkway 6/14/12
18 37 through the Lilac Hills Ranch Homeowner's Association. Private | would be maintained by the HOA through a| 12/10/12 6/13/13
homeowner's will not be allowed to maintain any landscape Landscape Maintenance District. 3/20/13
improvement's within the parkway. 3rd Request. Still not
resolved. Page [11-50 of the 2/13/13 submittal still states that
landscaping within parkways will be maintained by private
homeowners or the HOA. Page 1-11 of the EIR submitted on
2/11/13 states under Private Roads that the street sytem to be
maintained by the HOA. Make revisions to be consistent
between two documents and remove any indication that a private
homeowner would be responisble for maintaining adjoining
parkway landscaping.
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Landscape Specific
Plan Page I11-52, K.3 (f) - this is the first indication of a Lilac Hills
Ranch Revegetation Plan. Provide discussion of this and what
impacts are anticipated to trigger requiring this document (RPO
wetland impact mitigation). Not fully addressed. Applicants
response states mitigation is for impacts to wetlands as analyzed
in project EIR. No changes or clarification have been made to
! T . . 6/14/12
Page IlI-52, K as previously requested. No indication if The conceptual revegetation plan is
18 38 : . . : . . 12/10/12 6/13/13
addressed in the General Plan Amendment Report. Provide included in the Biological Resource Report.
. . : . 3/20/13
requested information with next submittal. 3rd Request. Page IlI
56, 7(a) still refers to a Lilac Hills Ranch Revegetation Plan for
restoration of degraded and/or disturbed native plant habitats.
The applicant did not provide a response to comments with the
2/13/13 submittal, so it is unclear of their intent on clarifying this
comment.
18 39 Landscape Specific Page 111-61 - missing Figure 38. Page ll1-62 - verify 'Secondary 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan project entry.
Landscape Specific . .
Plan Pages IlI-63-66 - coordinate locations on conceptual landscape
18 40 plans. Provide notes, labeling as necessary, maintenance 6/14/12 12/10/12
responsibilities, and the source of irrigation water.
Landscape Specific |Page 111-80 - explain Special Conditions 1 and 2, coordinate with
18 41 Plan Figure 58. Coordinate with Sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the Fire 6/14/12 12/10/12
Protection Plan.
Landscape Specific ) . .
pe Sp Page IV-1, A.2 - second bullet - first mention of Planning Areas,
18 42 Plan | . . o 6/14/12 12/10/12
please clarify and coordinate with overall Specific Plan language.
Landscape Tentative |Coordinate Conceptual Landscape Plan, Specific Plan text, and
May i i
18 43 p Fire Protection Plan, make sure all components njatch_, such as 6/14/12 12/10/12
plant palettes, brush management zones, use of invasive and
fire prone vegetation.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Landscape Tentative . ' ' _ o
Map Sht. 2, Planting Notes - no. 4, clarify the intent of this note within

the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan shall provide direction for
future landscape submittals for various development types. No.
5, discuss the use of tree grates and unattached pavers within
the Specific Plan. No. 6, encroachment permits shall be issued
18 44 by the Department of Public Works for all trees proposed within 6/14/12 12/10/12
the public right's-of-ways Provide additional discussion of this
note within the Specific Plan. No. 10, coordinate maintenance
responsibilities with language of Specific Plan. No. 12, add that
these plant types shall also not be allowed adjacent to Open
Space Easements/Lots.

Landscape Tentative |Sht. 2, Irrigation Notes - coordinate discussion of reclaimed
Map water and potable water use with Water and Wastewater Plans

section within Specific Plan, make sure all information matches.

Notes 1 -7, coordinate with requirements of the Water

Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance and Water Efficient

Landscape Design Manual.

Landscape Tentative |Sht. 2, Brush Management Notes - revise hydroseed mixes

18 46 Map within Specific Plan to eliminate fire prone vegetation identified in 6/14/12 12/10/12

Zone B notes.

18 45 6/14/12 12/10/12

Landscape Tentative
I\Fjlap Sht. 3 - Coordinate Special Condition and Modified brush

18 47 management zones with Specific Plan and place additional 6/14/12 12/10/12
notes on sheet 2 of Tentative Map to clarify use of these zones.

Landscape Tentative

Map Provide discussion and description of Open Space Lots, HOA

Lots, and Remnants of Grove Trees within Specific Plan and on
Conceptual Landscape Plan. Identify what is contained within
these areas, how will they be maintained, and who will be
responsible for maintenance. Consider utilizing a chart on the
conceptual landscape plan to better explain.

18 48 6/14/12 12/10/12




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Landscape Tentative

Map Sheets 3 and 4 - provide more information within the Specific

Plan to better explain intent of Community Entry Monumentation
sites. Include planting palette. Show location of actual sign on

18 49 Tentative Map and indicate any proposed lighting. Please note 6/14/12 12110712
that all proposed lighting will need to be evaluated in the
requested Photometric Study.
Landscape Tentative i o )
Map Clarify use of grove trees - graphics indicate new plantings
18 50 based on plant palette on sheet 1 and information contained 6/14/12 12/10/12

within the Specific Plan text, but notes identify these graphics as
remnants of grove trees' - are they existing or proposed?

Landscape Tentative

Map Provide a detail of the proposed 6' fire resistant wall and provide

discussion within Specific Plan and coordinate with Fire
Protection Plan. Label proposed fencing within Tentative Map
area and refer to Figure 44 within Specific Plan. Please note
18 51 that a 6' foot fire resistant wall will need to be evaluated in the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Visual Resource Report and Land Use/Community Character
Analysis. The wall location will also need to be reviewed by the
Department of Public Works to ensure that it does not create a
safety hazard (sight distance).

Landscape Tentative

Map Sht. 4 - provide notes and label pads below lots 340, 351. Label

area between lots 61 and 331. Sht. 5 - provide notes and label
18 52 pad at the end of West Lilac Road. If information is provided on 6/14/12 12/10/12
other plans, refer to these plans. Sht. 5 - clarify area within OS
Lot 'E' and north side of street 'ZZ', it appears that it 'stretched'.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Landscape Tentative ) ) ) ) ) )
Map Sht. 6 - identify 'specimen trees' to be used, provide discussion
within Specific Plan. Will these be trees harvested from the site
prior to grading? Provide concepts for other Parks identified on
previous sheets and/or reference figures within Specific Plan for
18 53 clarity. Tree graphics differ from those shown on Sht. 1, clarify. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Provide additional notes to explain graphics, such as benches,
walls, edging, pathways, turf areas, tot lot surfacing, trellis
materials, etc.
Landscape Tentative |Sht. 7 - coordinate street cross sections with figures within
Map Specific Plan and any updates on information identified in
18 54 comments from review of Specific Plan text. Identify which 6/14/12 12/10/12
streets these sections apply to.
Landscape Tentative ) ) ] ] )
Map Verify with the Department of Public Works for median planting
within the public right of way that a 2'-3' wide concrete access
path along the perimeter will be required for maintenance crews.
18 55 Make revisions as necessary. All planting Wlthll’.] the medlfans. 6/14/12 12/10/12
and parkways along public streets shall be required to maintain
sight line distances. Provide notes on detail and discussion
within the Specific Plan text. Please also identify who would
maintain the proposed landscaping within the median.
Landscape Tentative |The landscape plan indicates off-site planting. Please provide |Off-site landscaping is for slopes associated 12/10/12
18 56 Map evidence that these improvements can be made or remove them with West Lilac Road, which is allowed 6/13/13
3/20/13
from the plan. based on Parcel Map 17355.
Landscape Tentative |Please coordinate the plantings along the roundabouts with the 12/10/12
18 57 Map detailed design work. The plantings could potentially impact Resolved 6/13/13
. ) 3/20/13
sight distance, etc.
Landscape Tentative - . o
P The landscape plan indicates planting within the proposed 12/10/12
18 58 Map . . . Resolved 6/13/13
biological open space easements. Please revise as necessary. 3/20/13
19 1 Maste_r Prelim. Please add the Tentative Map number to the plans (TM 5571). 6/14/12 12/10/12
Grading Plan
19 5 Maste_r Prelim. Please_ make all the same revisions requested on the Master 6/14/12 12/10/12
Grading Plan Tentative Map.




PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Master Prelim. Please provide approval from SDG&E and Valley Center 6/14/12
19 3 Grading Plan Municipal Water District for the proposed grading/improvements Comments provided 12/10/12 6/13/13
within their easements. 3/20/13
19| 4 Master Prelim. e 6, add that all existing utilities will be undergrounded. 6/14/12 | 12/10/12
Grading Plan
Master Prelim. - . . - .
; ! The plans indicate off-site improvements (catch basins, The Master Preliminary Grading Plan has 6/14/12
19 5 Grading Plan . . . 12/10/12 6/13/13
roadways, etc.). Please see Major Project Issue #3. been revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
Master Prelim. . . - . - .
; ! The cross-sections need to be revised to meet the minimum Fire | The Master Preliminary Grading Plan has 6/14/12
19 6 Grading Plan ; . . 12/10/12 6/13/13
Code requirement of 24-feet improved unobstructed access. been revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
Master Prelim. The hammerhead lot layout does not meet Fire Code. Fire Code 6/14/12
19 7 Grading Plan requires a cul-de-sac when serving more than 2 lots. Please 12/10/12 3/20/13
revise accordingly.
19 8 Maste_r Prelim. Please indicate the grade of all proposed roadways. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Grading Plan
Master Prelim. ] o
Grading Plan The Fuel Management Zone should be revised to indicate a
proposed Limited Building Zone (LBZ) easement. The LBZ is a
minimum of 100-feet from the edge of the proposed biological 6/14/12
open space easement. Grading is allowed within the LBZ; The Master Preliminary Grading Plan has
19 9 . . 12/10/12 6/13/13
however, habitable structures are not allowed. been revised to address the comment. 3/20/13
All required fuel modification must be provided on-site as
required by the Fire Code.
Master Prelim. . .
Grading Plan It appears that there are a number of drainage facilities proposed
within the biological open space easements (head walls,
. . . 6/14/12
culverts, and riprap). Please remove these improvements from Riprap has been removed from the
19 10 . S : ) 12/10/12 6/13/13
the open space. |t still appears that there is riprap proposed proposed biological open space.
o . . ; 3/20/13
within the biological open space. Please revise the plan to
remove the riprap from the open space easements.
Master Prelim. The Master Preliminary Grading Plan does not match the
19 11 Grading Plan Implementing Tentative Map Preliminary Grading Plan. Please 6/14/12 12/10/12

explain why the two plans do not match.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Maste_r Prelim. Please provide details on all the off-site improvements, including
Grading Plan widening of West Lilac Road and Mountain Ridge Road. If
additional right-of-way is required, it will be the applicants
- . ; . - . - 6/14/12
responsibility to obtain the right-of-way prior to the project All improvements are proposed within
19 12 . 2 o - 12/10/12 6/13/13
moving forward. The plans indicate off-site improvements existing easements.
. L 3/20/13
outside of existing right-of-way easements. Please see the
exhibit in the lower left corner of sheet 6. Please see Major
Project Issue #3.
Master Tentative Map|Please clarify the gross site acreage. The site acreage is
20 1 indicated as 610 or 611 acres in a number of different 6/14/12 12/10/12
documents.
20 2 Master Tentative Map Please add the net acreage of the site to the Tentative Map. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Master Tentative Map|Please indicate the Tax Rate Area. The Subdivision Ordinance
20 3 states that no lot shall be located within more than one Tax Rate 6/14/12 12/10/12
Area.
20 4 Master Tentative Map|Please indicate that the project is within the Valley Center and 6/14/12 12/10/12
Bonsall Community Plan areas.
Master Tentative Map|Please remove the topography (topo lines) from the Tentative
20 5 Map exhibit. It should be included on the Preliminary Grading 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan.
20 6 Master Tentative Map|Please revise note 6 to indicate that all existing utilities would 6/14/12 12/10/12
also be undergrounded.
20 7 Master Tentative Map Please remove note 13. 6/14/12 12/10/12
20 8 Master Tentative Map Please remove the Condominium Map Statement. 6/14/12 12/10/12
20| o |MasterTentative Map|p o ce remove APN 128-290-73-00. 614112 | 12/10/12
20| 10 |MesterTentative Map\, o ce remove 128-280-03-00 and add APN 128-280-42-00. 6/14/12 | 12/10/12
20| 11 |MesterTentative Map|p o ce remove APN 128-440-37-00 and add 128-280-37-00. 614112 | 12/10/12
20 12 Master Tentative Map|Please clarify the acreages in the Lot Summary Table. The 6/14/12 12/10/12
numbers do not add up to the site acreage.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Master Tentative Map|The Master Tentative Map indicates off-site improvements.
Evidence must be provided that these improvements can be The Master Preliminarv Grading Plan has 6/14/12
20 13 accomplished before the project can move forward. Please been revised to addrgss the cgomment 12/10/12 6/13/13
provide evidence that demonstrates that off-site improvements ’ 3/20/13
can be accomplished.
Master Tentative Ma . .
20 14 P Please clarify the proposed Zoning Boxes. They should 6/14/12 12/10/12
correspond to the Zone Boxes identified in the Specific Plan.
Master Tentative Ma - . .
20 15 P On sheet 2, please clearly indicate existing West Lilac Road 6/14/12 12/10/12
along the northern property line and add the right-of-way width.
20 16 Master Tentative Map Please_ include the Fallbrook Union High School District on the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map.
20 17 Master Tentative Map _Ple_ase clanf)_/ dlme_ns,lon L11 (504.43 feet). The Assessor Map 6/14/12 12/10/12
indicates a dimension of 460 feet.
20 18 Master Tentative Map .Ple.ase clanfy dlme.n5|on L43 (317.90 feet). The Assessor Map 6/14/12 12/10/12
indicates a dimension of 289.38 feet.
20 19 Master Tentative Map|On sheet 4, please make the assessor parcel lines lighter or less 6/14/12 12/10/12
prominent.
20 20 Master Tentative Map|Please remove all references to off-site parcels on the Tentative 6/14/12 12/10/12
Map exhibit.
Master Tentative Map ) o
The Tentative Map indicates numerous easements to be
vacated. All easement holders must agree to vacate these 6/14/12
20 21 - Ale \ 9 © To be a condition. 12110112 | 6/13/13
easements prior to Tentative Map approval. In addition, please
. . ! 3/20/13
provide a list of all proposed street and easement vacations.
Master Tentative Map|Please change "County of Flood Control District" to "County
20 22 Flood Control District” in Note # 17. 6/14/12 12/10/12
20 23 Master Tentative Map Easement note # 15 does not appear to be plotted on the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map.
20 o4 Master Tentative Map Easement Note #42 does not appear to be plotted on the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map.
20 o5 Master Tentative Map|Easement note 124 does not appear to be plotted on the 6/14/12 12/10/12

Tentative Map.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
20 26 Master Tentative Map|On sheet 2, please use the same double circle notation that is 6/14/12 12/10/12
shown on sheet 3 under easement notes.
Master Tentative Map|Please verify the proposed lot line associated with Lot D. It does
20 27 ngt appear to match the open space ease_mgnts indicated in the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Biological Resource Report, specifically within the proposed
Remainder Parcel.
Master Tentative Map .
Please clarify when the proposed open space lots (A-K) would
be dedicated to the County. As separate lots of a phased map,
the lots should be dedicated in conjunction with the adjoining Please see the biology comments regarding
20 28 phase. For example, Lots A and B should be dedicated on the phasing. 6/14/12 3/20/13
Final Map for Phase 1 and 2. This should also be included in the
Specific Plan Phasing Plan.
Master Tentative Map - . . _—
On sheets 4 and 5 indicate a 100-foot minimum Limited Building 6/14/12
Zone (LBZ) from the proposed biological open space. A larger |The Master Tentative Map has been revised
20 29 . - - 12/10/12 6/13/13
LBZ may be required based on the Fire Protection Plan, but the to address the comment.
- ) . 3/20/13
minimum is 100-feet per Fire Code.
Master Tentative Map|Please indicate where access rights would be relinquished. It
20 30 should be indicated as hatched lines along the right-of-way on 6/14/12 12/10/12
the Tentative Map.
20 31 Master Tentative Map|Please explain the purpose _of _the Rema_under Parcel. This 6/14/12 12/10/12
should be a proposed Lot within the project.
Master Tentative Map|Please explain the design of Lot 5. It exceeds the County
20 32 standard of 3:1 depth to width ratio. 6/14/12 1210712
Master Tentative Ma . .
20 33 W P Please explain the design of Lot 7 and 8. They do not appear to 6/14/12 12/10/12
conform to the County's Subdivision Ordinance design criteria.
20 34 Master Tentative Map Pleas_e mdu_:ate all proposed pu_bllc dedications on the Tentative 6/14/12 12/10/12
Map, including public parks, trails, etc.
20 35 Master Tentative Map|Please indicate all proposed private dedications on the Tentative 6/14/12 12/10/12

Map, including trails, overlooks, etc.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

. . . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Master Tentative Map|The Tentative Map proposes to dedicate Biological Open Space
easements over existing SDG&E easements. Please exclude
20 36 the SDG&E portions of these easements and provide written 6/14/12 12/10/12
permission from SDG&E to dedicate them adjacent to their
easements.
Master Tentative Map|Please indicate the setbacks to the existing and proposed
20 37 property lines for the existing single family residences that would 6/14/12 12/10/12
remain.

Master Tentative Map . - .
Please revise the Zone Boxes to indicate a "D" Designator for

the single-family residential portions of the development. The
"D" Designator Site Plan would ensure that any future
development is consistent with the Specific Plan.

20 38 6/14/12 12/10/12

Master Tentative Map ) o )
The Tentative Map indicates improvements to Covey Lane;

however, the existing IOD's do not include the whole area
proposed to be improved. Please provide evidence that the
improvements can be accomplished without resorting to County
20 39 of San Diego assistance. Please note that the Board of
Supervisors would need to accept the IOD's prior to the
proposed roadway becoming public. Please note that additional
dedications (I0OD and Private Road Easements) may be required
prior to the project moving forward.

Required prior to the project moving forward| 12/10/2012

for a decision. 3/20/13 6/13/13

Master Tentative Ma . - . L
P The Tentative Map indicates rip-rap within the proposed

20 40 . . ; 12/10/12 3/20/13

biological open space easements. Please revise as necessary.
Master Tentative Map L . L

Please indicate the width of the existing or proposed easement
that runs north of Covey Lane (off-site). It appears that the
improvements are proposed without any right-of-way or Required prior to the project moving forward| 12/10/12

20 41 . . . - - 6/13/13
easement. Prior to the project moving forward, the project must for a decision. 3/20/13

demonstrate that an easement has been recorded across the
property to ensure that access is available as proposed.




ATTACHMENT A
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Master Tentative Map|The Master Tentative Map does not indicate a Limited Building
20 42 Zone easement. Please revise to indicate a LBZ from the edge
of the proposed Biological Open Space.
MUP Plot Plan Please provide comments from the Valley Center Municipal

o 6/14/12
21 1 Water District on the proposed temporary and permanent 3/20/13

L 12/10/12

wastewater treatment facilities.

MUP Plot Plan It appears that there is a Parcel Map covenant on the proposed
Major Use Permit property. Prior to issuance of a Building

21 2 Permit for the Wastewater Treatment Plant, the covenant will Comment noted by applicant. 6/14/12 12/10/12
need to be satisfied. Please refer to Parcel Map 17704 for
additional information.

The Master Tentative Map has been revised

to address the comment. 3/20113 6/13/13

MUP Plot Plan  [The plot Plan needs to indicate the entire property(s) boundary
and should be dimensioned with setbacks. The Plot Plan

indicates future property boundaries for the wastewater Plan has been revised to show the property 6/14/12
21 3 ; . . 12/10/12 6/13/13
treatment plant that are not associated with a proposed Tentative boundary. 3/20/13
Map. Please revise the Plot Plan to indicate the property
boundary (existing legal lot).
21 4 MUP Plot Plan Please indicate the Assessor Parcel Number(s) of the 6/14/12 12/10/12
property(s).
21 5 MUP Plot Plan Please have the engineer stamp and sign the plans. 6/14/12 12/10/12
21 6 MUP Plot Plan Please have the owner sign the plans. 6/14/12 12/10/12
MUP Plot Plan . o -
The elevation drawing is not adequate. Please indicate what the
proposed structures would look like from the exterior. The
21 7 : : S : . 6/14/12 12/10/12
elevation drawings should indicate the material and provide
details on the appearance of the facility.
MUP Plot Plan . )
Please provide a cross-section of the proposed access roadway
21 8 and indicate the proposed improvement. The access road is 6/14/12 3/20/13
less than 24-feet in width, which is the minimum required by the 12/10/12

Fire Code. Please revise as necessary.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
MUP Plot Plan
The proposed facility needs to be setback a minimum of 100-feet
- . . . 6/14/12
from the proposed open space easement or the Deer Springs The Fire Protection Plan has been revised
21 9 . . o . 12/10/12 6/13/13
Fire Protection District and County Fire Marshal must grant an to address the comment.
. 3/20/13
exception to allow a smaller setback.
MUP Plot Plan The proposed facility may need to be moved further away from
: . . 6/14/12
21 10 the proposed residential use types depending on comments from 12/10/12 3/20/13
the Valley Center Municipal Water District.
21 11 MUP Plot Plan On sheets_ 2 and 3 remove the reference to a "park" as part of 6/14/12 12/10/12
the detention basin.
MUP Plot Plan Per Grading Ordinance, Section 87.402, all cut or fill slopes
21 12 exceeding forty feet in vertical height shall have drainage 6/14/12 12/10/12
terraces.
21 13 MUP Plot Plan Please provide a conceptual Landscape Plan for the proposed 12/10/12 3/20/13
Wastewater Treatment Plant.
Staff has reviewed the Noise Report dated September 11, 2012
. prepared by Recon and submitted to the County on September
22 L Noise Report 14, 2012. The report requires revisions as detailed in the 6/14/12 12/10/12
following comments.
. On page 3, Section 1.0, please update the NOIS? Element The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12
22 2 Noise Report reference to reflect the General Plan Update Noise Element. 6/13/13
. N address the comment. 3/20/13
The "2006" reference should be removed.
22 3 Noise Report On page 21, Taple 5, _mclude the during of time for the Leq The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
measurements (if available). address the comment. 3/20/13
. .On page 24, Section 2.1, Section Count.y Qeneral Plan, please The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12
22 4 Noise Report include a copy of Tables N-1 and N-2 within the current County 6/13/13
. address the comment. 3/20/13
Noise Element.
_ _On_page 27, Figure 6, plea_s_e include model point references as The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12
22 5 Noise Report indicated on Table 7 (specifically the receptors exposed to levels 6/13/13
address the comment. 3/20/13

of 60 dBA CNEL and over).
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

On page 26, Section i. Exterior Locations, please include
additional information that describes single family and senior
housing to be subject to the exterior 60 dBA CNEL requirement; The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12
multi-family residential and schools to be subject to the exterior address the comment. 3/20/13
65 dBA CNEL; and parks subject to the 65-70 dBA CNEL.
Please revise as it relates to the proposed project.

22 6 Noise Report 6/13/13

Page 32, Section 2.3.1 describes existing residences off-site.
Please include an additional figure illustration or us an existing
Figure illustration to show the location of the some of these
sampled homes. For example, where is the location of the
existing residence that would be exposed to 58 dBA CNEL.

The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12

address the comment. 3/20/13 6/13/13

22 7 Noise Report Additional Note: Please identify potentially impacted existing
homes located along the proposed roadways such as (but not
limited to) "Lilac Hills Ranch Road". It appears existing homes
maybe exposed to project related traffic noise exceeding 60 dBA
CNEL and/or exposed to a substantial 10 dB increase according
to Figure 6. Please identify these homes and evaluate

accordingly.

On page 26, Section i. Exterior Locations, please include
additional information that describes single family and senior
housing to be subject to the exterior 60 dBA CNEL requirement;
multi-family residential and schools to be subject to the exterior
65 dBA CNEL; and parks subject to the 65-70 dBA CNEL.

22 8 Noise Report Please revise as it relates to the proposed project. The Noise Report has been revised to 1210712

address the comment. 3/20/13 6/13/13

Note that Mitigation Measures revisions would be required to
include multi-family residential and schools to be subject to the
exterior 65 dBA CNEL; and parks subject to the 65-70 dBA
CNEL.
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Issue Resolution Summary
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Date
Identified

Date
Resolved

22

Noise Report

On page 26, Section i. Exterior Locations, please include
additional information that describes single family and senior
housing to be subject to the exterior 60 dBA CNEL requirement;
multi-family residential and schools to be subject to the exterior
65 dBA CNEL; and parks subject to the 65-70 dBA CNEL.
Please revise as it relates to the proposed project.

The Noise Report has been revised to
address the comment.

12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13

22

10

Noise Report

Page 32, Section 2.3.1 describes existing residences off-site.
Please include an additional figure illustration or us an existing
Figure illustration to show the location of the some of these
sampled homes. For example, where is the location of the
existing residence that would be exposed to 58 dBA CNEL.

The Noise Report has been revised to
address the comment.

12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13

22

11

Noise Report

On page 35-38, Section 2.3.2, please further clarify why the
project cumulative increase of 2 to 3 dBA CNEL is not
cumulatively considerable on these segments. Does this
segment occupy any existing sensitive receptors? Or does this
segment have an increase below the 60 dBA CNEL threshold.
Please clarify.

The Noise Report has been revised to
address the comment.

12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13

22

12

Noise Report

On page 39, Table 10, please revise to reflect the County Noise
Ordinance Table 36.404 as shown within the Am legal website.
Changes are minor and involve a different density reference.

The Noise Report has been revised to
address the comment.

12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13

22

13

Noise Report

General Comment: On page 41, Section 3.2, please revise
these sections under Section 3.2 to reflect the property lines of
the project as oppose to the actual location of the noise sensitive
receptor. Please note the County Noise Ordinance compliance
is subject to a property line standard, while construction noise is
subject to the property line shared with an existing sensitive
receptor.

The Noise Report has been revised to
address the comment.

12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13

22

14

Noise Report

On page 42, Section 3.2.1.3, please replace the statement
"While. . . operation and maintenance of emergency generators
are exempt from the County Noise Ordinance. . . " with a
reference to the County Noise Ordinance, Section 36.417 and
related excerpt deemed necessary.

The Noise Report has been revised to
address the comment.

12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13
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Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Noise Report On page 44, Section 3.2.1.9, please revise to include a
22 15 quantitative analysis for the recycling facility, similar to the The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
proposed Wastewater Treatment Facility described in Section address the comment. 3/20/13
3.2.1.8.
Noise Report On page 45, DC-1, please revise to reference the setback
distance requirement to the project property lines. Note that . .
22 16 Section 36.404 within the Noise Ordinance establishes noise The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
- . . address the comment. 3/20/13
level requirements at the project property lines and not at the
sensitive receptor.
Noise Report 45, MM N-3, at the end of the sentence ". . . Is required
N page 4o, VIV I¥-o, at fhe end of ne ?en ence -. . . 's require The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12
22 17 to minimize noise impacts to receptors.”, please include that it 6/13/13
. . address the comment. 3/20/13
would also reduce levels at the project property lines.
Noise Report On page 48, Section 3.3.1, identify existing residence closet to
the project site. It states 100 feet from project site, please . .
22 18 support, verify on a figure illustration. This would show the The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
- - . . address the comment. 3/20/13
worst-case existing receptor location(s) associated with the
project.
Noise R t
22 19 0Is€ Repor On page 48, Section 3.3.1.1, Construction off-site discussion will The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
be further discussed with staff and noise consultant. address the comment. 3/20/13
Noise R t - i i
oise Repor On page 51, DC-6, please revise to_ reference se_ctlon_36.409 The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12
22 20 and to discuss the setbacks in relation to the residential property 6/13/13
lines address the comment. 3/20/13
Noise Report On page 51, Section 3.4, please include a drilling operation
29 21 discussion and analysis as it relates to blasting. The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
Additionally, include the potential drilling and blasting address the comment. 3/20/13
locations (if available).
Noise Report On page 52, Section 3.4.2, MM N-7, please include a drilling The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12
22 22 ; 6/13/13
reference to the required plan. address the comment. 3/20/13
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Noise Report On page 53, Section 3.4.3, Summary section, please revise to
include a reference to the project property lines. Please note

that a global change shall be implemented to address the The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12
"property lines" as specified within the County Noise Ordinance. address the comment. 3/20/13
For example: ". . . The project property lines where an existing
sensitive receptor is located. . . ".

22 23 6/13/13

Noise Report . . .
Please evaluate all internal components associated with

the project that have not yet been mentioned in the report.
Project internal uses such as (but not limited to) the dog The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12
park area, special private events , etc. This uses must address the comment. 3/20/13
demonstrate compliance with the property line sound level
limits pursuant to the County Noise Ordinance.

22 24 6/13/13

Noise Report Additional noise comments may follow as staff continues to work The Noise Report has been revised to 12/10/12

22 25 with the Noise Consultant and applicant directly. address the comment. 3/20/13

6/13/13

Open/Space

Encroachment Map [The encroachment map needs to be revised. The encroachment
allowance is calculated per lot, not the entire project site. Please
see Form 374 for additional information: http://www.co.san-
diego.ca.us/luegdocs/DPLU%20FORMS/Cover%20Sheets/Zonin
23 1 g%20Forms/DPLU-
374,%20Resource%20Protection%20Study.pdf. Please provide
a conceptual development plan for this portion of the project that
demonstrates that it could comply with the RPO encroachment
requirements based on a per lot basis.

Please see the comments regarding the 6/14/12

Specific Plan. 12/10/12 3/13/13

Open/Space Please add the areas of the site over 25% slope (shown in
23 2 Encroachment Map |orange on the slope map) are included on the open 6/14/12 12/10/12
space/encroachment map.
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Photometric Study

Please provide a Photometric Study for the Implementing
Tentative Map. The study should include the details requested
in the Major Pre Application Summary letter and include the
details of the shielding and mounting height of the fixtures.

The Photometric Study indicates that the proposed street lights 6/14/12
24 1 would consist of LED lights. The Light Pollution Code regulates 3/20/13
S . 12/10/12
lighting by lumen value. The maximum lumen value allowed
within Zone B is 4050 lumens. LED provides an equivalent
amount of light at 40-50% lumens. Therefore, a maximum of
2,000 lumens of LED would be allowed. Please revise the
photometric study to demonstrate compliance with the ordinance
based on the lumen output of the proposed fixtures.

The Project Facility Availability Forms will need to be updated The forms have been updated; however,
Proiect Facilit based on the additional details regarding the project. In addition,| the Fire form indicates that service will not 6/14/12
25 1 roject Faclily ihe updated forms should reflect the correct APNS. reasonably available within the next five 12/10/12 | 6/13/13
Availability Forms L -
years. Conditions have been received from 3/20/13
the DSFPD.

Specific Plan - ]
The Specific Plan needs to rewritten to address a number of

issues, including the requirements of Section 65451 (a) of the
Government Code. County staff can schedule a meeting to
discuss the revisions in detail and provide guidance on how to
26 1 revise the plan to address the Government Code requirements 6/14/12 12/10/12
for a Specific Plan. The following is a list of specific concerns
that should be addressed. Please note that there are a number
of other items that need to be revised and can be discussed in

the meeting.
Specific Plan Please add the project numbers to the coversheet of the draft
26 5 Lilac Hills Specific Plan, GPA 12-001/SP 12-001. Please revise 6/14/12 3/20/13
the project number on the coversheet from SPA 12-001 to SP 12 12/10/12
001.

26 3 Specific Plan Please indicate who prepared the Specific Plan. 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Specific Plan Please revise the number of the SP provided on page 2 (i) to 6/14/12
26 4 indicate SP 12-001. Please revise the project number on page 12/10/12 3/20/13
(i) from GPA 12-0001 to GPA 12-001.
Specific Plan On Page I-1, the Specific Plan should specify the types of minor
26 5 changes the would be allowed without the approval of a Specific 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan Amendment.
Specific Plan The Project Description provided in the Specific Plan does not

contain the detail required by Section 65451 (a) of the
Government Code. For example, the Specific Plan does not
26 6 indicate the amount of acreage allotted for residential, 6/14/12 12/10/12
commercial, recreation or institutional development. The
Specific Plan needs to be revised to include more detailed
information on all the proposed uses within the project.

Specific Plan o . '
Please remove all unnecessary subjective language, including

references to sustainability and smart growth. The Specific Plan
needs to be revised to remove all this unnecessary language
and provide the details of the development as required by
Government Code Section 65451 (a). For example, the

26 7 Community Concept and Community Goals and Objectives 6/14/12 12/10/12
should be rewritten to address these concerns. The
Sustainability Community Goals, Smart Growth Community
Goals and Smart Growth Community Policies should be
removed. Please coordinate with staff on the changes prior to
resubmittal of the Specific Plan.

Specific Plan Please remove all references to "Escondido"” throughout the
Specific Plan. The project is located within the unincorporated
26 8 portion of San Diego County within the communities of Valley 6/14/12 12/10/12
Center and Bonsall.
Specific Plan . . .
26 9 Please clarify the acreage of the project site and the number of 6/14/12 12/10/12

properties (parcels) throughout the Specific Plan.
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Specific Plan ) ) o
In paragraph 2 on page I-1, please clarify "sizeable limited

access senior citizen village." The Specific Plan needs to
provide details on the proposed development, including the
proposed size, specifically square footage, height, number of
beds, access, including location and improvements, and the age
of the restricted community. Please note that any senior units
containing a kitchen will qualify as a dwelling unit and count
toward the maximum number of units (1,746 du).

26 10 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan

Please remove all references to "limited access", which conflicts
with the County Subdivision Ordinance and General Plan
regarding roadway connectivity. For example, Policy M 1.2 of
the Mobility Element states "provide an interconnected public
road network with multiple connections that improve efficiency by
26 11 incorporating shorter routes between trip origin and destination, 6/14/12 12/10/12
disperse traffic, reduce traffic congestion in specific areas, and
provide both primary and secondary access/egress routes that
support emergency services during fire and other emergencies.
Please see Major Project Issues #6 and #7 for additional
information regarding access and roadway connectivity.

Specific Plan . . .
Please confirm to the overall acreage of the project site. The

26 12 Specific Plan on page I-1 indicates a site acreage of 608 acres, 6/14/12 12/10/12
while many of the technical reports indicate 610 acres.

Specific Plan Please add "Open Space Vacation" to the list of discretionary
26 13 permits submitted with the Specific Plan at the end of paragraph 6/14/12 12/10/12
2 on page I-1.
Specific Plan

The Specific Plan should include an analysis of the number of
26 14 units allowed under existing Zoning Regulations, RPO density 6/14/12 12/10/12
calculations and General Plan Land Use Designations.
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Specific Plan . - :
The Specific Plan indicates that overall density of the

development is 2.9 dwelling units per acre. This calculation is
based on the maximum number of dwelling units (1,746 du) 6/14/12 12/10/12

26 15 divided by the entire site acreage (608 acres). Additional
information is required on the "senior citizen village" in order to
verify that the overall density is 2.9 du/ac.
Specific Plan . - . .
pect The Specific Plan should also indicate if any visitor centers are
26 16 L - . . 6/14/12 12/10/12
proposed within the development and indicate their location.
Specific Plan

Under School Site, please discuss the two proposed locations,
26 17 the type of school proposed, size of the area(s) to be reserved 6/14/12 12/10/12
for the school, the applicable districts, setbacks, height, etc.
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Specific Plan Under Recycling and Waste Transfer Facility (RWTF), please
remove "proposed.” If this is part of the proposal it should be
indicated as such. For example, the Specific Plan should read
"a RWTF will be provided on-site and will consist of..." The
description provided lacks the necessary details, including
acreage, operator, location, access, staffing, height, etc.

If included, the purpose of the RWTF should be to collect,
recycle, and sort on-site trash with the potential for green waste
to be reused throughout proposed common areas and by
homeowners. Other household waste may be sorted to remove
recyclable materials.

26 18 Suggested for MUP: 6/14/12 12/10/12

Prior to the implementation of the Transfer Facility and or Green
Waste Recycling Center, proper permits and oversight must be
obtained or a letter stating no permit or oversight is required from
the Department of Environmental Health (DEH) Solid Waste
Local Enforcement Agency (LEA).

Please note that a regular recyclable buy back center for things
like cans and bottles would not require any LEA oversight. If the
recycling center is expanded to include household hazardous,
electronic or universal waste would need review and possible
health permit from the DEH hazardous materials division. Any
building permits for the structure or surrounding area to be used

Specific Plan . . . o
P Please revise "On-Site Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) to "On-|

26 19 Site Wastewater Treatment Plant and Reclamation Facility."

6/14/12 12/10/12
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Specific Plan ) ) .
Under "On-Site Water Reclamation Facility (WRF)", the

description should be revised to reflect the phasing of the project
and the temporary and permanent facilities. Based on the

26 20 information provided the "water reclamation” facility could not 6/14/12 12/10/12
begin operation until a certain number of dwelling units are
developed. Additional information should also be provided, such
as square footage, operator, etc.

Specific Plan In the second paragraph under WRF, please review Major
Project Issues #11 and #12 regarding public parks. The project

26 21 is required to dedicate additional public parks and trails. This 6/14/12 12/10/12
section should be revised accordingly.
Specific Plan In the third paragraph under WRF, please remove the word 6/14/12
26 22 "distressed." Please remove all references to distressed 3/20/13
! 12/10/12
agriculture.
Specific Plan

In the last sentence of the third paragraph under WRF, it states
that "solar facilities will be integrated throughout the community."
This should be clarified and explained further. It is unclear

26 23 whether this is in regards to the proposed solar facility or to be 6/14/12 12/10/12
incorporated throughout the community in different locations or
utilizing roof-top solar. If no solar facility is proposed, please
remove this discussion from the Specific Plan text.

Specific Plan
P In the fourth paragraph under WRF, it states that the project

26 24 includes off-site improvements. Please see Major Project Issue 6/14/12 12/10/12
#3 for additional information regarding off-site improvements.
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Specific Plan
In the fourth paragraph under WRF, it states that "access to the
County maintained road system to the south of the Community
will be provided by a legal, physical connection to Circle R Road.
No information has been provided on how this connection would
26 o5 be made. Access to Circle R Road (Mountain Ridge Road) is by 6/14/12 3/20/13
a private road easement that is not available for use by the 12/10/12

public, specifically for the proposed commercial, civic or
institutional use types. Please provide additional information that
demonstrates that the access is legally and physically feasible
for use by the community.

Specific Plan

The project proposes to utilize groundwater as a secondary
source of water for irrigation purposes. Staff has requested
additional information on the proposed use of groundwater,

26 26 including potential impacts to existing groundwater users and on-
going monitoring. The Department will determine whether this is
appropriate based on the additional information provided and
comments from the Valley Center Municipal Water District .
Please also see the Groundwater Investigation attachment G.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan In the third paragraph on Page I-3, please clarify where the

26 21 existing storm water and agricultural runoff is conveyed.

6/14/12 12/10/12
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Specific Plan The fourth paragraph on Page I-3 should be revised to reflect the
rural agricultural nature of the site and surrounding area.

The draft Specific Plan indicates that "the area has a
predominance of single family residential homes on parcels
ranging from less than 3,000 square feet up to and exceeding 2
acres." This should be revised based on the additional
information requested by staff in the Land Use/Community
Character Analysis regarding lot sizes in the surrounding area.
26 28 For example, there are two parcels adjacent to the development
that are over 40 acres in size, but are not reflected in this
description. In addition, the draft Specific Plan also states that
there are small commercial and office buildings and an industrial
rock crushing manufacturing and concrete batch plant nearby.
Please revise this section of the draft Specific Plan to conform to
the analysis provided in the Land Use/Community Character
Analysis.

6/14/12 12/10/12
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Specific Plan

Section D, Community Concept needs to be rewritten to remove
unnecessary language and description that does not specifically
describe the theme and concept of the project. Sections like the
following need to removed as they are not necessary and do not
discuss the theme or concept of the project: "To some it will
evoke feelings of a rural village nestled among rolling hills of fruit
trees and valleys of natural open space." This section should be
shorted and simplified to indicate the theme and concept. For
example, the plan can indicate that the project would provide a
range of housing types, including detached single family, multi-
family and mixed uses, including a main Village Center with two
smaller Village nodes located throughout the development. In
summary, this section of the plan should discuss the amenities
and overall theme of the development and omit any unnecessary
language. Please coordinate with staff on the requested
revisions prior to resubmittal.

26 29 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan Section D, paragraph 6, the draft Specific Plan indicates that
there would be a bell tower located in the Village Center.
Additional information needs to be provided on the height,
operating characteristics and design of the bell tower. There
could be an issue with the overall height of the tower based on
the 35-foot height limit, including visual impacts and an issue
with whether it is consistent with building heights in the
surrounding area. A Major Use Permit will likely be required for
this facility, but will be determined based on a review of the
information provided.

26 30 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Specific Plan
Section D, paragraph 6, the draft Specific Plan indicates that the

Village Green would host holiday celebrations and other events
for resident families and the community at large. Additional
information needs to be provided on the operating characteristics
of the Village Green, including the location of the events,
frequency, and any additional facilities required. A concept plan
should be provided in the Specific Plan for the Village Center 6/14/12
and bell tower. A Major Use Permit will likely be required for this 12/10/12
facility, but will be determined based on a review of the
information provided. The Noise Study requested in attachment
H should also evaluate any potential noise impacts resulting
from the proposed bell tower. Please provide additional
information regarding the operational characteristics of the
private park (P-6), specifically special events, etc.

26 31 3/20/13

Specific Plan ) »
In the first paragraph on page I-5, the draft Specific Plan

indicates that the Village Center may provide sidewalk cafés.
The Zoning Ordinance contains specific regulations for sidewalk
cafés. Please review Section 6158 (a) to determine if the project 6/14/12
would comply with these requirements or if different standards 12/10/12
should be provided within the Specific Plan. Please provide
additional detail in the Specific Plan regarding the requirements
for the sidewalk cafés.

26 32 3/20/13

Specific Plan -
In the second paragraph on page I-5, the draft Specific Plan

indicates that the Village Center would provide a Farmers'
Market. The Zoning Ordinance contains specific regulations for
Farmers' Markets. Please review Section 6122 to determine if
26 33 the proposed project would comply with these requirements or if 6/14/12 12/10/12
different standards should be provided within the Specific Plan.
Please note that additional permitting requirements would be
required through the Department of Agriculture, Weights and
Measures.
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Specific Plan The discussion regarding Cultural Resources will need to be
updated based on the revisions and updates to the Cultural
26 34 Resource Report, including all off-site impacts resulting from 6/14/12 12/10/12

road improvements. Please see the Cultural comments under
#9 in this checklist.

Specific Plan
P The discussion regarding Water Resources will need to be
updated based on the results of the Groundwater Analysis,
26 35 Water Supply Assessment and additional information provided 6/14/12 12110112
by the Valley Center Municipal Water District.
26 36 Specific Plan ;’Iease reword the last sentence in the first paragraph on page I- 6/14/12 12/10/12
Specific Plan

The discussion regarding Biological Resources will need to be
updated based on the results of the Biological Resource Report,
including the indication that mitigation would be provided on-site.
26 37 Additional information will need to be included regarding the 6/14/12 12/10/12
project's conformance with the Resource Protection Ordinance
(RPO) regarding wetland impacts. Please see the Biology
comments under #9 in this checklist.

Specific Plan The discussion regarding Geology will need to be updated based
on the results of the Geological Technical Report and RPO

26 38 Steep Slope and Encroachment Analysis. Please see the 6/14/12 12/10/12
comments under RPO Steep Slope and Encroachment Analysis
for additional information.

Specific Plan » o o
The draft Specific Plan indicates that the existing Land Use

Designations are Semi-Rural 4 (SR-4) and Semi-Rural 10 (SR-
10), which are slope dependent Land Use Designations. The
draft Specific Plan should provide a table and discussion of the
26 39 number of dwelling units allowed under the existing designation 6/14/12 12/10/12
based on the slope of the site. The draft Specific Plan should
also provide a table and discussion of the number of dwelling
units allowed under the existing Zoning Regulations, including
the proposed elderly residential component.
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Specific Plan » o o
The draft Specific Plan indicates that the project includes a

General Plan Amendment to change the Land Use Designation
to Village Residential 2.9 (VR-2.9) and Village Core Mixed Use
(C-5). Atable should be provided that indicates each proposed
use type, estimated acres, and number of dwelling units.
Furthermore, an exhibit should be provided that indicates each
phase or planning area, the acreage and the maximum number
of dwelling units allowed.

26 40 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan Please reword the first sentence under Proposed Zoning on

26 41 page 1-10.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan . L
Under Proposed Zoning, please indicate that the proposed

Zoning Use Regulations are Urban Residential. There are no
26 42 longer residential densities associated with the Zoning Use 6/14/12 12/10/12
Regulations. The residential density is assigned under the
General Plan and in this case, the Specific Plan.

26 43 Specific Plan Under Relationship to General Plan, please revise the second 6/14/12 12/10/12
sentence.

26 a4 Specific Plan Plegse add an Qpen Space Vacation to the list of permits under 6/14/12 12/10/12
Project Applications.

Specific Plan ) )

Please revise Figure 3, Steep Slopes, to address comments
regarding the RPO steep Slope Analysis and Encroachment
Map. Please add a policy in the Specific Plan that future phases 6/14/12

26| 45 P. ROTCY . : b 12/10/12 | 6/13/13
would need to prepare a RPO steep slope analysis and

; - - 3/20/13

encroachment map in conformance with the RPO prior to
approval of any discretionary permits.

26 6 Specific Plan Please remove Flgure 4 from the draft Specific Plan. It is not 6/14/12 12/10/12
necessary or required.

26 47 Specific Plan Please revise Figures 5_ through 10 to indicate the Bonsall and 6/14/12 12/10/12
Valley Center Community Plan areas.

26 48 Specific Plan Please revise Figure 9 to indicate the Limited Agricultural (A70) 6/14/12 12/10/12

and Rural Residential (RR) Use Regulations.
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Specific Plan ) ) L
Please revise Figure 10 to remove all references to densities in

the Zoning Use Regulations. For example, RU2 should be
labeled as Urban Residential (RU). The figure that depicts the
26 49 Zoning Boxes will be used to differentiate the different lot sizes 6/14/12 12/10/12
and development regulations. A separate figure should be
provided that identifies each phase or planning area and the
number of dwelling units and proposed uses.

Specific Plan The draft Specific Plan refers to areas for orchards and
26 50 vineyards under the Specific Plan Summary on page II-1; 6/14/12 12/10/12
however, it is unclear throughout the report where these areas

Specific Plan The draft Specific Plan under Specific Plan Summary indicates

the project proposes to make off-site infrastructure

improvements to streets, trails and water and drainage facilities. The Tentative Map and Specific Plan have

No information has been provided regarding off-site been revised to indicate the required off-site 6/14/12
26 51 improvements or whether the applicant has the ability to improvements. includin exis(tqin riaht-of- 12/10/12 6/13/13
construct these off-site improvements. Please clarify what off- P ' 9 gng 3/20/13

o . . way or easements.
site improvements are required or proposed or delete this y

statement. This section to be updated after acceptance of the
Traffic Study.

Specific Plan » » o
The draft Specific Plan under Specific Plan Summary indicates

that the majority of the residential neighborhoods would be
located within one half mile of the Village Center. This should be
clarified and updated to reflect which phases or planning areas
would be located within one half mile of the proposed Village
Center. It should also be noted that the project is proposed to be
phased and the first phases of the project would not contain any
Village Centers or commercial uses.

26 52 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Specific Plan
The draft Specific Plan under Specific Plan Summary indicates
that the circulation pattern provides a variety of routes through
the community. The Project Internal Circulation Plan provided in 6/14/12

26 53 Figure 16 indicates a portion of a public road from the realigned 12/10/12 3/20/13
West Lilac Road. The figure provided does not indicate a variety

of routes through the community. Please clarify or provide
additional details on the proposed circulation plan for the project.

Specific Plan » » o
The draft Specific Plan under Specific Plan Summary indicates

the community would include pedestrian-scaled lighting. No
details have been provided on the proposed lighting of the
community. Additional information including a Street Lighting
Figure and discussion should be provided in the Specific Plan.
The Department has also requested a Photometric Study to
determine whether the project would conform to the County's
Light Pollution Code (Dark Sky Ordinance).

26 54 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan N ] ) )
The draft Specific Plan under Community Design and Operation

Policies indicates the Single Family Residential portions of the
project would not contain "B" or "D" Special Area Regulations for
Design Review. At a minimum, a "D" Special Area Regulation
should be applied to the Single Family Residential portions of the
project in order to ensure that the architectural design is
consistent with the Specific Plan. The "D" Special Area
Regulation would require a Site Plan to be submitted, reviewed
and approved by the Department prior to issuance of a Building
Permit.

26 55 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan ) o )
Community Goals and Objectives needs to be rewritten to

remove subjective language regarding the project, the project
26 56 site and the surrounding area. For example, the discussion 6/14/12 12/10/12
should not include statements about "sustainability” or "area at
the extreme edges of Escondido.”
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Specific Plan
Under Community Goals and Objectives (d), it states that the

project would provide a transition between the existing off-site
uses and proposed on-site uses. There is not enough
information provided to verify that there are appropriate buffers
or transitions between the existing uses off-site and uses
proposed on-site. Based on a review of the Implementing 6/14/12
26 57 Tentative Map for Phases 1 and 2 it appears that there are 6,000 3/20/13
o i . 12/10/12
square foot lots adjoining the property line. Please provide
additional information in the Land Use/Community Character
Analysis to demonstrate that there are appropriate buffers
between existing uses and the proposed development. Please
see comments under Fire Protection Plan, Agriculture, and
Traffic Study for additional information.

26 58 Specific Plan Under Community Goals and Objectives (g), please remove the 6/14/12 12/10/12
reference to Smart-Growth.

26 59 Specific Plan Please remove the Sustainability Community Goals section. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Specific Plan

26 60 Please remove the Smart Growth Community Goals section. 6/14/12 12/10/12

26 61 Specific Plan Please remove the Smart Growth Community Policies section. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Specific Plan Under Land Use Plan, it states that every effort has been made

26 62 to avoid or minimize impacts to drainage features. This section 6/14/12 12/10/12

will be need to be updated to address Major Project Issue #4
regarding impacts to RPO wetlands.
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Specific Plan Under Land Use Plan, it states that impacts to "some" man
made agricultural ponds and drainage areas have also been
avoided and provide opportunities for restoration projects. This
section needs to be revised to indicate which man made
agricultural ponds have been avoided and what areas are going
to be restored.

26 63 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan i - -
Under Village Center, the draft Specific Plan indicates that the

"New" West Lilac Road has the ability to be split into a couplet
with two parallel one way two-lane streets. This will need to be 6/14/12
26 64 evaluated in the Traffic Study and Fire Protection Plan. 12/10/12 6/13/13
Additional revisions to the Specific Plan may be necessary after 3/20/13
a review of the additional information. The Specific Plan may
need to be updated upon acceptance of the Traffic Study.

Specific Plan Under Village Center, the draft Specific Plan does not indicate
how many dwelling units will be allowed (single-family and multi-
family). It also does not discuss the amount of commercial
square footage proposed within the Village Center. This section
should detail all proposed uses within the Village Center in
detail.

Specific Plan Under Village Center, it states that recreational vehicle (RV)
storage is allowed. The Zoning Ordinance requires a Major Use
Permit in the C34 Use Regulations for Automotive and
Equipment: Storage, Recreational Vehicles and Boats. Staff
recommends that this use type be removed from the description
of the Village Center.

26 65 6/14/12 12/10/12

26 66 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Specific Plan i ) )
Under Village Center, it states that most of the development will

be two stories, but a few select buildings will be three stories in
height. The Specific Plan should indicate in detail which
structures will be over two stories in height. These structures will
26 67 need to be analyzed in the Fire Protection Plan. In addition, 6/14/12 12/10/12
there is no mention of height limits (in feet) within the Village
Center. The Specific Plan should indicate how tall the three
story structures would be along with all other proposed
projections, including the clock tower or dormers, etc.

Specific Plan Under Neighborhood Center (North), the draft Specific Plan does
not indicate the square footage of the proposed private

26 68 recreational site or commercial uses. It also does not indicate 6/14/12 12/10/12
how many attached single-family dwelling units are allowed or
the square footage of the park.

Specific Plan ] ]
Under Neighborhood Center (North), it states that most of the

development will be two stories, but a few select buildings will be
three stories in height. The Specific Plan should indicate in
detail which structures will be over two stories in height. These
26 69 structures will need to be analyzed in the Fire Protection Plan. In 6/14/12 12/10/12
addition, there is no mention of height limits (in feet) within the
Village Center. The Specific Plan should indicate how tall the
three story structures would be along with all other proposed
projections, including clock towers.

Specific Plan ] .
Neighborhood Center (South), the draft Specific Plan does not

indicate the square footage of commercial uses or the private
park. Furthermore, it does not indicate how many single-family
26 70 dwelling units will be provided or any details regarding the senior 6/14/12 12/10/12
community center, senior Group Care or Independent Living
Facility, such as square footage, number of beds, age or other
restrictions, number of kitchens (dwelling units), etc.
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Specific Plan ) )
Under Neighborhood Center (South), it states that most of the

development will be two stories, but a few select buildings will be
three stories in height. The Specific Plan should indicate in
detail which structures will be over two stories in height. These
26 71 structures will need to be analyzed in the Fire Protection Plan. In 6/14/12 12/10/12
addition, there is no mention of height limits (in feet) within the
Village Center. The Specific Plan should indicate how tall the
three story structures would be along with all other proposed
projections, including clock towers.

Specific Plan . . . . o
P Please rewrite the Residential Development section, specifically,

26 2 remove words like "substantial”, "tranquil”, and "intimate."

6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan Please remove the "Limited Access" title from the Senior Citizen
26 73 Village section title. Please also verify that the font size is 6/14/12 12/10/12
consistent throughout the title.

Specific Plan Under the Senior Citizen Village, the draft Specific Plan states
that the community would be age restricted. Please specify the
age restriction, along with the number of beds, square footage,
number of kitchens (dwelling units), etc.

Specific Plan Under the Senior Citizen Village, please provide the number of
26 75 single-family dwellings, multi-family dwelling units and square 6/14/12 12/10/12
footage of commercial uses.

Specific Plan Under the Senior Citizen Village, please revise the section to
identify a site for the facility.

26 74 6/14/12 12/10/12

26 76 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan . - . . .
Under the Senior Citizen Village, please revise the section to

remove the statement that the use is "encouraged" by the
Specific Plan. The Specific Plan should clearly indicate whether
a Senior Citizen Village is proposed as part of the project.

26 77 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan Under Public and Semi-Public Development, the draft Specific
26 78 Plan should indicate the acreage of the proposed public park site 6/14/12 12/10/12
and private park sites.
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Specific Plan
pectt Under Public and Semi-Public Development, the draft Specific

26 79 Plan should indicate that a Site Plan is required for the proposed 6/14/12 12/10/12
parks and will be submitted with each applicable phase.

Specific Plan ) -
Under Recycling and Waste Transfer Facility (RWTF), please

provide additional details regarding the square footage and
26 80 operator of the facility. In addition, please clarify whether off-site 6/14/12 12/10/12
trash would be brought to the facility and whether green waste
would be reused throughout the common areas.

Specific Plan Under Recycling and Waste Transfer Facility (RWTF), please
remove the last sentence.

Specific Plan Please revise the Water Reclamation Facility to Wastewater
Treatment Plant and Reclamation Facility.

26 81 6/14/12 12/10/12

26 82 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan
P The Water Reclamation Facility section needs to be updated 6/14/12

26 83 based on information provided by the Valley Center Municipal The Spe;:gg:r:sl'zr:hheaiobriﬁqneztpdated o 12/10/12 6/13/13
Water District and other Regulatory Agencies. ' 3/20/13

Specific Plan
Please revise the Solar Farm section to clearly indicate whether

or not a solar farm is proposed within the development. The
intent of the Specific Plan is to indicate in detail the location and
distribution of all land uses. The Specific Plan should clearly
identify whether a solar farm is proposed and indicate the
acreage of the proposed site, height of the panels, and type of
technology allowed. The description should also clarify if a on-
site substation is included in the proposal along with the specific
location, acreage of the site, height of the facilities, and other
associated facilities (transmission lines). If no Solar Farm is
proposed, please remove the entire section from the Specific
Plan.

26 84 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan Under Open Space and Recreation Plan, item 2 (b), please
26 85 clarify who would own and maintain the open space lots within 6/14/12 12/10/12
the development.
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Specific Plan Under Open Space Recreation Plan, please remove item 2 (f).
The Biological Resource Report indicates the site would provide
secondary connections not primary. Please clarify in the
Specific Plan text.

26 86 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan ) ] )
Under Dedicated Open Space, please remove all discussions

regarding manufactured slopes, agriculture, and detention
basins. The plan should indicate that the project would provide a
total of 72-acres of biological open space and 37-acres of
recreational open space. The other items are not considered
dedicated open space. The plan can include a discussion of
landscaped areas (slopes and agriculture) and the acreage
provided, but it should not be under Dedicated Open Space.

26 87 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan Please remove the Biological Open Space section as this
information is provided in the previous section. The plan can
include a separate section on biological open space, but it
should not be within both sections.

Specific Plan Under Biological Open Space, please remove all references to
wildlife corridors and linkages.

Specific Plan Under Biological Open Space, please remove items (a) and (b).
The proposed Biological Open Space easements should not
26 90 include trails or other passive recreation activities. These should 6/14/12 12/10/12
be provided outside of the open space within the Limited
Building Zone (LBZ).

Specific Plan Under Biological Open Space, item (c), please spell out
Resource Management Plan (RMP). Also, this section will need
to be updated to include a discussion of the Final RMP's
consistency with the conceptual RMP.

Specific Plan Under Biological Open Space, please update item (e) to address
26 92 the comments under Biology regarding the phasing of the Open 6/14/12 12/10/12
Space Easement dedications.

Specific Plan Under Biological Open Space, please remove item (f). The draft
26 93 Specific Plan does not propose to Rezone the Open Space 6/14/12 12/10/12
areas to the "Open Space Use Regulations."

26 88 6/14/12 12/10/12

26 89 6/14/12 12/10/12

26 91 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Specific Plan The Community Recreational Elements section will need to be
26 94 revised based on the comments from the Department of Parks 6/14/12 12/10/12
and Recreation.
Specific Plan The Water Conservation section will need to be revised based
26 95 on the results of the Groundwater Investigation and comments 6/14/12 12/10/12
from the Valley Center Municipal Water District.
Specific Plan Circulation Policy (c) regarding "controlled limited access" is not
accepted and will need to be revised after discussions with the
26 96 Deer Springs Fire Protection District and San Diego County Fire 6/14/12 12110112
Authority.
Specific Plan . . . . . _—
Circulation Policy (f) regarding fair share contributions may need 6/14/12
26 97 to be revised based on the results of the Traffic Impact Analysis. 12/10/12 6/13/13
This will be updated upon acceptance of the Traffic Study. 3/20/13
Specific Plan ) ) ) o o
Circulation Policy (g) indicates that the project includes
alternative modes of circulation, such as transit. Please see the
attached comments from the North County Transit District
26 98 regarding transit opportunities. As NCTD has indicated, a 6/14/12 12/10/12
corollary funding agreement from the developer would be
required due to shrinking Transnet revenues.
Specific Plan The Trip Distribution section will need to be updated following 6/14/12
26 99 the results of the Traffic Impact Analysis. This will be updated 3/20/13
) 12/10/12
upon acceptance of the Traffic Study.
Specific Plan The Streets section is not accepted as written. This section will
need to be revised based on the resolution of the Major Project The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
26 100 Issues regarding dead-end road length and roadway address the comment 12/10/12 6/13/13
connectivity. This section may need to be updated upon ’ 3/20/13
approval of the Traffic Study.
Specific Plan The Transit section should be revised to address the comments
26 101 of the North County Transit District. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Specific Plan The Non-Vehicular Circulation System needs to be revised to
26 102 address the comments from the Department of Parks and 6/14/12 12/10/12

Recreation regarding public trails.
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Specific Plan The Fire Protection Plan portion of the Specific Plan needs to be
revised based on comments from the Deer Springs Fire
Protection Plan and San Diego County Fire Authority. The
. . o B o . 6/14/12
sections regarding fuel modification do not comply with Fire The Specific Plan has been revised to
26 103 . o e 12/10/12 6/13/13
Code requirements. A minimum of 100-feet of fuel modification address the comment.
. . . 3/20/13
is required around all habitable structures and must be
maintained on-site. This section will need to be updated upon
approval of the Fire Protection Plan.
Specific Plan ) . .
The Water and Wastewater Plans section will need to be revised
based on comments from the Valley Center Municipal Water 6/14/12
District and the results of the Water Supply Assessment and The Specific Plan has been revised to
26 104 - ) . f 12/10/12 6/13/13
Groundwater Investigation. This section will need to be updated address the comment.
3/20/13
upon acceptance of the water and wastewater plans by the
Valley Center Municipal Water District.
Specific Plan The Recycling and Waste Transfer Facility section should be

revised to address the comments from the Department of
Environmental Health Local Enforcement Agency. This type of
26 105 proposed use should require a Major Use Permit within the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Specific Plan. Further details on this proposed use are required,
including exact location, square footage, structures, operator,
etc.

Specific Plan ) . -
The Solar Farm section should be revised to clearly indicate

whether a solar farm is proposed as part of the project or if the
26 106 area would be used for residential development. The plan 6/14/12 12/10/12
should clearly specify all the proposed uses associated with the
project and not identify alternatives for the proposed uses.

Specific Plan ) .
The Law Enforcement section may need to be revised based on
26 107 further discussions with the Sheriff's Department. Please update 6/14/12 3/20/13
this section of the Specific Plan based on the attached 12/10/12

comments from the Sheriff's Department.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),
3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Specific Plan The Schools section will need to be revised based on
26 108 information provided by the applicable school districts and the 6/14/12 12/10/12
County.
Specific Plan ) . .
The Conceptual Grading Plan section should be revised to
address the comments on the Preliminary Grading Plan,
26 109 specifically in regards to RPO wetlands and RPO steep slopes. l62//1141r(§/1122 3/20/13

This section needs to be updated based on the comments
regarding RPO steep slopes and wetlands.

Specific Plan . . . .
P The Drainage Plan section will need to be revised to address the

26 110 comments on the Preliminary Drainage Study and Biology 6/14/12 12/10/12
Report, specifically in regards to RPO wetland crossings.

Specific Plan

The proposed Specific Plan Map is incomplete and needs to be
updated to address Major Project Issue #2. For example, the
Specific Plan map should indicate all of the proposed land uses.
The land uses should have specified boundaries. The map
should also match the rest of the Specific Plan. For example,
the project proposes a school, temporary and permanent
wastewater treatment plant, recycling facility, an age restricted
community, biological open space, parks, and a solar farm, but
none of the uses are shown on the Specific Plan Map. Ata
minimum, a table should be provided that indicates the acreages
of each proposed use type and indicate the number of dwelling
units within each land use area. The Specific Plan Map also
needs to clearly illustrate access to each use area and specify
whether the access is private or public.

26 111 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Specific Plan ) .
The School Plan Map provided does not provide enough

information. The school site and alternative school site should
be clearly identified with boundaries. The type of school should
26 112 also be provided (K-8) and access to each site should be clearly 6/14/12 12/10/12
shown. The School Plan Map should include the acreages of
both sites. In addition, please revise "Valley Center School
District" to Valley Center-Pauma Unified School District."

Specific Plan ) )
The Park Plan provided should be revised to address the

comments from the Department of Parks and Recreation. The
Park Plan should also identify all the proposed parks, including
26 113 public and private. The plan should also identify the acreage of 6/14/12 12/10/12
each park along with access. The plan should also clearly
identify the types of facilities provided. For example, the plan
should indicate any recreational facilities or ball parks.

Specific Plan ] ] ]
The Biological Open Space Plan should be revised based on the
revisions to the Biological Resource Report. Furthermore, the
plan should clearly indicate the acreage of the proposed open
space areas. The plan should also identify the proposed fuel 6/14/12
26| 114 pace areas. 1he p . ¥ the prop 12/10/12 | 6/13/13
modification zones (LBZ), which are a minimum of 100-feet from
. ! . 3/20/13
the edge of the open space easement. This section will need to
be updated based upon acceptance of the Biological Resource
Report and Fire Protection Plan.
Specific Plan . ;
The Mobility Element Plan should be revised based on the
results of the Traffic Analysis and comments from the 6/14/12
Department of Public Works. For example, the geometry of the The Specific Plan has been revised to
26 115 . ) : : 12/10/12 6/13/13
proposed realigned West Lilac Road will need to be evaluated in address the comment. 3/20/13

the Traffic Study to the satisfaction of the County. This section
will need to be updated upon acceptance of the Traffic Study.
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Specific Plan

The lllustrative Street Sections are not accepted as proposed.
The County Fire Code requires a minimum unobstructed
improved width of 24-feet. The sections should be revised to
address comments from the Department of Public Works, Deer
Springs Fire Protection District and County Fire Marshal. At a
minimum, the sections should include dimensions, detailing the The Specific Plan has been revised to
width of the right-of-way, median, parkway, etc. The section address the comment.

should also detail the construction material to be used on the
proposed trail/pathway. These sections should also be reviewed
in accordance with the Valley Center Community Development
and Right-of-Way Standards. This section will be updated upon
acceptance of the Traffic Study and Fire Protection Plan.

6/14/12
12/10/12 6/13/13
3/20/13

26 116

Specific Plan In the section for the One-Way Collector, it shows a wall or
structure adjacent to the right-of-way. Proposed structures
adjacent to the right-of-way need to be addressed in the Fire
Protection Plan for the project. This section may need to be
revised based on comments from the Deer Springs Fire
Protection District and County Fire Marshal.

26 117 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Pl
pectiic Flan The Trails Plan should be revised to address the comments of

26 118 the Department of Parks and Recreation. Please see the 6/14/12 12/10/12
attached revised trails map for additional information.

Specific Plan ) . .
The Recycling and Waste Transfer Facility section should be

revised to address the comments from the Department of
Environmental Health Local Enforcement Agency. This type of
proposed use should require a Major Use Permit. The plan
should clearly identify the location of the facility (boundaries), the
size of the facility and access to the facility.

26 119 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Specific Plan ) . )
The Interim Water Reclamation Plan may need to revised based

on comments from the Valley Center Municipal Water District.
Furthermore, the plan should clearly identify the location of the
facility (boundaries), the size of the facility and access to the
facility. The location does not appear to match the location
shown on the Major Use Permit.

26 120 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan . »
The Permanent Water Reclamation Facility Plan may need to be

revised based on comments from the Valley Center Municipal
Water District. The plan should clearly identify the location of The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
26 121 the proposed facility (boundaries), the size of the proposed address the comment 12/10/12 6/13/13
facility and access to the facility. This section will need to be ’ 3/20/13
updated upon acceptance of the wastewater treatment plan by

the Valley Center Municipal Water District.

Specific Plan Please remove the Alternative Energy Plan to address the
previous comments or delete the word "potential” and clearly
indicate what type of facility is proposed, the location of the
facility (boundaries), size of the facility, infrastructure associated
with the facility (transmission lines, substations, etc.) and access
to the facility.

26 122 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan
P The Grading Concept Plan should be revised to address 6/14/12

26 123 comments on the Preliminary Grading Plan. This section will be 12/10/12 6/13/13
updated upon acceptance of the Preliminary Grading Plans. 3/20/13

Specific Plan The Project Cross Sections need to be enlarged because they

26 124 are illegible.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan )
The proposed Storm Drains plan may need to be updated to

address comments from the Department of Public Works.
Furthermore, the plan indicates a number of off-site
improvements. Please see Major Project Issue #3. The plan
should also indicate the proposed detention basins or it should
be noted in a separate plan (Drainage Facilities).

26 125 6/14/12 12/10/12
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26 126 Specific Plan The_ De_s,lgn Concept section needs to _rewrltten_ to remove 6/14/12 12/10/12
subjective language and unnecessary information.
Specific Plan The Community Circulation Plan will need to be updated based 6/14/12
on the Traffic Impact Analysis. This section will be updated The Specific Plan has been revised to
26 127 " - . 12/10/12 6/13/13
based upon acceptance of the Traffic Study and Fire Protection address the comment. 3/20/13
Plan.
Specific Plan

The Public Roads - West Lilac Road section is not accepted as
written. This section will need to be revised based on comments
from the Department of Public Works on the Traffic Impact

Analysis. The discussion regarding trails and pathway The project proposes to downgrade West 6/14/12

26 128 . ; Lilac Road to a 2.2F; however, a 2.2C EIR 12/10/12 6/13/13
improvements will need to be updated to address the comments alternative is proposed 3/20/13
from the Department of Parks and Recreation. This section will ’
need to be updated based upon acceptance of the Traffic Study
and Fire Protection Plan.
Specific Plan . . . .
The Public and Private Road System sections will need to be
revised based on the comments from the Deer Springs Fire The public and private road sections have 6/14/12
26 129 Protection District, County Fire Marshal and Department of been revised 12/10/12 6/13/13
Public Works. This section will need to be updated based upon ' 3/20/13
acceptance of the Traffic Study and Fire Protection Plan.
Specific Plan

The Parking Section will need to be revised based on the
Parking Analysis to be provided in the Traffic Impact Analysis 6/14/12
26 130 and comments from the Deer Springs Fire Protection District and 12/10/12 3/20/13
County Fire Marshal. Please see the comments on the Parking

Exhibit for additional revisions.

Specific Plan The Trails Section will need to be revised based on comments

from the Department of Parks and Recreation. 6/14/12 1210712

26 131
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Specific Plan ) o )
The Zoning Section indicates lots sizes less than 6,000 square

feet, which is the minimum allowed by the Subdivision
Ordinance. The Specific Plan should include a discussion of all
the project subdivision design requirements contrary to the
requirements in the Subdivision Ordinance. Some of these
items include lot size, width, depth, width to depth ratio (3:1),
radial lot lines, etc. Please see the Tentative Map comments for
additional details on the design criteria.

26 132 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan . . . - . .
P Please revise the Zoning Section to indicate that a Site Plan is

26 133 required for all development within the Village Center.

6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan
P The Residential Areas section should be revised to remove the

26 134 numbers indicated in connection with the RU Use Regulations. 6/14/12 12/10/12
For example, the zone is Urban Residential (RU).

Specific Plan
P The Zoning boxes should not include density designations. The

26 135 density or number of units within each portion of the 6/14/12 12/10/12
development should be indicated in the Specific Plan.

Specific Plan
The Zoning boxes do not indicate any private or group useable
open space. The Zoning Ordinance requires an Open Space
Designation when the multi-dwelling residential building type or The project does not propose multi-family
the attached three to eight dwelling units residential building type | development. The project proposes single 6/14/12
26 136 is or may be permitted within the zone. The Valley Center family attached development. The 12/10/12 6/13/13
Design Review Guidelines have specific requirements for Group proposed Zoning has been revised to 3/20/13
and Private Usable Open Space. Please see pages 62 and 63 include a "B" Open Space Designator.
for the specific requirements. This may require a change to the
proposed Usable Open Space Designator.
Specific Plan

The Single Family Lots within the development need to be zoned
with a "D" Designator, which requires Site Plan review. This will
ensure that any homes constructed within the development will
be in conformance with the Specific Plan.

26 137 6/14/12 12/10/12
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Specific Plan
P There are a number of different zone boxes associated with the
26 138 project and it is unclear where they apply. Please provide an 6/14/12 12/10/12
exhibit that indicates where each zone box applies.
26 139 Specific Plan Please add Site Plan under the Development Approvals Needed. 6/14/12 12/10/12
26 140 Specific Plan Please add Major Use Permit under the Development Approvals 6/14/12 12/10/12
Needed.
Specific Plan Additional detail should be provided in regards to Lighting
26 141 Concepts. For example, please provide exhibits showing the 6/14/12 12/10/12
types of street lights proposed.
26 142 Specific Plan Please clarify the reference to a grocery store under Village 6/14/12 12/10/12
Character on Page I11-31.
Specific Plan Please indicate under Single Family Residential Design
26 143 Gwdelmeg that 'D D'eS|gnaFor Site Plans are required for the 6/14/12 12/10/12
single family residential portions of the project to ensure that
they are consistent with the Specific Plan.
26 144 Specific Plan Undgr Site Plgnnlng it |.nd|cates that there are |IIu§trat|ons to 6/14/12 12/10/12
depict the design criteria; however, none are provided.
26 145 Specific Plan Under Mul'tl-Farr.uIy Residential Guidelines, please revise Major 6/14/12 12/10/12
Use Permit to Site Plan throughout.
Specific Plan o - e -
The Specific Plan indicates that some structures would be three | The Specific Plan indicates that structures
stories in height. The Fire Protection Plan should evaluate the would be 3-stories with a maximum height 6/14/12
26 146 ability of the Deer Springs Fire Protection District to provide fire | of 35-feet. Therefore, the project does not | 12/10/12 6/13/13
protection to these structures. This section will need to be propose any structures over the existing 35 3/20/13
updated upon acceptance of the Fire Protection Plan. foot height limit.
Specific Plan
P Please revise the discussion under the Limited Access Senior
26 147 CItIZ.en Vlllagg DeS|gr.1 Gmdgllnes to |nd|pate that.a D . . 6/14/12 12/10/12
Designator Site Plan is required for all single family residential
development to ensure that it is consistent with the Specific Plan.
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Specific Plan The Fire Protection Plan section will need to be revised to
address Major Project Issue #13. A minimum of 100-feet of fuel
oo . . . o . 6/14/12
modification is required on-site and should be implemented The Specific Plan has been revised to
26 148 - o . . 12/10/12 6/13/13
through a Limited Building Zone (LBZ) easement. This section address the comment.
; . - 3/20/13
will need to be updated upon acceptance of the Fire Protection
Plan.
Specific Plan
The Open Space and Maintenance Standards section will need
to be revised to address the comments on the Biological
Resource Report. Fgr example, the proppsed Blologlcql Open The Specific Plan indicates that the open
Space Easements will need to be maintained by an entity other space would be maintained by one of the 6/14/12
26 149 than the County of San Diego. This information should be pace wol ; , yo . 12/10/12 6/13/13
. . entities listed in the County's Biological
provided in a Conceptual Resource Management Plan (RMP). Resource Report Guidelines 3/20/13
Please update all sections of the Specific Plan that discuss P ’
maintenance of the Biological Open Space to the allowed
managers listed within the Biological Resource Guidelines.
Specific Plan The draft Specific Plan appears to have two Grading Plan
26 150 Development Standards sections (H and 7). Please revise as 6/14/12 12/10/12
needed.
Specific Plan The Grading Plan Development Standards may need to be
26 151 revised based on comments from the Department of Public 6/14/12 12/10/12
Works and Project Planning.
Specific Plan The Drainage Plan and Development Standards section may
26 152 need to be revised based on comments from the Department of 6/14/12 12/10/12
Public Works on the Drainage Study.
Specific Plan The Water and Wastewater Development Standards section will
need to be updated based on comments from the Valley Center 6/14/12
Municipal Water District and Groundwater Geologist. This The Specific Plan has been revised to
26 153 - . 12/10/12 6/13/13
section will need to be updated based upon acceptance of the address the comment.
— 3/20/13
proposed water and wastewater facilities by the Valley Center
Municipal Water District.
Specific Pl
pectiic Flan The Biological Habitat Maintenance Areas section will need to be
26 154 . . 6/14/12 12/10/12
updated based on comments from the Biologist.
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Specific Plan ) .
Please revise the third bullet under the General Use and

Performance Standards section to remove the County of San
Diego as the entity that would manage the open space areas. A
Resource Management Plan will be required along with a private
manager. Please see previous comments regarding the
management of the on-site biological open space.

26 155 6/14/12 3/20/13

Specific Plan ) _ . . . ]
The Single Family Residential Areas section should be revised

to clarify that the proposed density transfer would not increase
the maximum number of units within each designated
neighborhood. Based on the language in the Specific Plan, the
first phase of the project could result in 1,746 units without a 6/14/12
26 156 Specific Plan Amendment. This is not in keeping with the 3/20/13
. . . . 12/10/12
proposed 2.9 dwelling unit per acre density. Please revise the
plan to address this issue. Under Allocation and Transfer of
Dwelling Units, please clarify that the overall number of dwelling
units would not exceed 1,746. In addition, please see the
additional comment regarding type of units to be transferred.

Specific Plan The Multi-Family Single Family Residential areas should be
26 157 revised to address the previous comment regarding the transfer 6/14/12 12/10/12
of units within the Specific Plan.

Specific Plan The Open Space and Trails section should be revised to address
26 158 comments from the Biologist and Department of Parks and 6/14/12 12/10/12
Recreation.

Specific Plan The Street Sections should be revised to address the comments
from the Department of Public Works, Deer Springs Fire
Protection District and San Diego County Fire Authority. All

proposed roadways should have an unobstructed improved The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
26 159 . . . . . 12/10/12 6/13/13
width of 24-feet per Fire Code. This section will need to be address the comment. 3/20/13

updated upon acceptance of the Traffic Study and Fire
Protection Plan. The proposed alleys do not meet the 24-foot
minimum width.
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26

160

Specific Plan

The Street Sections should be combined with the Illustrative
Street Sections provided earlier in the Specific Plan.

6/14/12

12/10/12

26

161

Specific Plan

The Zoning Map should be revised to indicate where all of the
different zone boxes apply. For example, the Zoning Boxes
indicate a range in minimum lot sizes, including 3,200 square
feet, 4,000 square feet, and 1 acre.

6/14/12

12/10/12

26

162

Specific Plan

Please revise the Zoning Map to remove the density
designations after the RU (Urban Residential). For example,
RU7 should be revised to RU.

6/14/12

12/10/12

26

163

Specific Plan

Please revise the Project Entry Monuments figure to indicate the
height, length and whether there is any proposed lighting. The
Specific Plan should also indicate where this entry sign would be
installed within the community.

6/14/12

12/10/12

26

164

Specific Plan

The conceptual plans provided for the Joint School, Public Park
Concept and Village Square Concept should be revised to
include more details as to where they would be located in the
development and additional information on what the graphics
show. For example, the Joint School and Public Park Concept
Plan should identify the location of the school facilities and
parking.

6/14/12

12/10/12

26

165

Specific Plan

The Specific Plan should also include a conceptual elevation
plan for the following uses: school, recycling and waste transfer
station, clock tower, community center, and any proposed
recreational facilities.

6/14/12

12/10/12

26

166

Specific Plan

The Conceptual Village Center and Retail Mixed-Use Elevations
indicates three story structures. The plan should indicate the
height of the proposed structures. The maximum height allowed
based on the proposed Zoning is 35-feet.

6/14/12

12/10/12

26

167

Specific Plan

The number of Single-Family Conceptual Elevations should be
reduced. The Specific Plan should identify a reasonable range
of housing types for the single-family residential portion of the
development.

6/14/12

12/10/12
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Specific Plan The Single Family Residential Development Standards should
be revised to clearly identify the location of the different
standards. For example, does the Town Center (TC) designation
apply within the Village Center?

26 168 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan . . . .
The Single Family Residential Development Standards should

be revised based on comments from the Deer Springs Fire
Protection District and San Diego County Fire Authority,
specifically the designations that allow a zero setback.

26 169 6/14/12 12/10/12

Specific Plan . . . .
The Single Family Residential Development Standards don't

seem to match up with the Zoning Boxes provided. For
26 170 example, the first column indicates that the Cottage Detached 6/14/12 12/10/12
Garage lots are 1,800 square feet. Please ensure that the table
matches the Zoning Boxes indicated in the report.

Specific Plan The Specific Plan should identify where each of the Single

26 171 Family Residential Development Standards apply within the 6/14/12 12/10/12
community.

26 172 Specific Plan Plea.se remove the density |nformat|on provided under the Single 6/14/12 12/10/12
Family Custom Lot Layout graphics.

26 173 Specific Plan Please indicate the height of the proposed homes shown in the 6/14/12 12/10/12

Single Family Custom Lot Layout.

Specific Plan The Concepts for the Single Family and Multi-Family Attached
26 174 dwellings need to be evaluated in the Fire Protection Plan, 6/14/12 12/10/12
specifically the setbacks.

Specific Plan The Six-Pack Shared Court Concept does not comply with Fire

Code, which requires a cul-de-sac when serving more than two The Tentative Map has been revised to 6/14/12
26 175 . . . : . 12/10/12 6/13/13
dwelling units. This may need to be updated upon approval of remove the six-pack shared court design.
. - 3/20/13
the Fire Protection Plan.
Specific Plan The Multi-Family Development Standards indicate lots widths of
26 176 16 and 22-feet. The plan needs to clearly indicate where these 6/14/12 12/10/12
are located within the development.
Specific Plan . .
26 177 The Multi-Family Development Standards need to be evaluated 6/14/12 12/10/12

in the Fire Protection Plan, specifically the setbacks.
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Specific Plan . .
The Fire Protection Plan needs to be updated based on the
comments regarding the Fire Protection Plan. The two special
conditions have not been accepted or approved. The Fire Code The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
26 178 requires a minimum of 100-feet of fuel modification, which address the comment 12/10/12 6/13/13
should be implemented through a Limited Building Zone (LBZ) ’ 3/20/13

easement. The fire sections will need to be updated upon
acceptance of the Fire Protection Plan.

Specific Plan ] ) ) o
The Fire Protection Plan should be revised to indicate that 30-
feet of fire clearing is required adjacent to all existing and
proposed roads. The Specific Plan is unclear how vegetation The Specific Plan has been revised to
— ™ . ) . 6/14/12
along roadways would be maintained. The Specific Plan states clarify the vegetation maintanance
26 179 —— - - S - 12/10/12 6/13/13
that fuel management would be maintained as feasible. This responsibilities along existing and proposed
- - - - 3/20/13
should be revised pending the approval of the Fire Protection roadways.
Plan and should state clearly what type of vegetation
maintenance would be performed for roadways, etc.
Specific Plan The Implementation section needs to be updated based on the The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
26 180 results of the Traffic Study. This section will need to be updated P address the comment 12/10/12 6/13/13
upon acceptance of the Traffic Study. ) 3/20/13
Specific Plan

Please update the Phasing Plan based on the results of the
Traffic Study. In addition, the plan is unclear as to what phase
the open space areas would be dedicated. The phasing plan 6/14/12
26 181 within the Specific Plan does not match the construction phasing 3/20/13
- : . 12/10/12
plan submitted. Please revise/update as necessary. This
section may need to be updated upon the approval of the Fire
Protection Plan and Traffic Study.

Specific Plan Please revise the Subsequent Actions section to indicate that
26 182 public, private schools, public and private parks require Site Plan 6/14/12 12/10/12
approval, not Major Use Permit approval.
Specific Plan Please add a discussion regarding the proposed "D" Designator
26 183 Site Plan requirement for the Single Family Residential portions 6/14/12 12/10/12

of the project.
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Specific Plan Please remove the discussion regarding the State of California
26 184 requirements pertaining to "senior citizen housing 6/14/12 12/10/12
developments.”
Specific Plan Please indicate what minor changes can be approved by PDS
26 185 without requiring a Specific Plan Amendment under the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Amending the Specific Plan section.
Specific Plan Please update the Maintenance Responsibilities based on the
26 186 previous comments and comments from the Department of 6/14/12 12/10/12
Parks and Recreation.
Specific Plan Please revise the Circulation Improvements section based on The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
26 187 information from the Traffic Study. This section will need to be P address the comment 12/10/12 6/13/13
updated upon acceptance of the Traffic Study. ) 3/20/13
Specific Plan Please revise the Drainage Facilities and Storm Water
26 188 Management Improvements section based on comments from 6/14/12 12/10/12
the Department of Public Works.
Specific Plan i .
Please update the Water Facilities section based on comments 6/14/12
from the Valley Center Municipal Water District and County The Specific Plan has been revised to
26 189 ; . . . 12/10/12 6/13/13
Groundwater Geologist. This section will need to be updated address the comment.
; . 3/20/13
upon acceptance of the water service studies.
Specific Plan . . - .
Please revise the Water Reclamation Facilities section to 6/14/12
address the comments from the Valley Center Municipal Water The Specific Plan has been revised to
26 190 o . . . 12/10/12 6/13/13
District. This section will need to be updated upon acceptance address the comment.
- v 3/20/13
of the wastewater and reclamation facilities plans.
Specific Plan Please update the Fire, Paramedic and Law Enforcement
Services and Facilities based on the comments from the Deer The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
26 191 Springs Fire Protection District and County Fire Marshal. This P address the comment 12/10/12 6/13/13
section will need to updated upon acceptance of the Fire ’ 3/20/13
Protection Plan.
Specific Plan Please revise the Schools, Parks, Open Space and Trails
26 192 section to address the comments from the Department of Parks 6/14/12 12/10/12

and Recreation.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Specific Plan The Financing Options proposed in the Specific Plan need to be
revised after a discussion with County Special Districts. The
Board of Supervisors has adopted Board of Supervisors Policy I- 6/14/12
26 193 136 regarding the formation of CFDs (attached). Please see Informational 12/10/12 6/13/13
Major Project Issue #14 for additional information. Further 3/20/13
discussion with staff will take place once the project issues have
been resolved.
Specific Plan . . . i .
The Specific Plan needs to include a General Plan Consistency The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
26 194 Analysis. County staff will work with the applicant to incorporate |include a General Plan consistency analysis| 12/10/12 6/13/13
an analysis of the Specific Plan with the General Plan. (Section V). 3/20/13
Specific Plan

The Specific Plan should include a discussion regarding wireless
26 195 facilities. The Specific Plan can reference the Zoning Ordinance 6/14/12 12/10/12
for wireless facility requirements (Section 6980).

26 196 Specific Plan The Specific Plan should include a discussion regarding the 6/14/12 12/10/12
General Plan Amendment.
Specific Plan The Specific Plan should include a discussion regarding existing
26 197 structures that Wogld remain within the Speuflc Plan arga and 6/14/12 12/10/12
any future renovations that would be subject to the requirements
of the Specific Plan.
Specific Plan . . . .
pect The Specific Plan should be revised to address Major Project
26 198 . ) 12/10/12 3/20/13
Issue #1. Please revise all figures that relate to access, etc.
Specific Plan

The Specific Plan is required to show the proposed distribution,
location, and extent and intensity of major components of public
26 199 and private transportation. Therefore, the Specific Plan should 12/10/12 3/20/13
be revised to include the roadway that runs north from Covey
Lane (off-site), connecting to Lilac Hills Ranch Road.

Specific Plan The Specific Plan should be updated to address the
recommendations provided in the Deer Springs Fire Protection The Specific Plan has been updated to 12/10/12
District Capabilities Assessment and discussions with the fire address the comment. 3/20/13
district.

26 200 6/13/13
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
(Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
The Specific Plan has been revised to
: . 12/10/12
clarify what measures are required and 6/13/13
. 3/20/13
what measures are optional.

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required

Specific Pl ) o . .
pectiic Fan Please clarify throughout the Specific Plan what is a required

26 201 measure or design feature and what is optional.

Specific Plan - )
The Specific Plan should clearly explain what water and sewer

facilities would be required per phase. If there are different
options, the Specific Plan should explain both options and The Specific Plan has been updated to 12/10/12
address phasing. The Specific Plan states that wet weather address the comment. 3/20/13
storage would be needed for the recycled water system. Please
explain or identify the location of the wet weather storage.

26 202 6/13/13

Specific Plan » o ) )
The Specific Plan indicates connections to Shirey Road and

Rodriguez; however, these is no analysis of how these
connections would function, what improvements would be made,
or whether the project has access rights to use these existing 12/10/12
roads. Furthermore, the project will be required to perform sight
distance certification at all intersections prior to the project
moving forward. Additional revisions may be required pending
review of the requested documents.

26 203 3/20/13

Specific Plan
P The Specific Plan should identify the location of the existing and

26 204 proposed agriculture on-site. This should include common area 12/10/12 3/20/13
open space that could be used for agricultural uses.

Specific Plan The Specific Plan should include a 1-mile analysis of lot sizes
26 205 and discuss the surrounding area adjacent to the project site 12/10/12 3/20/13
along with the 5-mile analysis.
26 206 Specific Plan Please remove Roa_d_ 3A from all exhibits provided in the Specific 12/10/12 3/20/13
Plan (context, Specific Plans, etc.).
Specific Plan The Specific Plan may need to be updated to include mitigation
measures proposed in the technical studies. For example, o .
26 207 energy efficiency standards, building construction, etc. The Specific Plan ha? .bee.n revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
I o - address the EIR and Mitigation Measures. 3/20/13
Additional revisions may be required upon acceptance of the
technical studies.
26 208 Specific Plan Please remove all references to habitable on the building height 12/10/12 3/20/13

measurements provided in the figures.
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PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
26 209 Specific Plan Please update the numbering under Il. Specific Plan Summary, 12/10/12 3/20/13
under the Table of Contents.
Specific Plan Please update the numbering under Ill. Development Standards
26 210 : . . : 12/10/12 3/20/13
and Regulations, D. Site Design/Landscape Design.
26 211 Specific Plan Please upda_te the numbering/formatting under I\_/. 12/10/12 3/20/13
Implementation, B. Subsequent Government Actions.
Specific Plan Under Project Description, please clarify that agricultural uses
26 212 would be promoted within the project's "common" areas and 12/10/12 3/20/13
remove the reference to open space.
Specific Plan Under Project Description, specify where the "existing and new
26 213 agricultural uses" would be located and remove the reference to 12/10/12 3/20/13
"other development areas."
Specific Plan Under Project Description, please specify that the project
26 214 includes two Site Plans; one for the single family residential units 12/10/12 3/20/13
and one for the parks.
Specific Plan Throughout the Specific Plan, please remove the reference to
26 215 Village .Resi(.jential 2.5. The General Plan does not. havg aVR 12/10/12 3/20/13
2.5 designation. Please use the next available designation of
VR 2.9.
Specific Plan Under Residential Component, please clarify that 468 of the
26 216 single family lots would be age-restricted within the senior 12/10/12 3/20/13
community.
26 217 Specific Plan Under Tab_le 1- Lar_1d Use Summary, please clarify the acreages 12/10/12 3/20/13
of the public and private parks.
26 218 Specific Plan Under Table 1 - Land Use Summary, please recalculate the 12/10/12 3/20/13
Total Gross Acreage.
Specific Plan Under F. Residential Yield Analysis (Existing Land Use
26 219 Regulations), please clarify that under the Semi-Rural 4, slopes 12/10/12 3/20/13
over 50% allow 1 du/16 acres.
Specific Plan Under Parcel Size Distribution in the Vicinity of Lilac Hills Ranch,
26 220 please revise the statement that the project includes a great 12/10/12 3/20/13

diversity of parcel sizes and specify the exact range of parcel
sizes proposed.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Specific Plan Please remove the results of the analysis performed by Chicago
26 221 Title and Corelogic. This information is not necessary for the 12/10/12 3/20/13
Specific Plan.
26 292 Specific Plan Under Development Approvals Needed, please add a Site Plans 12/10/12 3/20/13
for Parks.
26 293 Specific Plan On the exhibits, please clarlfy the boundary between the Bonsall 12/10/12 3/20/13
and Valley Center Community Plan areas.
Specific PI . . .
26 224 pectiic Flan On the proposed Community Plan Land Use Designations 12/10/12 3/20/13
exhibit, please revise the VR 2.5 Designation to VR 2.9.
26 295 Specific Plan Under_ll. Specific Plan Summary, please correct the spelling 12/10/12 3/20/13
under item C.
26 296 Specific Plan Unde_r Specmc_ Goa_ls, please remove the reference to the 12/10/12 3/20/13
creation of an identity for the area.
Specific Plan Under Specific Plan Policies, item 4, it states that rock
26 297 outcroppings yvould be maintained. Please specify wherg thgse 12/10/12 3/20/13
rock outcroppings are located and how they would be maintained
or remove this section.
Specific Plan Please clarify the purpose of the Sustainable Community
26 228 Policies. These policies are not required based on the proposed 12/10/12 3/20/13

language and do not seem necessary.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Specific Plan
Under Open Space/Conservation Policies, please clarify that the

biological open space easement would be managed by one of
the following:

« Conservancy group

 Natural resources land manager
* Natural resources consultant

26 229 » County Department of Parks and Recreation 12/10/12 3/20/13
« County Department of Public Works

« Federal or State Wildlife Agency (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, California Department of Fish and Game)

 Federal Land Manager such as Bureau of Land Management
« City Land Managers, including but not limited to Departments
of Public Utilities, Park and Recreation, and Environmental

Services.
Specific Plan . - .
pect The Open Space Conservation Policies will need to be updated
26 230 : . 12/10/12 3/20/13
upon acceptance of the Biological Resource Report.
26 231 Specific Plan The Circulation Policies will need to be updated upon The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
acceptance of the Fire Protection Plan and Traffic Study. address the comment. 3/20/13
Specific Plan The Planning Areas section needs to be updated to clarify the
exact square footage of commercial proposed within each
26 232 commercial area (Village Center, Neighborhood Center (North) 12110112 3/20/13
and (South)).
Specific PI i i
pecific Plan Under quqn|ng Areas, please clarify the_ acreage of Pha_se 1. The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12
26 233 The Specific Plan states that the phase is 119 acres, while the 6/13/13
: o address the comment. 3/20/13
Tentative Map indicates 115 acres.
Specific Plan Under Planning Areas, please clarify the number of units
propoged. Thg Specmc Plan |n§|cates 345 units W.h”e the . The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12
26 234 Tentative Map indicates 342 units. The Implementing Tentative 6/13/13
address the comment. 3/20/13

Map states 352 single family dwelling units, but the Specific Plan
indicates 350. Please clarify.
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PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item

No.

Subject Area

Issue, Revision or Information Required

Issue Resolution Summary
(Include Conditions)

Date
Identified

Date
Resolved

26

235

Specific Plan

Under Planning Areas, please clarify the acreage of the 5 public
parks. The Specific Plan indicates 1.5-acres while the Tentative
Map indicates 1.19 acres. Please verify that the acreges for
Phase 1 are consistent between the Implementing Tentative Map

and Specific Plan.

The Specific Plan has been revised to
address the comment.

12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13

26

236

Specific Plan

Under Planning Areas, please clarify that the 105 dwelling units
are proposed within the multi-family area and not the mixed used
area.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

237

Specific Plan

Under the Group Residential/Assisted Living Facility, please
clarify that the 200 bed group residential units are not classified
as a dwelling unit because they have a common kitchen facility.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

238

Specific Plan

Under Parks, please clarify the number of private and public
parks along with the square footage of each.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

239

Specific Plan

Under Parks, please clarify and explain how park P-6 would
operate. It states that it would be a private park open to the
public. Please clarify if there would be special events and
whether those events would be open to the public. Also, please
provide a list of potential uses for the park. For example, would
the park be used for the farmers market, movies, concerts,
special events, etc.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

240

Specific Plan

Under Parks, please clarify and explain how park P-6 would
operate. It states that it would be a private park open to the
public. Please clarify if there would be special events and
whether those events would be open to the public. Also, please
provide a list of potential uses for the park. For example, would
the park be used for the farmers market, movies, concerts,
special events, etc. Please indicate that all private parks,
including P-8 would require approval of a Site Plan.

12/10/12

3/20/13
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PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Specific Plan » ) )
Page 1I-16 of the Specific Plan includes the following statement

"Only passive recreation activities such as hiking, biking,
horseback riding, and bird watching will be allowed within
26 241 biological open space”. Recreation activities are not an allowed 12/10/12 3/20/13
use within biological open space easements. Please clarify if
these uses are proposed throughout the entire open space area
or only within approved trail locations.

Specific Plan Under Manufactured Open Space, please clarify that agriculture
26 242 would be promoted within the common area open space and not 12/10/12 3/20/13
the biological open space.

Specific Plan Under Community Trail Network, please clarify if any of the 17
26 243 miles of trails are private trails. The Specific Plan should clearly 12/10/12 3/20/13
identify the public and private facilities.

Specific Plan The Circulation Plan is not accepted as proposed. The

26 244 Circulation Plan will need to be updated upon acceptance of the
Traffic Study and Fire Protection Plan.

The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12

address the comment. 3/20/13 6/13/13

Specific Plan . . .
The Water and Wastewater Plans section will need to be revised

based on comments from the Valley Center Municipal Water
26 245 District and the results of the Water Supply Assessment and
Groundwater Investigation. This section will need to be updated
upon approval of the Valley Center Municipal Water District.

The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12

address the comment. 3/20/13 6/13/13

Specific Plan Under Potable Water Supply, please clarify the reference to lots
26 246 11 and 12 of the Master Tentative Map. The Tentative Map only 12/10/12 3/20/13
includes 8 lots.

Specific Plan . .
Under On-site Wastewater Treatment Plant and Reclamation

26 247 Facility, please clarify where the wastewater would trucked off- 12/10/12 3/20/13
site prior to operation of the interim or permanent facility.

Specific Plan . . . . . . e .
pect The Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services section will The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12

26 248 need to be updated upon acceptance of the Fire Protection Plan. address the comment. 3/20/13

6/13/13
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
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PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Specific Plan The Sustainable Community Design section is not accepted as
26 249 written and will need to be updated based on Major Project Issue 12/10/12 3/20/13
#1.
Specific Plan The Specific Plan should include the right-of-way of Lilac Hills
Ranch Road that runs off-site through the central portion of the
project site. The location of public and private transportation
26 250 facilities are required to be included in a Specific Plan pursuant 12/10/12 3/20/13
to Government Code section 65451(a)(2). Please update all the
figures throughout the Specific Plan to include this section of the
road.
26 251 Specific Plan E::lse remove the scale from the figures within the Specific 12/10/12 3/20/13
Specific Plan The Phasing Plan needs to be updated to address the
26 252 comments on the _Flre Protection P!an and Traffic Study. In 12/10/12 3/20/13
addition, the plan is not clear what improvements are proposed
for each phase.
Specific Plan Please clarify the acreages within Phase 1 Table in Figure 15.
26 253 The table indicates that phase 1 includes 119 acres and 345 The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
units while the Implementing Tentative Map indicates 115 acres address the comment. 3/20/13
and 342 units.
26 254 Specific Plan Plea§e clarify \'Nhat' Single Family units in Table A are age 12/10/12 3/20/13
restricted (senior village).
26| 255 Specific Plan Please clarify what Parks are private and public in Table A. 12/10/12 3/20/13
26 256 Specific Plan Please clarify what Parks are private and public in Figure 17. 12/10/12 3/20/13
26 57 Specific Plan Plee_lse revise the colors in the Legen_d in Figure 19. ltis difficult 12/10/12 3/20/13
to discern where each proposed use is located.
Specific Plan . . . —
26 258 Please clarify what trails are private and public in Figure 20. 12/10/12 3/20/13
26 259 Specific Plan Please add "Trail Head" to figures 40 and 41. 12/10/12 3/20/13
Specific PI i i i i
pecific Plan The Project Internal C|_rculat|on Map is not accepted as The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12
26 260 proposed. The map will need to be updated upon acceptance of 6/13/13
) . - address the comment. 3/20/13
the Traffic Study and Fire Protection Plan.
26 261 Specific Plan Please clarify what "restricted access points" are in Figure 24. 12/10/12 3/20/13
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PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Specific Plan Please ensure that the Street Sections provided in Figures 25
through 33 are clearly labeled in the Project Internal Circulation
26 262 Plan in Figure 24. The street sections should also match the 12110112 3/20/13
cross-sections on the Tentative Map.
26 263 Specific Plan P]ease remove all references to other figures and phases in 12/10/12 3/20/13
Figure 35.
26 264 Specific Plan P]ease remove all references to other figures and phases in 12/10/12 3/20/13
Figure 36.
Specific Plan The Onsite Sewer Collection System provided in Figure 36 does
26 265 not match the proposed improvements on the Preliminary The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
Grading Plan, specifically the force main extension to the Moosa address the comment. 3/20/13
Creek wastewater facility.
Specific Plan Please revise Figure 39. The exhibit is unclear and difficult to
26 266 read and does not appear to match the proposed Major Use 12/10/12 3/20/13
Permit Plot Plan.
26 267 Specific Plan Please revise Figure 41 to indicate that the maximum building 12/10/12 3/20/13
height is 35-feet and remove all references to habitable.
Specific Plan Please ensure that Figure 49 matches the Preliminary Grading
26 268 Plan. It appears that a number of storm drains/culverts are not 12/10/12 3/20/13
shown in the figure.
26 269 Specific Plan Please remove the blank pages foIIovying section lIl. 12/10/12 3/20/13
Development Standards and Regulations.
Specific Plan Under Design Concept, please number the General Plan guiding
26 270 L Lo 12/10/12 3/20/13
principles to match the numbering in the General Plan.
Specific Plan The Public Road System Improvemen_ts section will _need to be The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12
26 271 updated upon acceptance of the Traffic Study and Fire 6/13/13
: address the comment. 3/20/13
Protection Plan.
Specific Plan Under Street B there is a reference to the Dawson easement
road. Please clarify where this roadway segment is located. It is
26 272 not labeled on any of the exhibits provided. The Specific Plan 12/10/12 3/20/13
should provide a description of each roadway, including off-site
roadways.
26| 273 Specific Plan Please update the font and formatting on page I1-8. 12/10/12 3/20/13
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It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em 0 Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Specific Plan Under Single Family Residential Areas, the Specific Plan states
that single-family structures will be 40-feet; however, the

26 274 proposed zone box indicates a "G" Height Designator, which 12/10/12 3/20/13
allows a maximum building height of 35-feet. Please revise so
that it is consistent.

Specific Plan ) ) ) )
Please update the Allocation and Transfer of Residential Units to

clearly indicate that units could be relocated within the Specific
Plan area; however, the type of units cannot be changed. For
example, the 468 age restricted single family residential units
could not be transferred to another phase and converted to
single-family. It should also specify that the transfer would not
reduce the commercial square footage within the village center
or neighborhood centers.

26 275 12/10/12 3/20/13

Specific Plan Please remove the last sentence under Landform Grading
Guidelines or revise it to explain that recycled water may or may
not be used depending on the Valley Center Municipal Water
District.

Specific Plan Under Monumentation, please update the reference from Figure
39 to 95.

Specific Plan Under Public Parks, please update the reference from Figure 30
to Figure 101.

26 276 12/10/12 3/20/13

26 277 12/10/12 3/20/13

26 278 12/10/12 3/20/13

Specific Plan ) _ . . .
The private park within the Village Square should require a Major

Use Permit based on the C35 Use Regulations. Please revise
the Private Parks section to indicate that the private park within
the Village Square will require a Major Use Permit in order to
address the proposed special events, which are classified as
Spectator Sports and Entertainment.

26 279 12/10/12 3/20/13

Specific Plan Please update the Lighting Concepts section to address the
comments on the Photometric Study.

Specific Plan Please clarify under Village Center Commercial and Mixed Use
26 281 Design Guidelines that the Village Center includes both a "B" 12/10/12 3/20/13
and "D" Special Area Designator.

26 280 12/10/12 3/20/13
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. . . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Specific Plan Under Architecture, please revise the discussion regarding
26 282 useable open space to address the previous comments. In See previous response to Group Useable 12/10/12 6/13/13
addition, please see the Zoning Ordinance definitions for Group Open Space. 3/20/13
and Private Usable Open Space.
Specific Plan . . _— . L . o .
26 283 Under Site Plannmg and Buﬂdlng Orientation, item 3 there.ls a The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
reference to an adjacent illustration; however, none is provided. address the comment. 3/20/13
Specific Plan Under Lighting, Signing and Street Furnishings, please update to
indicate how the sign program will be developed. For example,
26 284 will a comprehensive sign program be required before any 12/10/12 3/20/13
commercial development and would it be created through a Site
Plan.
Specific Plan ) .
Under Parking, Carport and Garage Design, item 6, please
clarify that 100 percent of the parking would be allowed on the
26 285 adjacent street. The Parking Exhibit does not indicate that 1211012 3/20/13
parking is allowed on every street within the Specific Plan.
Specific Plan Under Senior Neighborhood Design Guidelines, please clearly
26 286 indicate that the single family residential dwelling units would be 12/10/12 3/20/13
age-restricted and for seniors only.
Specific Plan . . . .
Under Single Family Residential, please remove the reference to
minimum lot size. The Site Plan is for the purpose of ensuring
26 287 that the architecture of the proposed dwelling units and setbacks 12110112 3/20/13
are established in conformance with the Specific Plan.
Specific Plan Under Group-Residential - Assisted Living (Group Care) and
26 288 Senior Center Design Concept, please reference the 12/10/12 3/20/13
architectural drawings provided in the figures.
Specific Plan . . - . . . e .
26 289 Under Site Plannln_g and _Bundmg Orientation, there isa The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
reference to an adjacent illustration; however, none is provided. address the comment. 3/20/13
Specific Plan Thg Fire Protection Plan portion of the Specmc.PIan needs to be The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12
26 290 revised based on comments from the Deer Springs Fire address the comment 3/20/13 6/13/13
Protection Plan and San Diego County Fire Authority. )
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Specific Plan Under Grading Plan Development Standards, the Specific Plan
indicates that the gradlng for the p_rolect wqulql be balanced; The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12
26 291 however, the Implementing Tentative Map indicates that the 6/13/13
. o . : . address the comment. 3/20/13
project would require import. Please clarify how the project site
would be balanced.
Specific Plan Under Grading Plan Development Standards, please remove the
26 292 reference to the Air Pollution Control District and reference the 12/10/12 3/20/13
Grading Ordinance.
Specific Plan Under General Use and Performance Standards, item 9, please
26 293 add Major Use Permit(s), Site Plan(s), etc. 1211012 3/20/13
Specific Plan Under Village Center, item 2, please clarify that a Minor Use
26 294 Permit would be required for the tower pursuant to Section 4622 12/10/12 3/20/13
(9).
Specific Plan Under Neighborhood Centers, there is a reference to
26 205 Neighbprhood Center 2. Ple_e_tse clarify where this neighborhood 12/10/12 3/20/13
center is located. The Specific Plan previously refers to the
centers as north and south.
Specific Plan Under Single Family Residential Area, item 1, please clarify that
26 296 minor variations would be subject to review and approval of the 12/10/12 3/20/13
Director of DPDS.
Specific Plan Under Attached and Multi-Family Areas, please clarify that minor
26 297 variations would be subject to review and approval of the 12/10/12 3/20/13
Director of DPDS.
Specific Plan Under Open Space and Trails, item 1, please clarify the
26 298 reference to nature study areas. None have been identified 12/10/12 3/20/13
within the Specific Plan area.
Specific Plan Under Open Space and Trails, item 1, please clarify the
26 299 reference to nature study areas. None have been identified 12/10/12 3/20/13
within the Specific Plan area.
26 300 Specific Plan Please provide the proposed General Plan Amendment 12/10/12 3/20/13
language for the Valley Center and Bonsall Community Plans.
26 301 Specific Plan Under Existing Structures to Remain, please describe each 12/10/12 3/20/13

existing structure (residential, etc.).
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
26 302 Specific Plan IllJnder_ the _Standards Tables, please provide a definition for the "- 12/10/12 3/20/13
provided in the tables.
26 303 Specific Plan The con_cepts proyided will need to t_)e updated upon acceptance The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
of the Fire Protection Plan and Traffic Study. address the comment. 3/20/13
Specific Plan

Please clearly indicate where the front yard is located in the
26 304 concepts provided in the Specific Plan. Also, ensure that all 12/10/12 3/20/13
dimensions are provided and the right-of-way is clearly indicated.

Specific Plan Please explain how that the setbacks for accessory structures
26 305 would be pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance or provide 12/10/12 3/20/13
standards.
Specific Plan

Under Multi-Family Residential Development Standards Table,
please clarify the minimum lot size under number 1 (Motor Court
with Duplex). The lot dimensions provided are for a 25,000
square foot lot while the minimum lot size is 10,000 square feet.

26 306 12/10/12 3/20/13

Specific Plan The Multi-Family concept indicates a 5-foot setback to what
26 307 appears to be stairs. Please clarify if this is correct or if the 12/10/12 3/20/13
setback should be measured to the porch or unit.

Specific Plan In the Attached Residential Development Standards Table,
under number 1, please clarify if the exterior yard setback should
be 5-10-feet and the rear yard 4-feet based on the concept
drawing provided.

Specific Plan In the Attached Residential Development Standards Table,
under number 2, please clarify if the front yard should be 5 or 10-
feet and the rear yard 4-feet based on the concept drawing
provided.

Specific Plan In the Attached Residential Development Standards Table,

26 310 please clarify if the rear yard setbacks based on the concept 12/10/12 3/20/13
drawing provided.

26 308 12/10/12 3/20/13

26 309 12/10/12 3/20/13

Specific Plan
pectt The drawings provided in Figure 66 indicate 110-foot corner side

26 311 yard setbacks, but it is unclear why this is a corner side. Please 12/10/12 3/20/13
clarify why this side of the lot is considered a corner side yard.
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Specific Plan Please ensure that the height dimension provided in Figure 70 is
26 312 to the top of the tower, including any attached architectural 12/10/12 3/20/13
features.
Specific Plan Please ensure that the height dimension provided in Figure 73 is
26 313 to the top of the structure, including any architectural towers or 12/10/12 3/20/13
gables.
Specific Plan Please clarify the title of Figure 74 as it appears to be the Senior

Center. Also, please ensure that the height dimension is
accurate. The structure appears substantially smaller than the
height dimension provided.

Specific Plan The Specific Plan should identify development standards for the
26 315 Mixed Use/Commercial areas as well as for single and multi- 12/10/12 3/20/13
family.

Specific Plan Under the Single Family Residential Development Standards,
please define the exterior side yard setback.

Specific Plan Under the Single Family Residential Development Standards,
26 317 under item 1, please clarify whether there should be a Porch 12/10/12 3/20/13
setback or a "-".

Specific Plan Under the Single Family Residential Development Standards,
26 318 item 2, please clarify the 4-foot garage setback. The figure 12/10/12 3/20/13
shows 10-feet minimum.

26 314 12/10/12 3/20/13

26 316 12/10/12 3/20/13

Specific Plan
P Under the Single Family Residential Development Standards,

26 319 item 6, please clarify the unit front yard setback. The figure 12/10/12 3/20/13
shows 10-feet, but the table lists 5-feet.

Specific Plan
P Under the Single Family Residential Development Standards,

26 320 please clarify the Minimum Lot Size of the item 7. Based on the 12/10/12 3/20/13
lot dimensions, the lot size should be 3,900 square feet.

Specific Plan . . . .
pect Under the Single Family Residential Development Standards,

26 321 item 13, please define a rear yard setback or indicate a "-".

12/10/12 3/20/13
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Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

Specific Plan . . . .
Under the Single Family Residential Development Standards,

item 18, please clarify if the model should be called Front or Side
26 322 Load to match the figure. Also, please clarify the lot dimensions. 12/10/12 3/20/13
The figure shows 100-feet by 85-feet, not 100-feet. This change
may result in a change to the minimum lot size.

Specific Plan In the Single Family Lot Layouts provided in Figures 77 to 88,
26 323 please clearly label the front, side, rear and exterior side yards or 12/10/12 3/20/13
define under the Development Standards.

Specific Plan In the Single Family Lot Layouts provided in Figures 77 to 88,
please label the location(s) of the street(s).

26 324 12/10/12 3/20/13

Specific Plan . . . -
In the Single Family Lot Layouts provided in Figures 77 to 88,

please enlarge all text. It is difficult to read some of the items in
26 325 the exhibits. For instance, in Figure 85, the 6-foot block wall with 12/10/12 3/20/13
gate is difficult to read and may not be acceptable to the fire

district if the units are to be accessed from Old West Lilac Road.

Specific Plan . . . -
In the Single Family Lot Layouts provided in Figures 77 to 88,

please remove all unnecessary lines. For example, in figure 85
it is difficult to determine the property line, setbacks, porch
location, etc. for the units located at the southern end.

26 326 12/10/12 3/20/13

Specific Plan In the Single Family Lot Layouts provided in Figures 77 to 88,
26 327 please make sure that all labels are clearly identified. For 12/10/12 3/20/13
example, on figure 77, the labeling at the top is cut off.

Specific Plan . . . -
In the Single Family Lot Layouts provided in Figures 77 to 88,

26 328 please clarify how to address double-fronted lots or lots 12/10/12 3/20/13
surrounded by roadway access like the lots depicted in figure 78.

Specific Plan In the Single Family Lot Layouts provided in Figures 77 to 88,
26 329 please revise all measurements to indicate feet. For example, in 12/10/12 3/20/13
Figure 79, the measurement is in inches.
Specific Plan In the Single Family Lot Layouts, please clarify the title of the
26 330 Paseo Court Cluster. Should this be relabeled as Hillside 12/10/12 3/20/13

Paseo?
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Item

No.

Subject Area

Issue, Revision or Information Required

Issue Resolution Summary
(Include Conditions)

Date
Identified

Date
Resolved

26

331

Specific Plan

In the Single Family Lot Layouts, in Figure 84, please clarify the
measurements in the top left exhibit. The measurements to the
porch and unit are unclear.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

332

Specific Plan

In the Single Family Lot Layouts, in Figure 84, please clarify the
measurement to the garage in the top right exhibit. It states 4-
feet to garage, but the garage is located 15-feet from the rear
property line.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

333

Specific Plan

In the Single Family Lot Layouts, in Figure 85, please clarify the
setback from the motor court to the front of the units. Also,
ensure that all setbacks are clearly labeled on the exhibits.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

334

Specific Plan

In the Single Family Lot Layouts, in Figure 88, please clarify the
lot dimension listed. It indicates 100' x 100/85'. Please also see
the previous comment on the table.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

335

Specific Plan

In the Single Family Small-Lot Conceptual Elevations, please
number the elevations to correspond to the table and remove all
alphabetical references.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

336

Specific Plan

In the Single Family Small-Lot Conceptual Elevations, please
indicate the height dimension of each model.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

337

Specific Plan

Please number the conceptual elevation of the Single-Family
Duplex to correspond to the table.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

338

Specific Plan

In the Senior Neighborhood Gated Entry Concept - Typical,
please clarify the dimensions of the gate entry structure. This
exhibit needs to reviewed and approved by the Deer Springs Fire
Protection District.

The Specific Plan has been revised to
address the comment.

12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13

26

339

Specific Plan

Please clarify the height dimension on the Church Site Concept
Plan in figure 94. If the church or architectural element of the
church extends over the height limit an exception would be
needed with the Major Use Permit. Please clarify this in the
Specific Plan.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

340

Specific Plan

In the Project Entry Monuments in Figure 95, please provide a
key map showing the proposed location of the entry signs.

12/10/12

3/20/13
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. . . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Specific Plan
P The Park concepts provided in Figures 96 through 101 should be
26 341 labeled to match the parks shown on the proposed Site Plan. 12/10/12 3/20/13
For example, Park P-1 should be labeled as Sports Park.
26] 342 Specific Plan Please label the parks (P-6 and P-7) in Figure 100. 12/10/12 3/20/13
Specific Plan i i in Fi i e .
pecifi The Fire Protectlgn Plan in .Flgure 107 will need to updateq upon The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12
26 343 approval of the Fire Protection Plan by the Deer Springs Fire 6/13/13
: - address the comment. 3/20/13
Protection District.
Specific Plan inFi i . .
pecifi The Fuel Management Setback Zolnes in Flggre 108 will need to The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12
26 344 be updated upon approval of the Fire Protection Plan by the 6/13/13
. : . - address the comment. 3/20/13
Deer Springs Fire Protection District.
Specific Plan The Specific Plan should provide a discussion regarding fire
access and how the roadway network would function in an
26 345 emergency. For example, the Specific Plan should explain how 12/10/12 3/20/13
the gates would function and whether traffic could flow in any
direction.
Specific Plan The Community Phasing Plan Description will need to be
26 346 updated upon approval of the Fire Protection Plan and Traffic 12/10/12 3/20/13
Study.
Specific Plan Under Community Phasing Plan Description, the discussion
regarding the maximum assumed grading/construction . —
26 347 conditions does not match the Air Quality Study. For example, The Specific Plan indicates t_ha}t less than 12/10/12 6/13/13
. . . i 50 acres would be graded within one day. 3/20/13
the Air Quality states that the maximum area graded within one
day would be 20 acres.
Specific Plan Under Site Plans, please remove the discussion regarding
26 348 appeal privileges. The Zoning Ordinance governs appeal 12/10/12 3/20/13
privileges for Site Plan applications.
26 349 Specific Plan Under Site P!ans, pleasg add a dlscqssmn rggardlng the "V 12/10/12 3/20/13
Setback Designator, which also requires a Site Plan.
26 350 Specific Plan .UnQer Malnteqance Responsibilities, please revise Item 4 as 12/10/12 3/20/13
indicated previously.
Sheciic Pl - — - -
26| st o be Updated pon approval of he Valley Genter Municpal | T SPecifc Plan has been revised o | 121012 | 5,
P P P y P address the comment. 3/20/13

Water District.
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. . . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Specific Plan The Fire, Paramedic, and Law Enforcement Services and
Facilities section will need to be updated upon approval of the
26 352 Fire Protection Plan and attached comments from the San Diego 12110112 3/20/13
County Sheriff's office.
26 353 Specific Plan Under Recr.eatlonal Fa0|!|t|es & Qpen Space, please clarify that 12/10/12 3/20/13
the project includes multiple public parks.
26 354 Specific Plan The Specific Plan refers to Appendix A. Please provide a copy This analysis has been added to the EIR 12/10/12 6/13/13
of this analysis with the next submittal. under Land Use. 3/20/13
26 355 Specific Plan Under .GU|d|ng Principle number 4, please remove the statement 12/10/12 3/20/13
regarding the loss of wetlands.
26 356 Specific Plan Please remove the last sentence under Guiding Principle 12/10/12 3/20/13
number 7.
Speciic Pl - - — — -
peciic Han Please update the analysis under Guiding Principle number 8 The d_|scusspn under Guu_:ilng Pr.|nC|pI.e 8is 12/10/12
26 357 . consistent with the analysis provided in the 6/13/13
upon approval of the Agricultural Report. . 3/20/13
Agricultural Report.
Specific Plan The di . der Guiding Principle 9 i
The analysis under Guiding Principle 9 will need to be updated € discussion under fuiding Frinciple = 1S 12/10/12
26 358 upon approval of the Traffic Study and Fire Protection Plan consistent with the analysis provided in the 3/20/13 6/13/13
P PP y ' Traffic Study and Fire Protection Plan.
26| 359 Specific Plan Please remove the last sentence from Guiding Principle 9. 12/10/12 3/20/13
Specific Plan
P Under Guiding Principle 10, please add a discussion regarding
26 360 the Bonsall Community Sponsor Group, Valley Center Design 12/10/12 3/20/13
Review Board and Valley Center Community Plan group.
26 361 Specific Plan Thg analy§|s under Goal LU-1 should be revised to address 12/10/12 3/20/13
Major Project Issue #1.
26 362 Specific Plan Remoye the reference to distressed agriculture under the 12/10/12 3/20/13
analysis of Goal LU-1.
26 363 Specific Plan The Mobility Element section will need to updated upon approval The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
of the Traffic Study and Fire Protection Plan. address the comment. 3/20/13
Specific Plan . . .
26 364 The Housing Element section will need to be updated to address 12/10/12 3/20/13

previous comments regarding surrounding lot sizes.
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Item

No.

Subject Area

Issue, Revision or Information Required

Issue Resolution Summary
(Include Conditions)

Date
Identified

Date
Resolved

26

365

Specific Plan

The Safety Element will need to be updated upon approval of the
Fire Protection Plan and the attached comments from the San
Diego County Sheriff's office.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

366

Specific Plan

Please provide the proposed General Plan Amendment
language for the Valley Center and Bonsall Community Plans.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

367

Specific Plan

The discussion under the Valley Center and Bonsall Community
Plans will need to be updated to address previous comments on
phasing, traffic and fire protection.

12/10/12

3/20/13

26

368

Specific Plan

The appendices will need to be updated upon approval of the
Fire Protection Plan, water and wastewater facilities.

The Specific Plan has been revised to
address the comment.

12/10/12
3/20/13

6/13/13

26

369

Specific Plan

The net acreage provided in Table 1 - Land Use Summary on
page I-4 does not add up to 608 as indicated. Please revise as
needed.

The Specific Plan has been revised to
address the comment.

3/20/13

6/13/13

26

370

Specific Plan

Please clarify the discussion regarding density calculation and
refer to Zoning Ordinance Section 4115. "The maximum number
of dwelling units permitted within the exterior boundary lines of
any subdivision or a single lot shall be equal to the product of the
total of the net lot area of that subdivision, or lot expressed in
acres multiplied by the applicable maximum density designator."

The Specific Plan indicates that the project
proposes 1,746 dwelling units on 608 acres.

3/20/13

6/13/13

26

371

Specific Plan

The Specific Plan indicates that the 200 bed Group
Residential/Care Facility may include kitchens. Please refer to
Zoning Ordinance Section 1265 regarding Group Residential,
which states that "if in addition to the common kitchen facility,
any living unit includes a separate kitchen, that living unit shall
be counted as a dwelling unit in calculating density pursuant to
Section 4115." If the 200 bed facility could include kitchens, the
200 units shall be added to the 1,746 and included in the density
calculation. Please note that the proposed Land Use
Designation of VR 2.9 may not allow that number of units and
may need to be increased.

This discussion has been removed from the
Specific Plan.

3/20/13

6/13/13
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Date
Identified

Date
Resolved

26

372

Specific Plan

The Implementing Tentative Map indicates 352 dwelling units;
however, the Specific Plan indicates that Phase 1 includes 350
dwelling units. Please revise the Specific Plan or Implementing
Tentative Map to clarify the number of dwelling units proposed
within Phase 1.

The Speicific Plan has been revised to
address the comment.

3/20/13

6/13/13

26

373

Specific Plan

The Specific Plan indicates that the project includes detached
single family, attached single family and mixed-use
development. Figure 72 indicates "MF" on a number of
structures and the Site Plan Concepts also indicate multi-family
development. The Zoning Ordinance defines multi-family
development as "a structure or structures containing a total of 3
or more dwelling units in any vertical or horizontal arrangement
on a single lot or building site." Please revise the Specific Plan,
including the figures and exhibits, to clarify whether the project
includes multi-family development.

The Speicific Plan has been revised to
address the comment.

3/20/13

6/13/13

26

374

Specific Plan

The Specific Plan indicates that multi-family development is
allowed within the C34 Use Regulation and subject to the Valley
Center Design Review Guidelines. In addition, the proposed
zone box indicates a "P" Building Type, which also allows multi-
family dwellings. The proposed "B" Open Space designation
does not meet the Valley Center Design Review Guideline
requirements for multi-family development. Please revise as
necessary.

The Speicific Plan has been revised to
address the comment.

3/20/13

6/13/13

26

375

Specific Plan

A number of roadway cross-sections do not conform to the Fire
Protection Plan, Specific Plan or Conslidated Fire Code. For
example, the Specific Plan, Fire Protection Plan and Fire Code
require a roadway that has separate lanes of one way travel be a
minimum of 14-feet in width. The cross-sections indicate one
way roads less than 14-feet wide. Please revise as necessary.

The Speicific Plan has been revised to
address the comment.

3/20/13

6/13/13

26

376

Specific Plan

The elevation drawings within the Specific Plan indicate three
story structures; however, the proposed zoning only allows a
maximum of two stories. Please revise as necessary.

The Speicific Plan has been revised to
address the comment.

3/20/13

6/13/13
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Specific Plan Figures 18, 19 and 135 do not indicate any fuel modification
zones adjacent to the proposed biological open space The Speicific Plan has been revised to
26 377 easements. Please revise the figures to show all proposed fuel P address the comment. 3/20/13 6/13/13
modification zones.
Specific Plan Please provide a more detailed description of the proposed
Country Inn and Casitas. For example, please identify whether . i
26 378 any of these units have independent kitchens. Please see the The Speicific Plan has been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
previous comment regarding density and the definition of a address the comment.
dwelling unit.
Specific Plan The Specific Plan states that "appropriate wet weather storage
will be needed as part of the overall recycled water system." No
wet weather storage has been identified within the Specific Plan. o )
26l 379 Please revise to indicate where the wet weather storage would The Speicific Plan has been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
be located. Please note that the EIR will need to include an address the comment.
analysis of any impacts resulting from the strorage ponds.
Specific Plan The Specific Plan states that "the recycled water infrastructure
would consist of a conveyance pump station, a transmission
pipeline, a possible recycled water storage tank, and recycled
water distribution pipelines.” Please ensure that the Specific The Speicific Plan has been revised to
26 380 Plan identifies the location of these facilities. Please note that P address the comment. 3/20/13 6/13/13
the EIR will need to include an anlaysis of any impacts resulting
from the infrastructure.
Specific Plan The Specific Plan indicates on Page 111-55 that the proposed
school site may revert to residential if the school district does not|  The Specific Plan has been revised to
26| 381 accept the site. Please clarify that the maximum number of indicate that the number of dwelling units 3/20/13 6/13/13
dwelling units would not be increased above 1,746 dwelling will not be increased.
units.
Specific Plan The Lot Layouts provided in the figures do not appear to match e .
. ) ; : The Specific Plan has been revised to
26 382 or correspond to the different lot configurations in the indicate that the number of dwelling units 3/20/13 6/13/13

Development Standards. Staff recommends that we resolve
these inconsistencies through working meetings.

will not be increased.
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. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Specific Plan Please ensure that all text is legible in the Lot Layouts. For The Specific Plan has been revised to
26 383 example, Figure 101 has two words cut-off at the top of the indicate that the number of dwelling units 3/20/13 6/13/13
page. Please revise as necessatry. will not be increased.
Specific Plan Please ensure that the Lot Layout titles are consistent in the
figures. For example, Figure 102 indicates "Single Family The Specific Plan has been revised to
26| 384 Attached" in the figure, but the title at the bottom of the page indicate that the number of dwelling units 3/20/13 6/13/13
indicates "Detached.” Please revise as necessary. will not be increased.
Specific Plan The Specific Plan proposes road standards that are different
than the Public Road Standards. Please provide an analysis of
how the roads would differ from Public Road Standards for An analysis has been provided describing
26| 385 similar type public roads that would accommodate the projected the differences between the proposed 3/20/13 6/13/13

traffic. This analysis does not need to be inlcuded in the Specific| private roads and Public Road Standards.
Plan text and can be a separate analysis.

Specific Plan The Specific Plan should identify a site reserved for a Fire
Station. Staff recommends that the applicant coordinate with The Specific Plan has been revised to
PDS and the Deer Springs Fire Protection District on the specific address the comment.
requirements.

Steep Slope Map [The slope analysis indicates areas of the site that have 25%
slope (orange) that appear to have a minimum rise or run of 50-
feet that need to be added to the encroachment/open space
map.

Steep Slope Map |Please indicate the portions of the site that are not a part
(N.A.P.).

27 3 Steep Slope Map |Please provide the source of the topographic information. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Steep Slope Map

26 386 3/20/13 6/13/13

27 1 6/14/12 12/10/12

27 2 6/14/12 12/10/12

Please make sure that the entire project site is shown on the

map. The northwest corner of the site is not included in the plan. 6/14/12 12110712

27 4




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required Iss?ﬁgizc;hg;ﬂ;zr:gary Ide%?itfeied Rezzl:\?ed
Vectors
A Vector Management Plan must be completed. Guidelines for
completing the Vector Management Plan can be found at:
08 1 http://wy\(w.sdcounty.ca.gov/dpIu/docs/Vector_Report_Formats.p 6/14/12 12/10/12
df. Additional County
Guidance with regard to addressing vector issues is available at
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Vector_Guidelines.pdf.
29 1 Vlsuallqlzre)(s):)turces Please add the project numbers to the coversheet. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Visual Resources [The Visual Resource Report is incomplete and lacks any
Report analysis that could be used to determine the projects potential
visual impacts. Please provide a complete Visual Resource
29 2 Report in accordance with the County's Guidelines for Visual 6/14/12 12110712
Resource Reports. The next submittal will be rejected if it is
incomplete.
Visual Resources |Under project description, the report indicates that there are
Report "small lot townhomes" and several hundred homes in the project 6/14/12
area. This section may need to be updated after a lot study is
29 3 . . - 12/10/12 6/13/13
done of the surrounding area. This section needs to be updated 3/20/13
based on the previous comments regarding the lot study
analysis.
Visual Resources . . . . . .
Report P!ease revise the dlscusglon regarding the projects conS|§tency
29 4 with other developments in the area. A number of the projects 6/14/12 12/10/12
indicated have not been constructed.
29 5 Visual Resources |The report will also need to evaluate off-site impacts (roadway 6/14/12 12/10/12
Report construction).
Visual Resources |Under the discussion regarding the County's General Plan,
29 6 Report indicate that the site is also subject to the SR10 Land Use 6/14/12 12/10/12
Designation.
29 7 Visual Resources [Please correct the project numbers to match the numbers 12/10/12 6/13/13
Report provided at the top of this checklist. 3/20/13




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Visual Resources ) )
Report In general, an analysis should not assume failure of
implementation of a project condition, such as "failure to provide
long-term maintenance of the landscaping." The report should
o . : 12/10/12
29 9 assume each specific plan requirement would be implemented, 6/13/13
. b L . 3/20/13
especially those meant to avoid a significant effect and is
required by County Code for erosion control. Please discuss
approach and conclusion with staff.
Visual Resources ) ) o o
Report The analysis should include a description of existing elements of
views from I-15. Also, what is the duration of the view for
travelers along I-15? Please also more specifically describe the 12/10/12
29 10 "residential and park" components of the project that will be seen 6/13/13
o . ) - - 3/20/13
from this view (e.g. lot sizes, heights, materials and variation of
built forms). Please also add to the I-15 discussion on page 2.1-
10.
Visual Resources [Impacts to proposed Community Pathway. Please discuss with
29 11 Report staff the feasibility of discussing impacts to future land uses. In 12/10/12 6/13/13
general, the report should focus on existing conditions and not 3/20/13
those created by the project.
29 12 Visual Resources |Off-Site Improvements. Please revise this section per resolution 12/10/12 6/13/13
Report of the project's roadway network. 3/20/13
29 13 Visual Resources Glart_e Impacts. Does the specific plan include solar building 12/10/12 6/13/13
Report requirements? 3/20/13
Visual Resources . . - . . .
1SU . Consistency with Land Use Policies. Please revise this section 12/10/12
29 14 Report . . 6/13/13
once the general plan conformance issue is resolved. 3/20/13
Visual Resources [Cumulative Impact Analysis. Please revise this discussion to 12/10/12
29 15 Report include the properties which are part of the Property Specific 3/20/13 6/13/13

Request (PSR) process.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required Issﬁﬁgizzllgﬁzi?g:s;ary Ide%?itfeied Rezgl:\?ed
Visual Resources |Cumulative Impact Analysis. Please explain how the "minor
Report residential subdivision" and other cumulative development would
29 16 "blend into the existing character of the viewshed." In part, 12/10/12 6/13/13
cumulative aesthetic impacts would be reduced through 3/20/13

development consistent with the County General Plan and

VCCP, and BCP.

Visual Resources [Please include a description of other site specific features that 12/10/12

29 17 Report contribute to valued visual character. For example, open areas 6/13/13
: ) : 3/20/13

of agricultural and rural residential.

Visual Resources

Report Staff disagrees with the significance determination for Issue 3.

In particular, for views from West Lilac Road. The conversion of
open, rural residential land to smaller lot, suburban type housing
(as demonstrated in Figure 2.1-3) would result in a degradation 12/10/12
29 18 of the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings. 6/13/13
. ) 3/20/13
Please also see planning comments on conformance with the
Community Development Model. Implementation of the intent of
the Community Development Model would also serve to avoid
this significant impact.

Visual Resources ] ) ) . . . .
Report For all impact discussions and associated visual simulations, the

text and figures should show how the project's specific plan
guidelines serve to avoid visual impacts to the surrounding
communities. For example, the guidelines should require a
variation of building materials, types, and styles would result in

" 12/10/12
29 19 variations of roof form and color. Please reference or 6/13/13

. . o . : . 3/20/13

incorporate appropriate specific plan figures and illustrations
which depict housing and commercial types. Please also note,
pending resolution of the planning Major Project Issue regarding
the Community Development Model, these figures should reflect
larger lots sizes.

Visual Resources [Please revise the lot size discussion to address the previous 12/10/12

Report comments regarding the Specific Plan. 3/20/13 6/13/13

29 20




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. . . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Visual Resources [The report should address County Scenic routes and whether 12/10/12
29 21 Report the project would be visible from any nearby scenic routes 6/13/13
. A 3/20/13
identified in the General Plan.
29 29 Visual Resources [The report should also address the proposed change in the 12/10/12 6/13/13
Report height designator from 2-stories, 35-feet to 40-feet. 3/20/13
Visual Resources
Report The report should address the proposed 60-foot tall clock tower. 12/10/12
29 23 If the tower would be visible from surrounding roadways, a 3/20/13 6/13/13
photosimulation should be provided that shows the tower.
Visual Resources . ) ) )
Report Staff disagrees with the conclusion that the project would
mitigate the visual impact from surrounding area residences. 12/10/12
29 24 Please see the previous comments regarding the introduction of 6/13/13
. S . 3/20/13
features that contrast with the existing visual character and/or
quality of the neighborhood or community.
Visual Resources |Additional changes to the report may be required pending 12/10/12
29 25 Report revisions to the project as a result of comments on the technical 3/20/13 6/13/13
studies.
Visual Resources . 12/10/12
26 Report Conclusion. Please update per comments above. 3/20/13 6/13/13
Wastewater Service i ici
Please p_rov_lde comments from the Va_tlley Center Municipal The Valley Center Municipal Water District 6/14/12
Report Water District on the wastewater service report. The wastewater
30 1 . L has conceptually approved the Wastewater | 12/10/12 6/13/13
services analysis will need to be approved by the Valley Center
— P Report. 3/20/13
Municipal Water District.
Wastewater Service o )
Report The report indicates a number of alternatives for wastewater
service, including expanding the Lower Moosa Canyon Water
Reclamation Facility. The facility is currently under a Major Use
30 2 Permit (P73-018). Any proposed expansions or alterations to the 6/14/12 12110712
facility would require a Major Use Permit Modification. Please
indicate which alternative the project proposes to implement.
30 3 Wastewater Service |All impacts associated with the proposed facilities will need to be 6/14/12 12/10/12

Report

analyzed in the technical studies.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Water Service Report i ici
Port|Please proylde comments from Fhe Valley Center Munlmp{il The Valley Center Municipal Water District 6/14/12
Water District on the water service report. The water services
31 1 o > has conceptually approved the Water 12/10/12 6/13/13
analysis will need to be approved by the Valley Center Municipal :
— Service Report. 3/20/13
Water District.
31 5 Water Service Report|All |mpact_s assouatec_;l with tht_e proposed facilities will need to be 6/14/12 12/10/12
analyzed in the technical studies.
Water Supply As required by Water Code Section 10915 (referred to as Senate
Assessment Bill 221) and 10631 (referred to as Senate Bill 610), the project is
32 ! required to complete a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) and 6/14/12 12/10/12
Water Verification Report.
Water Supply Please clarify whether the District has demonstrated its ability to
Assessment i i i i -Si i
32 2 supply the I._|Iac Hills project without on-site conservation, the 12/10/12 3/20/13
use of on-site groundwater, or the use of recycled water that the
project may generate.
Zoning Ordinance [A Designator is required for the Single Family Residential
portions of the project to ensure that future development is
33 1 consistent with the Specific Plan. The "D" Designator and any 6/14/12 12/10/12
specific requirements should be included in the proposed
Rezone.
34 1 Site Plan.(SlngIe Please add "V" Setback Designator to the Site Plan. The Site Plan indicates "V" setbacks. 12/10/12 6/13/13
Family) 3/20/13
34 2 Site Plan.(Slngle Please add the project number to the Site Plan (3500 12-017). 12/10/12 3/20/13
Family)
Please ensure that the proposed residences will not encroach
si lan (Singl into the ultimate building line setback from existing West Lilac
34 3 ite IF:an'I( "N'® " |Road or proposed West Lilac Road. The plan may need to be 12/10/12 | 3/20/13
amily) updated pending approval of the Traffic Study.
Please see the comments on the Single Family Residential
Site Plan (Single [Development Standards under Specific Plan. The same
34 4 Family) changes should be made to sheet 5 of the Site Plan. 12/10112 3/20/13
. . Please indicate the height of the proposed homes shown on
34 5 Site PIan_(Slngle sheet 6. The height should be measured to the midpoint of the Resolved 12/10712 6/13/13
Family) roof 3/20/13




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

It No. ject A | Revisi Inf tion Requi . o
em (o} Subject Area ssue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved

. . Please see the comments on the Preliminary Grading Plan and
Site Plan (Single y 9

34 6 Famil Tentative Map. Additional corrections may be required pending 12/10/12 3/20/13
amily) approval of the technical studies.
The conceptual architectural elevations depict wider homes that
34 2 Site Plan (Single [what the proposed lots may allow. The elevation renderings 12/10/12 3/20/13

Family) should more closely resemble the proposed homes in size,
especially width.

Parking Exhibit
g The parking exhibit indicates that Phase 1 has a total of 344

35 1 dwelling units; however, the Implementing Tentative Map 12/10/12 3/20/13
indicates only 342 dwelling units. Please revise as necessary.

Parking Exhibit ) . ) )
The parking exhibit assumes that 286 dwelling units have 2

parking spaces available in the proposed driveways. However, a
standard parking space is 9-feet by 19-feet and the proposed
driveways do not appear to be this long in length. For example,
a number of the single family dwelling units have garage access
directly off proposed roadways. Please revise as necessary.

35 2 12/10/12 3/20/13

Parking Exhibit  |The parking exhibit should remove the word "assume" and state
35 3 whether all the dwelling units have 2 car garages. This should 12/10/12 3/20/13
correspond with the Specific Plan figures.

Parking Exhibit The parking exhibit will need to be revised based upon approval
of the Fire Protection Plan and Traffic Study.

Parking Exhibit  |The parking exhibit should also address phasing. Staff

35 5 recommends that a table be provided indicating the number of 12/10/12 3/20/13
parking spaces within each phase (1a, 1b, 1c).

Phasing Exhibit  |The proposed construction phasing exhibit does not appear to
36 1 meet dead-end road length standards. Please see Major Project 12/10/12 3/20/13
Issue #4.

35 4 12/10/12 3/20/13

Phasing Exhibit . . .
The proposed construction phasing exhibit does not match the

Traffic Study. In the Traffic Study, phase 1 is all one phase and
not divided up into three separate phases as indicated in the
construction phasing exhibit. Please revise as necessary.

36 2 12/10/12 3/20/13




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS (Department of Planning & Development Services) Planning and CEQA Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) identified | Resolved
Phasing Exhibit . . - . .
The construction phasing exhibit needs to provide cross sections
and details for the proposed temporary access roads associated
36 3 with each phase (1a, 1b, and 1c). Additional revisions may be 12/10/12 3/20/13
required depending on the details of the roadway exhibits.
Phasing Exhibit
g Phase 1a of the construction phasing exhibit does not match the . . o
o - - . . The biological open space phasing is 12/10/12
36 4 Specific Plan regarding the dedication of biological open space. . ; 6/13/13
. e addressed in the biology report. 3/20/13
Please revise the exhibit as necessary.
Phasing Exhibit  |The construction phasing exhibit will need to be revised upon
36 5 approval of the Traffic Study and Fire Protection Plan. 12/10/12 3/20/13
Phasing Exhibit  |Additional information may be required depending on the
36 6 revisions to the phasing gxhlblt. For example, sight dlstgnce 12/10/12 3/20/13
certification may be required for any access roads entering West
Lilac Road.
Phasing Exhibit | The Preliminary Grading Plan should be updated to account for
36 7 the information provided in Phase 1a and 1b, including width, 12/10/12 3/20/13
grade, material, access rights, etc.
Mineral Resources . ) )
Please provide an assessment of the quality of the alluvium
within the active drainages and canyons at the project site and
whether or not it would be PCC-grade material. If the answer is
37 1 yes, please quantify the amount of PCC-grade sand that might 12/10/12 3/20/13

be present within areas underlain by alluvium and whether there
would be enough to exceed the construction materials threshold
of $12,500,000 (in 1996 equivalent dollars).




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved

Pending resubmittal of the project's CEQA Drainage Study,
Stormwater Management Plan and Hydromodification Report,
11 General Comment |further improvements may be required to the surrounding area 6/14/12 12/10/12
as mitigation for drainage/stormwater impacts caused by this
project.

Pending applicant submittal and review of the project's Traffic
Impact Study and proposed access, further improvements may

12 General Comment be required to the surrounding area as mitigation for traffic 6/14/12 12110112
impacts caused by this project.
Pending applicant submittal and review of the project's Traffic

1l3 General Comment Impact Study by Caltrans, further improvements may be required 6/14/12 12/10/12

to the surrounding area as mitigation for traffic impacts caused
by this project.

Pending resubmittal of the project's Fire Protection Plan, further
1|4 General Comment |improvements may be required to the site and the surrounding 6/14/12 12/10/12
area as required mitigation.

It is the applicant's responsibility to provide suitable evidence
that off-site improvements (which includes grading) and
dedications, grants (if any), and/or easements can be
accomplished without resorting to the County of San Diego
assistance. This evidence can be provided in several
differenced forms: A title report showing applicant has the right

. . . 6/14/12
115 General Comment [to construct improvements along with a title company guarantee 12/10/12 3/20/13
($20,000) acknowledging those rights, a recorded grant deed or
recorded right to purchase for the area where improvements are
to be constructed, or other evidence satisfactory to the County
that clearly shows an existing and continuing right to construct
the required improvements. If suitable evidence is not provided,
then PDS may recommend denial of the project.

Street knuckles shall meet the minimum requirements of San 6/14/12
116 General Comment |Diego County Design Standard DS-15 or a formal exception 12/10/12 3/20/13
request is required.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Identify and process formal exception requests for public and 6/14/12
17 General Comment |private streets that do not meet County of San Diego Public and Submitted and in process.
) 12/10/12
Private Road Standards.
The total number of lots has changed on the Implementing TM.
1/8 General Comment |Make sure this revision is made on all necessary studies and 12/10/12 3/20/13
exhibits.
The proposal to have a public storm drain systems within the
19 General Comment |proposed private streets needs to be approved by Field 12/10/12 3/20/13
Operations.
2(1 Master Tentative Map|Add TM Number "5571" to plans. 6/14/12 12/10/12
SHEET 1: The existing West Lilac Road street section shows a
48' R/W dedication and the improvement of minimum 8 foot
meandering trail. Additional improvements may be required on 6/14/12
2|2 Master Tentative Map|existing West Lilac Road pending approval of the TIS. The Resolved 12/10/12 6/13/13
proposed West Lilac Road has to be fully improved and 3/20/13

accepted by the County before existing West Lilac Road can be
declassified. Pending approval of the TIS.

SHEET 1: Remove street sections that are not required for
2(3 Master Tentative Map|Master TM Improvements. For remaining street sections, list the 6/14/12 12/10/12
name of the street that the section pertains to.

SHEET 1: An alternative street section is provided for Lilac Hills
ola Master Tentative Map Ranch Road. Will the final section pe determlned with t.he 6/14/12 12/10/12
approval of the TIS or are both sections going to be optional at

final engineering? Please advise for conditioning purposes.

SHEET 2: Several easements are proposed to be vacated or
quit claimed. The easement are to be shown on the final map

. 6/14/12
. and the vacations processed through the Department of Real .
25 Master Tentative Map Estate Services. Quitclaim documents should also be provided. To be a condition. 132//210(;/1132 6/13/13

All easements holders need to agree to vacate or quitclaim
easements prior to approval of the Tentative Map.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
ole Master Tentative Map SHEET 3: Provide excel spreadsheet that lists proposed 6/14/12 12/10/12

easements to be vacated by ownership rights and type.

SHEET 4: The grading plan includes a note that existing West
Lilac Road will be improved westerly to the I-15 bridge. Add the
same note to tentative map and show the proposed off-site
improvement on the plan.

2|7 Master Tentative Map 6/14/12 12/10/12

SHEET 4: Add centerline information on the plan (i.e. street

stationing, BCs, ECs, street grades, horizontal radius, etc.). 6/14/12 12110112

2|8 Master Tentative Map

SHEET 4: Off-site improvements are proposed for existing West
Lilac Road, Lot 2 and "A" Street. It is the applicant's
responsibility to provide suitable evidence that off-site

. T : . 6/14/12
2lg Master Tentative Map improvements and dedlpatlong, grants (if a}ny), and/or The Master TM has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
easements can be obtained without resorting to the County of the comment. 3/20/13

San Diego for assistance. Evidence must be provided that
demonstrates that the applicant has the ability to construct the
off-site improvements.

SHEET 4: Show limits of HOA Lot "DD" adjacent to round-about
2|10 Master Tentative Map|at the westerly intersection of existing West Lilac Road and New 6/14/12 12/10/12
West Lilac Road.

2(11 Master Tentative Map|SHEET 4: Show access information for the NAP Lots. 6/14/12 12/10/12

SHEET 4: Show limits of HOA Lot "HH" adjacent to round-about
2|12 Master Tentative Map|at the easterly intersection of existing West Lilac Road and New 6/14/12 12/10/12
West Lilac Road.

SHEET 4: Provide additional details for proposed round-about at
the easterly intersection of existing West Lilac Road and New
West Lilac Road. The connection does not appear to line-up
with existing West Lilac Road. Will additional improvement be
required off-site to make the connection? Provide up large scale
detail of proposed connection.

2(13 Master Tentative Map 6/14/12 12/10/12

2(14 Master Tentative Map|SHEET 4: Lot 9 label missing. Please add. 6/14/12 12/10/12




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ q (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
SHEET 5: The grading plan includes a note that existing
. Mountain Ridge Road will be improved southerly to Circle R
2[5 Master Tentative Map Drive. Add the same note to tentative map and show the 6/14/12 12/10/12
proposed off-site improvement on the plan.
. SHEET 5: Add street section on Sheet 1 for Mountain Ridge. 6/14/12
2|16 Master Tentative Map Add Mountain Ridge Road Cross Section to Title Sheet. 12/10/12 3/20/13
SHEET 5: Off-site improvements are proposed for Lilac Hills
Ranch Road. It is the applicant's responsibility to provide
2|17 Master Tentative Map|suitable evidence that off-site improvements and dedications, 6/14/12 12/10/12
grants (if any), and/or easements can be accomplished without
resorting to the County of San Diego assistance.
NOTE: Final street sections subject to change based on the 6/14/12
2|18 Master Tentative Map|final acceptance of the project TIS. The sections will need to be Resolved 12/10/12 6/13/13
revised pending approval of the TIS. 3/20/13
NOTE: Final public trail easement locations/dimensions pending
. approval from the Department of Parks and Recreation. The 6/14/12
2[19 Master Tentative Map location/dimension of the trails are pending approval of the 12/10/12 3/20/13
Department of Parks and Recreation.
2|20 Master Tentative Map Title Sheet: Traffic calming deFall notes the road narrows dqwn to 12/10/12 3/20/13
18 feet for one way streets. Fire must approve proposed width.
2|21 Master Tentative Map|Title Sheet: I-15 Detail: Fix concrete sidewalk note. 12/10/12 3/20/13
oloo Master Tentative Map Sheet 4: Lapel Street "Z" as publlp. Label West Lilac Road on 12/10/12 3/20/13
eastern section and label as public.
For off-site improvements, provide easement document numbers
and any other easement information affecting proposed
2|23 Master Tentative Map|improvements. If right of way is to be dedicated, clearly 12/10/12 3/20/13
dimension proposed right-of-way dedication and label as
"proposed future dedication."
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments
Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
2|24 Master Tentative Map Sheet 8 Incll_Jde proposed wall height in dimension. Include 12/10/12 3/20/13
ROW dimension for Covey Lane.
Street section 1C should put 6 foot shoulder/BL on the south
. side and 4 foot shoulder/BL on north side. This will put the uphill
2|25 Master Tentatlvg Map (eastbound) shoulder as wider, and the downhill (westbound) as Resolved 12/10/12 6/13/13
(Traffic Planning) . . R 3/20/13
narrower making the facility more favorable for cyclist riding in
the BL/shoulder.
3|1 Implementing | \ 4 111 Number "5572" to plans. 6/14/12 | 12/10/12
Tentative Map
SHEET 1: The existing West Lilac Road street section shows a
48' R/W dedication and the improvement of minimum 8 foot
. meandering trail. Additional improvements may be required on
3|2 #mgm,in&gg existing West Lilac Road pending approval of the TIS. The 162//1145/1122 3/20/13
P proposed West Lilac Road has to be fully improved and
accepted by the County before existing West Lilac Road can be
declassified.
Implementin SHEET 1: Add cross section for proposed 20 foot wide utility
3|3 pien g and access easement to temporary detention basin and sewer 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map
treatment plant.
SHEET 1: An alternative street section is provided for Lilac Hills
Implementing Ranch Road. Will the final section be determined with the
3|4 Tentative Map approval of the TIS or are both sections going to be optional at 6/14/12 12110112
final engineering? Please advise for conditioning purposes.
als Implementmg SHE_ET 1: O_n street sections, list the name of the street that the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map section pertains to.
SHEET 3: Several easements are proposed to be vacated or
quit claimed. The easement are to be shown on the final map 6/14/12
ale Implementmg and the vacgtlons prgce;sed through the Department of Re_al To be a condition. 12/10/12 6/13/13
Tentative Map Estate Services. Quitclaim documents should also be provided. 3/20/13
All easements holders need to agree to vacate or quitclaim
easements prior to approval of the Tentative Map.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments
Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Implementing SHEET 4: Show the proposed off-site improvement limits for
3|7 Tentative Map existing West Lilac Road westerly to the I-15 bridge on the plan. 6/14/12 12110712
Implementing SHEET 4: Add centerline information on the plan (i.e. street
38 Tentative Map stationing, BCs, ECs, street grades, horizontal radius, etc.). 6/14/12 12110712
3lg Implementmg SHEET 4: Provide street name for cul-de-sac serving lots 92 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map through 96.
SHEET 4: Show the NAP lots located south of Street "Z". Will
Implementing access to these lots be provided from the project site? It
3|10 Tentative Map appears there is an existing dirt road that traverses the in the 6/14/12 12110112
north-south direction.
SHEET 4: How will proposed improvements to existing West
Implementin Lilac Road be accomplished? Is there a proposed off-site
3(11 pien 9 transition? Currently, the TM shows full improvements to the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map . i . L
project boundary and no transitional improvement to existing.
Please clarify.
SHEET 5: Provide additional details for proposed round-about at
the easterly intersection of existing West Lilac Road and New
Implementing West Lilac Road. The connection does not appear to line-up
3|12 Tentative Map with existing West Lilac Road. Will additional improvement be 6/14/12 12110712
required off-site to make the connection? Provide up large scale
detail of proposed connection.
3|13 Implementing | g et 5. | abel new West Lilac Road. Identify it as "Public.” 6/14/12 | 12/10/12
Tentative Map
3|14 Implementmg SHEET 5: Provide names for the hammerhead streets. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map
3|15 Implementing |q et 5. | abel HOA Lot *II” on provide acreage 6/14/12 | 12/10/12
Tentative Map
Implementing SHEET 5: Will Street "O" connect APN 128-280-56? Curb
3|16 Tentative Map returns are shown on Lot 138 and HOA Lot "II." 6/14/12 12110712




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ q (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
SHEET 5: Off-site improvements are proposed for Lilac Hills
. Ranch Road. It is the applicant's responsibility to provide . 6/14/12
3|17 1'.22:2{:/ (ant/llr;g suitable evidence that off-site improvements and dedications, The TM has beigr:qer;]/:r?td to address the 12/10/12 6/13/13
P grants (if any), and/or easements can be obtained without ' 3/20/13
resorting to the County of San Diego for assistance.
3lis Implementlng SHEET 6: Lat?el Temporary Sewer Treatment Plant and 6/14/12 12/10/12
Tentative Map Detention Basin location.
. Show proposed public trail easement locations on the TM. Note . 6/14/12
3(19 #ZE:Z{:/Z”&ZQ that final public trail easement locations/dimensions are pending The TM has beigr;e;:r?td to address the 12/10/12 6/13/13
P approval from the Department of Parks and Recreation. ' 3/20/13
. . . . . 6/14/12
Implementing NOTE: Final street sections subject to change based on the The TM has been revised to address the
3|20 . ) . 12/10/12 6/13/13
Tentative Map final acceptance of the project TIS. comment.
3/20/13
. Revised Note 17 on title sheet to read as follows: "Storm drain .
3(21 Implementlng system will be private except for storm drain within public streets. The TM has been revised to address the 3/20/13 6/13/13
Tentative Map . : . N comment.
All public storm drain shown on this TM ...
3|22 Implementlng SHEET 5: Is triangular northwest corner of Lot 352 being The TM has been revised to address the 3/20/13 6/13/13
Tentative Map dedicated as a road easement? comment.
Master Tentative Map
411 Preliminary Grading [Add TM Number "5571" to plans. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan
Master Tentative Map . . - . . . . 6/14/12
alo Preliminary Grading thaln and submit I.etters of permission to grade and construct |Required prior to the prqjgct moving forward 12/10/12 6/13/13
improvements off-site. for a decision.
Plan 3/20/13
Master Tentative Map|SHEET 1: Remove street sections that are not required for
413 Preliminary Grading [Master TM Improvements. For remaining street sections, list the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan name of the street that the section pertains to.
Master Tentative Map|SHEET 1: Legend: Provide description for fill slopes and add
414 Preliminary Grading [symbol with carrots shaded. Use on grading plan to differential 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan cut and fill slopes.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Subject Area . : . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Master Tentative Map
415 Preliminary Grading |SHEET 1: Legend: Add retaining wall symbol and description. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan
Master Tentative Map . o . .
al6 Preliminary Grading SHEE'I_’ 2: Add centerline information on the plan (l.e. street 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan stationing, BCs, ECs, street grades, horizontal radius, etc.).
Master Tentative Map|SHEET 2: Show limits of HOA Lot "DD" adjacent to round-about
417 Preliminary Grading |at the westerly intersection of existing West Lilac Road and New 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan West Lilac Road.
Master Tentative Map|SHEET 2: Show limits of HOA Lot "HH" adjacent to round-about
4|8 Preliminary Grading |at the easterly intersection of existing West Lilac Road and New 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan West Lilac Road.
Master Tentative Map|SHEET 2: Show the limits of off-site grading associated with
419 Preliminary Grading [proposed improvement of existing West Lilac Road westerly to 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan the 1-15 bridge.
Master Tentative Map|SHEET 2: Show off-site grading (if any) required for proposed
4110 Preliminary Grading [roundabout at the easterly intersection of existing West Lilac 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan Road and New West Lilac Road.
Master Tentative Map
4111 Preliminary Grading [SHEET 2: Lot 9 label missing. Please add. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan
Master Tentative Map|Major grading (contiguous grading that supports multiple pads)
4112 Preliminary Grading [shall also show adequate cross-sections to illustrate the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan proposed change in land form.
Master Tentative Map|Include Q,q information at outfall locations. Add basin sizing 6/14/12
4113 Preliminary Grading |information. Some outfall locations are missing Q100 Resolved 12/10/12 6/13/13
Plan Information.
Master Tentative Map
4114 Preliminary Grading |Provide graded radius information for roundabouts. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan
Master Tentative Map|Per Grading Ordinance, Section 87.402, all cut or fill slopes
4115 Preliminary Grading |exceeding forty feet in vertical height shall have drainage 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan terraces.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Master Tentative Map The propose_ll to have a public storm drain systems vyithin the
al16 Preliminary Grading proposgd private streets needs to b.e approyed by Field . 12/10/12 3/20/13
Plan Operatlon_s. Include the_ egserr_lent information for the_publlc
storm drain proposed within private roads and properties.
Master Tentative Map Show how access will be provided for proposed public storm
o . drain systems not within the County ROW. Applies only to storm| The plans have been resolved to address 12/10/12
4117 Preliminary Grading o L : 6/13/13
Plan drain |.mpr0vement on.Cov.ey Lane which is proposed as public. the comment. 3/20/13
Remainder of system is private.
For off-site improvements, provide easement document numbers
Master Tentative Map|and any other easement information affecting proposed
4118 Preliminary Grading |[improvements. If right of way is to be dedicated, clearly 12/10/12 3/20/13
Plan dimension proposed right-of-way dedication and label as
"proposed future dedication."
Master Tentative Map . . . . - . 6/14/12
4119 Preliminary Grading igig%ﬁgﬁgﬁg s&ztlgt;::salg%éiennfy existing roads, i.e. Resolved 12/10/12 6/13/13
Plan ' ’ ' 3/20/13
Implementing TM
5(1 Preliminary Grading [Add TM Number "5572" to plans. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan
5|2 Plrg‘i)rﬁ?;;ug?a;mg thain and submit I_etters of permission to grade and construct |Required prior to the prc_)jz_ect moving forward 162//1;1(;/1122 6/13/13
improvements off-site. for a decision.
Plan 3/20/13
Implementing TM  |SHEET 1: Remove street sections that are not required for
5(3 Preliminary Grading [Master TM Improvements. For remaining street sections, list the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan name of the street that the section pertains to.
Implementing TM |SHEET 1: Legend: Provide description for fill slopes and add
5(4 Preliminary Grading [symbol with carrots shaded. Use on grading plan to differential 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan cut and fill slopes.
Implementing TM
5(5 Preliminary Grading [SHEET 1: Legend: Add retaining wall symbol and description. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Implementing TM |SHEET 1: Add cross section for proposed 20 foot wide utility
5(6 Preliminary Grading [and access easement to temporary detention basin and sewer 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan treatment plant.
Implementing TM  |SHEET 2: Show the limits of off-site grading associated with
5(7 Preliminary Grading [proposed improvement of existing West Lilac Road westerly to 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan the 1-15 bridge.
Implgmentmg T.M SHEET 2: Add Q,q information at all outfall locations. Some 6/14/12
5(8 Preliminary Grading . - . 3/20/13
Plan outfall locations are missing Q100 Information. 12/10/12
Implementing TM . . .
5|9 Preliminary Grading SHEET 2: Provide street name for cul-de-sac serving lots 92 6/14/12 12/10/12
through 96.
Plan
Implementing TM SHEET 2: Correctly label Street "T." Currently, knuckle section
5]10 Preliminary Grading s y . ’ ; y 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan of Street "S" is labeled incorrectly as Street "T.
Implementing TM
5(11 Preliminary Grading [SHEET 3: Provide names for the hammerhead streets. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan
Implementing TM
5(12 Preliminary Grading [SHEET 3: Label HOA Lot "lI" on provide acreage 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan
Implementing TM  |SHEET 3: Show off-site grading (if any) required for proposed
5(13 Preliminary Grading [roundabout at the easterly intersection of existing West Lilac 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan Road and New West Lilac Road.
Implementing TM  |SHEET 3: Include Q4 information at outfall locations. Add 6/14/12
5|14 Preliminary Grading |basin sizing information. Some outfall locations are missing 12/10/12 3/20/13
Plan Q100 Information.
Implementing TM . . o Dinan
5|15 Preliminary Grading SHEET 3: What is purpose _of Low Flow Wa_ter Quality Pipe~ 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan How does this work? Not discussed on Drainage Study.
Implementing TM |SHEET 4: Include Q4 information at outfall locations. Add 6/14/12
5]16 Preliminary Grading |basin sizing information. Some outfall locations are missing 12/10/12 3/20/13
Plan Q100 Information.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Subject Area

Item No Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ q (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Implementing TM
5(17 Preliminary Grading [Provide graded radius information for roundabouts. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Plan
Implementing TM The proposal to have a public storm drain systems within the
5|18 Preliminary Grading proposgd private streets needs to b.e approyed by Field . 12/10/12 3/20/13
Plan Operations. Include the easement information for the public
storm drain proposed within private roads and properties.
Implementing TM . . .
5|19 Preliminary Grading Shqw how access vv_||| _be provided for all proposed public storm 12/10/12 3/20/13
Plan drain systems not within the County ROW.
Implementing TM  |Revised Note 12 on title sheet to read as follows: "Storm drain The plans have been resolved to address
5(20 Preliminary Grading [system will be private except for storm drain within public streets. P the comment 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan All public storm drain shown on this TM ..." )
Implementing TM . - .
5|21 Preliminary Grading SH.EET 2: Remove retalnlng wgll shown outside th"e b"oundary The plans have been resolved to address 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan limits of the TM. Adjacent to Bio Open Space Lot "C. the comment.
Implementing TM SHEET 3: s triangular northwest corner of Lot 352 being
pie g’ dedicated as a road easement? Approval from existing The plans have been resolved to address
5(22 Preliminary Grading . . 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan easement holders will be required for proposed emergency the comment.
access gate on Street "U."
Implementing TM . " . "
5|23 Preliminary Grading ?HEET 3: Chfemge Fult'ure CL West Lilac Road" label to The plans have been resolved to address 3/20/13 6/13/13
Plan Future . . . Main Street. the comment.
The next submittal should address potential project access
to/from the south connecting to Circle R Drive. The current
' . submittal only addressed the northern portion of the project site
6|1 Traffic Analysis and sole access to/from West Lilac Road. The project’s traffic 6/14/12 12/10/12
analysis must address the whole project and not only the
proposed northern development.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved

The next submittal must provide detailed information/data
regarding the project's proposed onsite/internal public and

private road system. The submittal must clearly identify which 6/14/12
6(2 Traffic Analysis onsite road are proposed to be public or private and provide Information provided by the applicant. 12/10/12 6/13/13
detailed traffic and design data/information such as projected 3/20/13

traffic volumes, road classification, cross-section widths, curve
radius, centerline location, and intersection controls.

The project’s traffic analysis should demonstrate the projected
traffic volumes resulting from the proposed project can be
adequately accommodated by the proposed roadway
classifications and adopted Mobility Element Plan.

6(3 Traffic Analysis 6/14/12 12/10/12

The next submittal should provide detailed information/data
64 Traffic Analysis regarding the project's required offsite road improvements in 6/14/12 12/10/12
addition to the proposed onsite road improvements.

The project’s traffic analysis must analyze the project’'s proposed

phasing plan and identify onsite/offsite traffic impacts resulting 6/14/12

6(5 Traffic Analysis  |[from each development phase and the corresponding 3/20/13
o . 12/10/12
recommended mitigation measures. Pending approval of the
TIS.

It should be noted that the project will be required to develop
according to the sequence of phasing assumed in the TIS unless

phasing alternatives are provided. The project
applicant/consultant should consider the Construction Phasing 6/14/12
6(6 Traffic Analysis Plan (CPP) guidelines (attached) that resulted from the recent 12/10/12 3/20/13

Major Subdivision Improvement Process/Subdivision Ordinance
revisions. The findings from the CPP can be incorporated into
the project’'s Improvement Agreement. Pending approval of the
TIS.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved

Tentative Map (TM): The TM and road cross-sections cannot be
fully reviewed because the traffic study with the detailed traffic 6/14/12
data has not been submitted for evaluation. Pending approval of 12/10/12
the TIS.

The TM should identify the intersection treatment at the transition
from Old W. Lilac Road to (new) West Lilac Road. The TM
shows a footprint that may encompass a roundabout. Pending
approval of the TIS.

Note that unlike intersection design which can be done in the
final design stage, roundabout design has to be done with the
map as the roundabout geometry can have a big influence on
the ROW.

Public Roads Standard Section 6l

6(7 Traffic Analysis 3/20/13

6/14/12
Resolved 12/10/12 6/13/13
3/20/13

6(8 Traffic Analysis

Roundabouts are also acceptable traffic control devices at
intersections. Prior to placement of a roundabout a

comprehensive engineering design prepared by a licensed civil 6/14/12

' . A third party review is pending. Changes to
69 Traffic Analysis  |engineer experienced in the design and construction of| o pROV)\// or designpmay b% requirgd 12/10/12 | 6/13/13
roundabouts must be prepared. A peer review of the roundabout 3/20/13

design should also be provided prior to installation of a
roundabout on a mobility element Road. “Roundabouts: An
informational Guide” published by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) should be consulted as a guide in the
design of the roundabout. Striping and pavement markings for
the roundabout should conform to the CA MUTCD. Pending
approval of the TIS .

The project roundabouts shall be designed in accordance with
NCHRP 672. “Roundabouts: An informational Guide” published A third party review is pending. Changes to 6/14/12
6(10 Traffic Analysis by (FHWA) has been updated to “NCHRP Report 672 - the ROW or design may be’ required 12/10/12 6/13/13
Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, Second Edition”. ' 3/20/13
Pending approval of the TIS.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved

The project shall provide a peer review of the proposed
roundabout designs. The peer review shall consist of a narrative
summarizing the Roundabout analysis contained in the project
traffic study (Chapter 21 HCM 2010) and expand on that to
include an analysis of the sizing and spacing requirements as
outlined in Section 3.5 of NCHRP Report 672 as well as
comparative performance analysis as outlined in Section 3.6 of| A third party review is pending. Changes to
NCHRP Report 672. The peer review shall include geometric the ROW or design may be required.
exhibits prepared at 40 scale detailing ROW, sidewalk, curb and
gutter, outer circle, inner circle, center island median detail, 300’
of all approaches, splitter islands, crosswalks, bicycle access,
lines of sight on all approaches, complete dimensions and cross
sections. A separate truck turning exhibit shall be provided as
well. Pending approval of the TIS.

6/14/12
12/10/12 6/13/13
3/20/13

6(11 Traffic Analysis

The roundabout designer shall pay particular attention to the
design criteria for approach flare, exit flare, splitter island, and
crosswalk location. In addition, note the sight distance A third party review is pending. Changes to 6/14/12
6(12 Traffic Analysis requirements  (approach, circulatory and sidewalk). These the ROW or design may be’ required 12/10/12 6/13/13
important design elements will enlarge the footprint of the ' 3/20/13
roundabouts beyond what is shown on the current TTM.
Pending approval of the TIS.

The design vehicle for the roundabout design will be a AASHTO
WB-50. The vehicle must track completely within the asphalt
portion of the roundabout. Note that roadways intersecting at a
roundabout with angles less than 90" may require a separate|A third party review is pending. Changes to
right turn facility serving the two roadways. Per section 6.1.D that the ROW or design may be required.
any intersecting roadways with centerline intersection angles
less than 70" or greater than 110" require a design exception.
Pending approval of the TIS.

6/14/12
12/10/12 6/13/13
3/20/13

6(13 Traffic Analysis




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ q (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
The TM shows Lilac Hills Ranch Road transition from a private to
Public Road, south of the couplet. The public road should 6/14/12
6(14 Traffic Analysis  |terminate with another public road or identify where the private 3/20/13
. ) : : 12/10/12
road will continue to the next road connection. Pending approval
of the TIS.
The TM should address the maintenance responsibility of Old 6/14/12
6(15 Traffic Analysis  |West Lilac, since it will no longer be a Mobility Element 3/20/13
) 12/10/12
Roadway. Pending approval of the TIS.
Street ‘O’ has a close intersection with Street ‘Z' and the 6/14/12
6(16 Traffic Analysis intersection of West Lilac Road and should be reviewed. 3/20/13
. 12/10/12
Pending approval of the TIS.
The TM should show the centerline radius of all public and 6/14/12
6(17 Traffic Analysis . - P Resolved 12/10/12 6/13/13
private roads. Pending approval of the TIS.
3/20/13
6l1s Traffic Analysis The TIS §hou|d add the Camino Del Rey/Old River Road 12/10/12 3/20/13
intersection to the study analyses.
The consultant should review the Public Road Standards LOS
) . table to verify the accuracy of the Table 2.2 information (Pg.8).
6|19 Traffic Analysis There are errors in the Major Road 4.1A LOS capacity 12/10/12 3/20/13
thresholds.
The TIS should identify/clarify the date(s) when the existing
6l20 Traffic Analysis .trafflc cc')unt'da.ta was collegteq. The Appendlx A aqd footnotes 12/10/12 3/20/13
information indicates the existing traffic count data is based on
2008 and 2011 counts plus SANDAG 2008 model data.
6|21 Traffic Analysis Th_e TI_S should clearly identify _vvhat onsite roads assumed to be 12/10/12 3/20/13
built with each phase of the project.
The TIS should clearly identify what frontage and offsite road
improvements are assumed to be built with each of the project
) . phases. The phased road improvement listing and figures| The TIS has been updated to address the 12/10/12
6|22 Traffic Analysis should include road improvements needed to mitigate the comment. 3/20/13 6/13/13
project's impact, project design features, and/or road
improvements required by Centerline/Subdivisions Ordinances.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved

The TIS should explain how the internal and external trip factors
were derived for the land use categories and by project phases.
6(23 Traffic Analysis Examples include what is the basis for the 50% Commercial 12/10/12 3/20/13
internal capture rate or what is the basis for the 24% internal
capture rate at Phase 3.

The TIS should provide more detailed information about the trip
attraction and distribution assumptions for the proposed schools.
If the schools are charter based, that would expand the potential
6(24 Traffic Analysis catchment area for the student population. The relation of the 12/10/12 3/20/13
school population and neighborhood proximity has direct
correlation to the distribution and internal capture assumptions
posed.

The TIS identifies proposed Elementary and Middle schools. The
trip generation estimate for the proposed schools is based on
6[25 Traffic Analysis  |acreage. If known at this time, the maximum number of projected 12/10/12 3/20/13
students for each school should be the basis of the schools’ trip
generation estimate.

The TIS should identify the location of the nearest high school(s)

626 Traffic Analysis that could serve the project site. 12/10/12 3/20/13
The trip generation factor for church (30 trips per acre) should
) . note that is the weekday rate. SANDAG guidelines state that the
6[27 Traffic Analysis church weekday trip rate should be quadruple for Sundays/days 12/10/12 3/20/13
of assembly.
The TIS (Pg. 239) should include an Override (in the EIR) for the 12/10/12
6(28 Traffic Analysis “over-capacity” condition of West Lilac Road in the Horizon Year Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13
analysis.
The TIS (Table 6.2) identifies cumulative impacts to numerous
locations with mitigation as TIF payment. The TIS should note
) . that the project is a non-conforming GPA and thus not included 12/10/12
6[29 Traffic Analysis in the TIF program. Mitigation for cumulative impacts may Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13

include payment of TIF, however, additional measures should be
included for considerations
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The TIS (Table 9.3 and 9.8) should remove ‘cumulative’ from the

6[30 Traffic Analysis impact header of the Horizon Year impacts. 12/10/12 3/20/13
The TIS (Pg. 239) should acknowledge the planning level
impacts of the project to West Lilac Road and Old Highway 395
) . and propose ‘planning level’ over-rides due to the marginal 12/10/12
6[31 Traffic Analysis deficiencies exceeding volume to capacity. The arterial level-of- Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13

service results can be incorporated as part of the justification to
accept the over-ride.
The TIS should discuss the potential of early phase development
traffic combined with construction traffic for the project’s latter
6(32 Traffic Analysis phases and potential impact to project site traffic conditions. 12/10/12 3/20/13
This should also include any traffic associated with transporting
wastewater off-site.
2. TIS uses residential trip generation rates that are more
conservative than standard SANDAG (and ITE) rates:

a. Single Family: TIS=6.9/DU vs. SANDAG =10/ DU

b. Multi Family: TIS =4.8/DU vs. SANDAG =8 /DU

The reduced trip generation rate results in a significant overall
trip reduction of 3,983 trips (32%) for the Single Family and Multi
6|33 Traffic Analysis  |Family land uses. Staff does not support the reduced trip 12/10112 | 3/20/13
generation estimation. The TIS should use the standard 10/8/DU
for residential and multi-family, respectively. The example
provided as justification is of a limited sample size. The applicant
is advised to use regional standards. They are also encouraged
to engage SANDAG to update the trip generation manual to
better reflect the findings of their research.

3. The TIS (Sec. 4.2.2) should remove discussion of other
project internal capture rates (Campus Park/Meadowood). The
internal capture rate of project is unique to each project and
should be derived from the complementary land uses within (or
adjacent) to the project as justification.

a. Single Family: TIS=6.9/DU vs. SANDAG = 10/ DU

b. Multi Family: TIS=4.8/DU vs. SANDAG =8/DU

6(34 Traffic Analysis 12/10/12 3/20/13
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The reduced trip generation rate results in a significant overall
trip reduction of 3,983 trips (32%) for the Single Family and Multi
Family land uses. Additional clarification should be provided to
justify the use of the lower residential trip generation rates for the
proposed project.
3. The TIS (Sec. 4.2.2) should remove discussion of other
project internal capture rates (Campus Park/Meadowood). The
6(35 Traffic Analysis internal capture rate of project is unique to each project and 12/10/12 3/20/13
should be derived from the complementary land uses within (or
adjacent) to the project as justification.
4. The following Table 10.5 (Pg.267) errors/inconsistencies
should be corrected:
a. E+P (Buildout)
i. Gopher Canyon Road (E.Vista to I-15) “No”
1. Table 5.2.1 = Direct Impact “Yes”
ii. E.Vista Way (Gopher Canyon to Osborne) “No”
1. Table 5.2.1 = Direct Impact “Yes”
b. Horizon + Project (with Road 3) No Roadway Cumulative
6(36 Traffic Analysis Impacts 12/10/12 3/20/13
i. Table 9.3: “Yes” Roadway Cum. Impacts
1. W. Lilac Road (Old Hwy 395 to “A")
2. Old Hwy 395 (E. Dulin to W. Lilac)
c. Horizon + Project (without Road 3) No Roadway Cumulative
Impacts
i. Table9.8:“Yes”
1. Old Hwy 395 (E. Dulin to W. Lilac)
2. Lilac Road (Old Castle to Anthony)

Traffic Calming at Intersections (Exhibit 2): The project engineer
should coordinate with County Traffic staff to refine the proposed
design features for traffic calming measures at onsite project site
intersections. Some general comments include:

3/20/13
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6(37 Traffic Analysis  |@ The proposed bulbouts do not accommodate the SU30 12/10/12

without crossing the centerline.

@ The proposed design should accommodate SU30 legally and
WB-50 should be able to make the turn

@ Crosswalks should be removed/not included at a non-control
intersection.

West Lilac Road couplet: West Lilac Road is a Mobility Element
road. County staff’s initial recommendation is not to create a
split/couplet design road. However; if a couplet road continues
to be proposed then the project applicant/engineer should work
closely with County Traffic staff to develop the striping and
signage plan.

Roundabout analyses: The following comments are regarding
the roundabout design analyses. The project traffic
consultant/engineer and roundabout designer are strongly
encouraged to coordinate with County Traffic staff in the review| A third party review is pending. Changesto| 12/10/12
and development of the roundabout designs. In addition to the the ROW or design may be required. 3/20/13
comments below, the project consultant/engineer should
address all roundabout design comments included the Project
Issue Checklist.

6(38 Traffic Analysis 12/10/12 3/20/13

6(39 Traffic Analysis 6/13/13

6(40 Traffic Analysis All proposed public roads shall meet Public Road Standards. Exception requests in process. 3/20/13 6/13/13

An 10D will not be acceptable for the portion of West Lilac Road
6(41 Traffic Analysis  [the traverses the property. This is a property frontage
improvement. Construct per Public Road Standards.

An EIR alternative has been provided that

includes 2.2C frontage improvements. 3/20/13 6/13/13

Please explain how the reduced shoulder associated with the An EIR alternative has been provided that

6[42 Traffic Analysis 2.2F vs. 2.2C for West Lilac Road will improve public safety. includes 2.2C frontage improvements.

3/20/13 6/13/13

Only identify cross sections of proposed public roads as per
County Standards if the roadway meets all classification
6(43 Traffic Analysis requirements. Refer to the cross section as a ‘modified’ if the Information provided by the applicant. 3/20/13 6/13/13
cross section only meets a portion of the Private Road
Standards.
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The proposed ROW is insufficient for Roundabouts. Please
provide the Roundabout design for review. The traffic study will | A third party review is pending. Changes to

6[44 Traffic Analysis not be able to be formally approved until the roundabout design the ROW or design may be required. 3/20/13 6/13/13
has been deemed acceptable.

6las Traffic Analysis SHEET 1 OF 8:. Mlnlmgm clear recover zone is 8' min to 20' max| The Tentative Maps have been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
for any fixed object within R/W, address the comment.

6las Traffic Analysis SHEET 1 OF 8: Please continue structural section under curb The Tentative Maps have been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
and gutter. address the comment.

. 2 i i

6la7 Traffic Analysis SHEET 6 OF 8: Taper length shall be WS?%60 for speeds 40mph| The Tentative Maps have been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13

or less and WS for speeds greater than 40 mph. address the comment.
) . SHEET 7 OF 8: Retaining wall shall meet clear recovery zone The Tentative Maps have been revised to

6[48 Traffic Analysis criteria for the fixed object within R/W. address the comment. 3/20/13 6/13/13

6lag Traffic Analysis Trafflg WI||. do complete review of the plans when a complete The Tentative Maps have been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
submittal is made for the project. address the comments.

Torus 4.0 Roundabout Summary Report:

The summary report should address the following:

1. Should be design based on WB-50 vehicle type (Semi
trailer combination truck). For many non-Mobility Element
Residential and Rural Street, a SU-30 (Single Unit Truck) may
be used.

2. Use design speed to generate all appropriate radii for all
approaches and within roundabout (i.e. flare radii, entry radii, exit
radii, and etc.)

3. Minimum initial entering speeds must conform to the
6(40 Traffic Analysis design speed of the roadway.

4. Minimum lane width is 12 feet.

5. All Stopping sight distances results to shall meet current
County Sight Distance Standards. (I.e. approach sight distance,
sight distance on circulatory roadway, sight distance to
crosswalks, and etc.)

A third party review is pending. Changesto| 12/10/12

the ROW or design may be required. 3/20/13 6/13/13

6. Distance from the front should be a minimum of 10 feet.

7. Distance from Driver’s side should a minimum of 2 feet.
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Typical Roundabout Exhibit Comments:
The exhibit should display design for proper vehicle type and
speed.
The exhibit should address the following items:
Inscribed circle diameter
Entry width
Circulatory roadway width
Central island
Approach curves/radii A third party review is pending. Changesto| 12/10/12
Entry curves/radii the ROW or design may be required. 3/20/13
Exit curves/radii
Pedestrian crossing location and treatment
Splitter islands
. Stopping sight distance
11. Intersection sight distance
12. Vertical consideration
13. Bicycle provision
14. Sidewalk treatment
The exhibit should show the following:
1. Design vehicle swept paths for all approach, directions,
and movements.
6[42 Traffic Analysis 2. Truck aprons deign and dimensions.
3. Typical signing and striping on all approach and within
roundabout
4. 300 foot on all approaches
The TM and SP should reference the Valley Center Community
7(1 Specific Plan Right of Way Development Standards. Pending approval of the
Specific Plan.
The SP (Pg. II-5, 1I-15) should be more specific about the
“couplet” condition of new West Lilac Road. The TM and SP| The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
should show this potential ultimate configuration as part of the address the comment. 12/10/12
GPA. Pending approval of the Specific Plan.

6(41 Traffic Analysis 6/13/13

©oe N TN PE
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A third party review is pending. Changesto| 12/10/12

the ROW or design may be required. 3/20/13 6/13/13

The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12

address the comment. 12/10/12 6/13/13

7(2 Specific Plan 6/13/13
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The SP (Pg. lI-14) should note that the first implementing TM
does not include a full public road connection of West Lilac Road
3 and thgrefore Old W Lilac Road WI|'| remain in use. Further to An EIR alternative has been provided that 6/14/12
7(3 Specific Plan that point, frontage improvements will need to be made to Old . . 6/13/13
: - . - . includes 2.2C frontage improvements. 12/10/12
W. Lilac to accommodate additional project traffic until the full
connection with New W. Lilac is completed. Pending approval
of the Specific Plan.
Figure 16 should show more explicit connections from the e .
7(4 Specific Plan southern boundary of Lilac Hills Road to public or private roads. The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12 6/13/13
. . address the comment. 12/10/12
Pending approval of the Specific Plan.
7|5 Specific Plan Figure 21, Lilac Hills Ranch Road should include a Bike Lane| The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12 6/13/13
P symbol and provisions. Pending approval of the Specific Plan. address the comment. 12/10/12
The SP (llI-3) should refer to roundabouts not traffic circles at
project intersections. Design and implementation of these
716 Specific Plan features should follow MUTCD and FHWA guidance and close| The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12 6/13/13
P consultation with Public Works staff when implemented on public address the comment. 12/10/12
roads as noted in the TM comments. Pending approval of the
Specific Plan.
The SP (Page 11-15) — New West Lilac Road dimensions look
correct for a light collector but in the narrative there is mention of
7|7 Specific Plan bike lanes. There are no bike lanes on a light collector. There| The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12 6/13/13
P are shoulders. The addition of a bike lane will add 10’ to the total address the comment. 12/10/12
ROW (5’ each side) or a parking prohibition should be proposed.
Pending approval of the Specific Plan.
The SP (Pg. 1I-15) Lilac Hills Ranch Road is identified as a
residential collector but described as 33’ curb to curb on 62’ of
o right O.f way. Th;.it should be 40" on 60 per PRS' A de5|gn The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
7(8 Specific Plan exception is required for the two way traffic portion to remain, 6/13/13
. . o address the comment. 12/10/12
however, the couplet portion can be identified as such and
documented in the SP/TM. Pending approval of the Specific
Plan.
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The SP (IlI-16) should describe that the GPA will also require
o relocation of the Mobility Element West Lilac Road (and any| The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
U Specific Plan potential reclassification). Pending approval of the Specific address the comment. 12/10/12 6/13/13
Plan.
The Specific Plan describes the proposed project as a walkable
B mixed use communlty. The prOJect§ traffic study ;hould clee_lrly The traffic study and Specific Plan have 6/14/12
7(10 Specific Plan document an internal capture rate (i.e. reduced trip generation . 6/13/13
: . . been revised to address the comment. 12/10/12
estimate) assumptions derived from the proposed walkable
mixed use community. Pending approval of the Specific Plan.
s The SP?C”'C Elan should also discuss the propqged prgjects The traffic study and Specific Plan have 6/14/12
711 Specific Plan walkability as it relates to the proposed Senior Citizen Village. ; 6/13/13
. o been revised to address the comment. 12/10/12
Pending approval of the Specific Plan.
The Specific Plan should identify if any proposed onsite road
. designs will deviate from Public Road Standards and require a . . 6/14/12
2 Specific Plan design exception for approval. Pending approval of the Specific Exception requests in process. 12/10/12 6/13/13
Plan.
The Specific Plan indicates (llI-5) that all public streets comply
with County Standards for public streets in urban development o .
7(13 Specific Plan areas. The Specific Plan should clarify what portion of the The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12 6/13/13
) . W R . address the comment. 12/10/12
proposed project would be considered an “urban” area. Pending
approval of the Specific Plan.
The project’s traffic study will provide the information/data
needed to determine if the project’'s proposed onsite road
o classifications/designs will be adequate to accommodate| The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
4 Specific Plan projected traffic volumes. Subsequently, the project’s proposed address the comment. 12/10/12 6/13/13
internal circulation (Fig.16) can only be considered conceptual at
this time. Pending approval of the Specific Plan.
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The Specific Plan shows trees/vegetation planted within the right
of-way. If public onsite roads are identified, the documents
- shquld_ identify how _the _roads will _be_ landscaped and The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
7(15 Specific Plan maintained. A landscape maintenance district may need to be 6/13/13
. L . . address the comment. 12/10/12
provided. The Homeowners Association should consider owning
and maintaining all of the onsite streets/roads. Pending approval
of the Specific Plan.
The SP/GPA Report/Streetscape Plan should note that
o trees/vegetation planted within the right-of-way must maintain| The Specific Plan has been revised to 6/14/12
e Specific Plan adequate lines of sight and sight distance along the roadways. address the comment. 12/10/12 6/13/13
Pending approval of the Specific Plan.
The Specific Plan indicates (Pg. IV-6) that public road
improvements and mitigation measures for traffic impacts are ) .
7117 Specific Plan identified in the Traffic impact Analysis (TIA). The TIA was not The Traffic Study has been revised to 6/14/12 6/13/13
. , . . . address the comment. 12/10/12
available for staff's review at the time the Specific Plan
document was reviewed. Pending approval of the Specific Plan.
Figure 52 (111-58) should consider moving the market to front any
7|18 Specific Plan of the adjgcent streets. Havmg t.he mfirket face an |nterqal sea off  The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
parking will discourage non-driving trips to the store, which is the address the comment.
point of the central village and mixed use core.
Figure 52, elements such as the banquet facility should show e .
7(19 Specific Plan direct person access from the surrounding sidewalks and The Specific Plan has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
address the comment.
streets.
Design exceptions for road cross sections that do not meet
Public Road Standards will be necessary before conditional
7(19 Specific Plan approval in order to move forward with the project’s proposed Exception requests in process. 3/20/13 6/13/13
GPA and SP. Specifically, West Lilac Road as a 2.2C and the
project’s proposed downgrade of West Lilac Road to a 2.2F.
7119 Specific Plan Page 11-20 |ncorrec‘t‘ly refereTces 12 foot pathway, please The Specific Plan has been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
correct to reference “parkway address the comment.
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7|19 Specific Plan Flgu_re 20 and Trail guidance smng should provide vertical The Specific Plan has been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
profiles to ensure grades meet trail standards. address the comment.
Figure 27 should move the 6 foot shoulder to the south side and
7|19 Specific Plan have the 4 foot shoulder/blke lane on the nort_h side (unless The Specific Plan has been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
centerline/crown is an obstacle) or balance with 5 foot address the comment.
shoulder/bike-lanes on both sides.
Page 111-8 (d. Feeder Trails) should remove language about the
o Feeder trails being located within the public road ROW. Only The Specific Plan has been revised to
UL Specific Plan Type D pathways shall be within road ROW'’s. The feeder trails address the comment. 3/20/13 6/13/13
can be on private property within a public easement.
Page 1l1-9 includes the statement that “all trails will be dedicated
o to the public....except those”, the paragraph should state that The Specific Plan has been revised to
719 Specific Plan public trails will be located in main Lilac Hills Ranch, while address the comment. 3/20/13 6/13/13
private trails are within the senior citizen neighborhood.
0 The Ranch Multi-Use Trail appears to enter the senior
7119 Specific Plan cngn communlt)_/ and should remain a public trail as it _ The Specific Plan has been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
provides connections from the northern pathways and trails address the comment.
and links to southern regional trails.
7l19 Specific Plan - Maps and flgures sh.ould |dept|fy where the public The Specific Plan has been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
dedicated trails and private trails are located. address the comment.
Figure 47 shows a 2 foot public trail easement on Covey Lane e .
7(19 Specific Plan section. Expand the easement to a standard size (and tread) or The Specific Plan has been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
. . . address the comment.
explain why it the narrow easement is necessary.
Figure 70 (Master Landscape Concept Plan) should remove the
trail designations as they are hard to read (even at full scale) or The Specific Plan has been revised to
7(19 Specific Plan provide more contrast (square symbols). Also the roundabout P 3/20/13 6/13/13
. address the comment.
symbol should note every location or be removed completely and
only deal with the landscape plan.
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Figure 76 (South Main Street Section) shows a 4 foot parking . .
7(19 Specific Plan lane on the right side, correct to show 8 foot parking lane as on The Specific Plan has been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
. - address the comment.
the left side of the section.
Table S-1 and in Section 2.4 Transportation/Traffic TR-1 through .
7(20 Draft EIR TR-12 should reference Final Map as the timing of mitigation not The Draft EIR ?:j foeneqrrl];er:f[lsed to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
occupancy. '
7121 Draft EIR TR-13 through_ T_R-19 (TIF pa_ymgnt) may _refgrence building| The Draft EIR has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
permits as the timing of cumulative impact mitigation. the comment.
The project proposes to move the Mobility Element designation
of existing West Lilac Road to a new road alignment and
construct a portion as one-way couplets. The proposed
realignment of a Mobility Element (ME) may by itself not warrant
a General Plan Amendment (GPA) but the proposed change in| The Draft EIR has been revised to address
22 Draft EIR the West Lilac Road ME road design should be part of the the comment. 1211012 6/13/13
project's GPA. The Project Description should identify that the
project's GPA proposes to change the classification of West
Lilac Road from the current 2.2C Light Collector to the one-way
couplet design.
The DEIR include a Horizon Year scenario. The applicant should .
7123 Draft EIR confirm that the Horizon Year, which is a planning assessment, The Draft EIR has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
. . - the comment.
needs to be included in the EIR analysis.
The DEIR should address the over-capacity (“planning level” of
7|24 Draft EIR West Lilac Road west qf the project site and Old Highway 395| The Draft EIR has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
and propose an over-ride for acceptance of LOS E for the the comment.
marginal deficiency.
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The TIS in some cases uses HCM Arterial Analysis to
demonstrate adequate roadway segment LOS conditions and
that the project’'s impacts would be less than significant (Ex.
Gopher Canyon Road). It is recommended that the DEIR and| The Draft EIR has been revised to address
e Draft EIR TIS identify the project's direct impacts based on Public Road the comment. 12110112 6/13/13
Standards road segment LOS criteria (TIS Table 2.2), but that
the Arterial Analysis be used as the justification for an override
and no mitigation requirement.
7|26 Draft EIR The _DEIR should address co_mments regarding the TIS that are| The Draft EIR has been revised to address 12/10/12 6/13/13
applicable to the DEIR (and vice-versa). the comment.
sl1 Parking Analysis / |Streets ‘WW'’, ‘Z’, and ‘ZZZ' should not assume parking toward| The Parking Analysis has been revised to 6/14/12 6/13/13
Exhibits the entrance of the roundabouts at W. Lilac Road. address the comment. 12/10/12
sl2 Parking Analysis / |Exhibit 3 (Typical Roundabout) should show the yield striping at| A third party review is pending. Changesto| 12/10/12 6/13/13
Exhibits the flare entrances. the ROW or design may be required. 3/20/13
sls Parking Analysis / |The exhibit should show typical bike lanes and when they would| The Parking Analysis has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
Exhibits drop before the intersection. address the comment. 3/20/13
Parking Analysis / The exhibit S.hOU|d include optlona_l entrances to_ the sidewalk The Parking Analysis has been revised to 12/10/12
8|4 . network for bicycles to access the sidewalk and exit the roadway 6/13/13
Exhibits : address the comment. 3/20/13
before entering the roundabout.
. . The exhibit should specify what improvements continue along W. . . .
8(5 Parking Aqaly3|s/ Lilac Road north and south of the roundabout for the sidewalk The Parking Analysis has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
Exhibits ; : address the comment. 3/20/13
portion, or trail?
Parking Analysis / |Roundabout Exhibit and TM Sheet 4 do not have matching The Parking Analysis has been revised to 12/10/12
8|6 o : 6/13/13
Exhibits radius. address the comment. 3/20/13
Parking Analysis exhibit and Roundabout exhibit should be
sl7 Parking Analysis / |consistent. Parking shown on the west and south-east leg of| The Parking Analysis has been revised to 12/10/12 6/13/13
Exhibits Street “Z" that may be too close to the entrance of the address the comment. 3/20/13
roundabout.
. . Parking analysis should and street sections should show . . .
8(8 Parking An_aly3|s/ additional ROW and road surfacing for Old W. Lilac Road if The Parking Analysis has been revised to 1210712 6/13/13
Exhibits o address the comment. 3/20/13
parking is proposed.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
9|1 Master Tentative Map| » 44 1y Number "5571" to report title sheet, 6/14/12 | 12/10/12
Drainage Study
On Peak Discharge Rate Summary Table: The "C" values
Master Tentative Map|shown on the post-development conditions column do not
912 Drainage Study |coincide with values shown on the calculations. Revised "C" 6/14/12 12110112
values accordingly.
ol3 Master' Tentative Map CIanfyl on Prop9§ed Mltlgat!on. column header that it is 6/14/12 12/10/12
Drainage Study |[specifically to mitigate velocity increases.
Master Tentative M Pre-Development Exhibit: Screen back existing topo to make it
ola aEer_ en as';/ed aPlmore legible. Include elevations, flow lengths/paths, basin areas 6/14/12 | 12/10/12
rainage Study  1anqg Q100 information at outfall locations.
Post-Development Exhibit: Screen back existing topo to make it
9ls Master. Tentative Map|more Ieg|ble._ Inclu_de eleyatlons, flqw Iengths/paths, basin 6/14/12 12/10/12
Drainage Study areas, detention basin locations and sizes, storm drain system
and Qo information at outfall locations.
The post-development calculations use "C" based on anticipated
ols Master_ Tentative Map|uses within the delln"ea}'ted basms_,. If changes to t_he proposed 6/14/12 12/10/12
Drainage Study |uses are made, the "C" values will need to be revised
accordingly.
Note: Comments are based on the information available as of
Master Tentative Map|the April 30, 2012 submittal. If additional information is received
o7 Drainage Study |on the ultimate layout of the project site, the drainage study must 6/14/12 12/10/12
be revised to address said revisions.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ q (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
On Calculations for Off-Site Improvements Conclusion, it states
that the proposed drainage system at the intersection of Old
Highway 395 and West Lilac Road is adequate to handle the
Master Tentative Map|anticipated flow from the upstream areas. Extend discussion to
o8 Drainage Study |address what will happened to flow once it enters the County 12110112 3/20/13
ROW. Is it going into an existing inlet/drainage system? Will it
create an issue at the intersection? From the headwall will it
sheet flow across the road?
. Pre-Development Hydrology Map: The total area listed on the
9(9 Mas[,)trearir']l'aen;agl/j dMap Basin 100 table is 618.9 acres. The outfall label and drainage 12/10/12 3/20/13
g y study show 617.5 acres. Address discrepancy.
. Post-Development Hydrology Map: The total area listed on the
9(10 Mas[,)trearir']l'aen;agl/j dMap Basin 100 table is 588.27 acres. The outfall label and drainage 12/10/12 3/20/13
g y study show 596.7 acres. Address discrepancy.
Master Tentative Map Submit one copy of the Master Dralqage Study in final fqrmat. 12/10/12
911 . The approved copy of the study on file should not be strikeout 4/25/13
Drainage Study . 3/20/13
and underline.
Master Drainage Study Has Been Accepted
. as Adequate for CEQA Level Review.
9|12 Mas[,)trearir']l'aen;ag;/deap Drainage Study must be signed and stamped by EOW. Submit One Hard Copy, Signed and iggﬁg 6/13/13
g y Stamped by EOW, For the Land
Development Project File.
Master Tentative Map|Page 14: Summary Table: Change Node 1131 Q Value from
9[ts Drainage Study |937.00 to 933.00 3/20/13 4/25/13
ol14 Master' Tentative Map|Once gll pending |tem§ have been addressed, submit hard copy 3/20/13 4/95/13
Drainage Study |of Drainage Study for final acceptance.
Implementing
10|11 Tentative Map Add TM Number "5572" to report title sheet. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Drainage Study




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ q (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Implementing On Description of Watershed discussion, the discretion specifies
10)2 Tentative Map that 320 single family pads are proposed. The project actually 6/14/12 12/10/12
Drainage Study |proposes 350 units. Revise accordingly.
. On Peak Discharge Rate Summary Table: The "C" values
Implementing shown on the post-development conditions column does not
10(3 Tentative Map own on the p P . 0es not 6/14/12 | 12/10/12
. coincide with values shown on the calculations. Revised "C
Drainage Study
value.
Implementing ) . .
10la Tentative Map Dec!aratlon of Responmble Charge must be signed and dated by 6/14/12 12/10/12
. Registered Engineer.
Drainage Study
Implementing Pre-Development Exhibit: Screen back existing topo to make it
10|15 Tentative Map more legible. Include elevations, flow lengths, basin areas and 6/14/12 12/10/12
Drainage Study |detention basin sizes.
. Post-Development Exhibit: Screen back existing topo to make it
Implementmg more legible. Include elevations, flow lengths, basin areas,
10|6 Tentative Map . L . ) . 6/14/12 12/10/12
. detention basin sizes, storm drain system and Qiq information
Drainage Study .
at outfall locations.
Note: The pre-development exhibit is showing the existing
conditions per the proposed Master mass grading. If there is no
Implementing intention to mass grade the site, the exhibit should reflect
10{7 Tentative Map existing conditions not the mass graded condition. If the mass 6/14/12 12/10/12
Drainage Study |[grading will be pursued, any changes that are made to the
Master TM mass grading plan should be incorporated into the
pre-development exhibit.
Implementing The post-development calculations reference nodes 1120 and
10/8 Tentative Map 1118, but they are not shown on the hydrology map. Please 12/10/12 3/20/13
Drainage Study |show location of these nodes.
Pre-Development Hydrology Map: The total area listed on the
Implementing Basin is 417.9 acres. The outfall label and drainage study show The Drainage Study has been revised to 12/10/12
10/9 Tentative Map 395.5 acres. Address discrepancy. The basin summary table ad%lress tr?e comment 3/20/13 6/13/13
Drainage Study |on the exhibit still shows a total area of 417.9 acres. This is 22.4 ’ 4/25/13
acres more than what analyzed on the calculations.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ q (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Implementing . -
. Post-Devel t Hydrol Map: Add tigated
10[10 Tentative Map |, ?S etYe Opmenh.b.t yarology  Map mitigated Qi 12/10112 | 3/20/13
Drainage Study information on exhibit.
Implementing Submit one copy of the Implementing Drainage Study in final 12/10/12
1011 Tentative Map format. The approved copy of the study on file should not be Pending Final Acceptance of Study 3/20/13 6/13/13
Drainage Study |strikeout and underline. 4/25/13
11]1 Master ;\e/\?;jlgve Map Add TM Number "5571" to report title sheet and on Sheet 3. 6/14/12 12/10/12
112 Master Tentative Map Table_2:_ Item 1: Include the community of Bonsall in the project 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP description.
11l3 Master Tentative Map Table 2:_Item 2: Include the existing zoning and proposed zoning 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP information.
Master Tentative Ma Table 2: Item 3: In this section describe the exiting and proposed
1114 SWMP P topography for the project site. Move the drainage summary to 6/14/12 12/10/12
Iltem 6.
Master Tentative Map|Table 3: Remove "X" from Numbers 2 through 12. Add "X" to
1115 SWMP Item Number 13 Yes Column. 6/14/12 1210712
Master Tentative Map|Table 4: Remove "X" from Numbers 2 through 4, and Number 6.
1116 SWMP Add "X" to Item Number 5 Yes Column. 6/14/12 1210712
11|7 Master ;‘j&‘;jﬁ"e MaP|step 4: Include Hydrologic Sub-Area 903.12, Bonsall, 6/14/12 | 121012
Master Tentative Map . W g A g " -
1118 SWMP Table 7: Add "X" to "Anticipated" Column for Pesticides. 6/14/12 12/10/12
119 Master Tentative Map|Step 6: Up-date this page to latest version in the County SUSMP 6/14/12 12/10/12

SWMP

document.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments
Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Table 9: The "Potential Source of Runoff Pollutants” listed must
match the items selected from tables on Pages 21 though 31.
On these tables, add "X" on Item G (Refuse Areas), Item L (Fuel
Dispensing Areas) and Item M (Loading Docks) since they have
been selected as either Permanent Controls or Operational
11110 Master Tentative Map|BMPS. Pending: Table 9: ltems Selected from tables on pages 6/14/12 3/20/13
SWMP 23 - 33 should be listed as follows: Column 1 items checked off 12/10/12
should be listed under "Potential source of runoff pollutants”
column. Column 3 items checked off should be listed under
"permanent source control BMPs" column. Finally, Column 4
items checked off should be listed under "Operational source
control BMPs" columns.
Master Tentative Map Table 12: Use th.ellatest version of Fhis tgblg. The latest version
11111 includes two additional columns to identify if the are proposed for 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP
LID and/or HMP uses.
Master Tentative Map|Page 35: Add Maintenance Category for Vegetated Swale (1),
1112 SWMP Fossil Filter (2) and Pervious Pavement (1). 6/14/12 12/10/12
11|13 Master ;‘j&‘;jﬁ"e MaP|1able 13: Select Categories 1 and 2 on table. 6/14/12 | 121012
Master Tentative Map|Provide Source Control Exhibit. Exhibit should include items
11114 SWMP selected on Table 9. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Attachment D: Use Chapter 4 of the County of San Diego
SUSMP. The table should be included that clearly identifies self
11115 Master Tentative Map [treating, self retaining, areas draining to self retaining areas and 6/14/12 3/20/13
SWMP the IMPS. These areas must be clearly shown on the exhibit. 12/10/12
Pending: Attachment D: Revise DMA tables as discussed during
our working meeting of October 5, 2012.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments
Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Step 1: On Priority Development Project Determination table,
Master Tentative Map Item | should be marked as "Yes." Even though it is anticipated
11]16 that no improvement will be constructed as part of the Master 12/10/12 3/20/13
SWMP . .
TM, the TM does show improvements to access road serving the
proposed lots. As such, the SWMP should reflect this.
Master Tentative Map Step 2: On Project Stormwater Quality Determination table,
11117 Please confirm that Items B and C reflect existing conditions and 12/10/12 3/20/13
SWMP . ;
proposed improvements on the Master TM respectively.
Master TM SWMP Has Been Accepted as
Master Tentative Map Submit one copy of the Master_ SWMP in final for_mat. The| Adequate for CEQA Level Review. Submit | 12/10/12
11]18 SWMP approved copy of the SWMP on file should not be strikeout and| One Hard Copy, Signed and Stamped by 3/20/13 6/13/13
underline. EOW, For the Land Development Project 4/25/13
File.
Implementing
12]1 Tentative Map Add TM Number "5572" to report title sheet and on Sheet 3. 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP
Implementing . . . . .
12l2 Tentative Map '(Ij’::(l:?ipz)t.icl)tr?m 1: Include the community of Bonsall in the project 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP '
Implementing Table 2: Item 2: Include the existing zoning and proposed zoning
12|13 Tentative Map information. Change the number of proposed unit to 350 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP residential dwelling units.
Implementing Table 2: Item 3: In this section describe the exiting and proposed
1214 Tentative Map topography for the project site. Move the drainage summary to 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP Item 6.
1215 ':'Zr?tlzt?\]/inlt/llg% Table 3: Remove "X" from Numbers 2 through 12. Add "X" to 6/14/12 12/10/12
Item Number 13 Yes Column.
SWMP
Implementing Table 4: Remove "X" from Numbers 2 through 4, and Number 6. 6/14/12
1216 Tentative Map Add "X" to Item Number 5 Yes Column. Pending: From Item 2, 12/10/12 3/20/13
SWMP move "X" from Yes Column to No Column.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Implementing
12|7 Tentative Map Step 4: Include Hydrologic Sub-Area 903.12, Bonsall. 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP
Implementing . U A gt R R . . "
128 Tentative Map Tabllt'a 7: Add X"to Anticipated" Column for "Bacteria & Viruses 6/14/12 12/10/12
and "Pesticides.
SWMP
Implementing . . S
129 Tentative Map i(t)eczriélr,]lf-date this page to latest version in the County SUSMP 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP '
Table 9: The "Potential Source of Runoff Pollutants" listed must
match the items selected from tables on Pages 21 though 31.
On these tables, add "X" on Item G (Refuse Areas), Item L (Fuel
Dispensing Areas) and Item M (Loading Docks) since they have
Implementin been selected as either Permanent Controls or Operational
12|10 TerFl)tative Mag BMPS. Pending: Table 9: Items Selected from tables on pages 6/14/12 3/20/13
SWMP P 23 - 33 should be listed as follows: Column 1 items checked off 12/10/12
should be listed under "Potential source of runoff pollutants”
column. Column 3 items checked off should be listed under
"permanent source control BMPs" column. Finally, Column 4
items checked off should be listed under "Operational source
control BMPs" columns.
Implementing Table 12: Use the latest version of this table. The latest version
1211 Tentative Map includes two additional columns to identify if the are proposed for 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP LID and/or HMP uses.
Implementin Page 35: Add Maintenance Category for Vegetated Swale (1),
pien 9 Fossil Filter (2) and Pervious Pavement (1). Pending: Per 6/14/12
12{12 Tentative Map . ; . . 3/20/13
previous working meeting, permeable pavement is no longer 12/10/12
SWMP
proposed. Remove from BMP table.
Implementing
12113 Tentative Map Table 13: Select Categories 1 and 2 on table. 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Implementing . - - . .
12|14 Tentative Map Provide Source Control Exhibit. Exhibit should include items 6/14/12 12/10/12
selected on Table 9.
SWMP
Implementing Attachment D: There are three DMAs identified each with a
12]15 Tentative Map designated IMP. The IMPs should be named (i.e. IMP 1 for DMA 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP 1) and clearly delineated/shown on the exhibits.
Implementing On BMP/LID Exhibit, you provide label for proposed storm drain
12]16 Tentative Map but the system is not shown. Show proposed storm drain 6/14/12 12/10/12
SWMP system on exhibit. Label IMPs.
On DMA Exhibit, clearly delineate limits of DMAs. Based on the
Implementing grading plan, you are creating three basins. All three should be 6/14/12
12|17 Tentative Map identified on the exhibit. Label the IMP facilities on exhibit also. 12/10/12 3/20/13
SWMP Pending: Clearly delineated DMA boundaries. Not clear on
exhibit.
Implementing . . . .
12|18 Tentative Map Attaqhment D.. Revise DMA tables as discussed during our 12/10/12 3/20/13
working meeting of October 5, 2012.
SWMP
Implementing Submit one copy of the Master SWMP in final format. The 12/10/12
12]19 Tentative Map approved copy of the SWMP on file should not be strikeout and 3/20/13 4/24/13
SWMP underline.
Implementing Submit one copy of the Master SWMP in final format. The
12]20 Tentative Map approved copy of the SWMP on file should not be strikeout and 3/20/13 4/24/13
SWMP underline.
Implementing
1221 Tentative Map SWMP must be signed and stamped by EOW. 3/20/13 4/24/13
SWMP
Implementing Page 12: Step 4: Change"903 - Sub area Las Lomas Muertas" to
. 903.11 - San Luis Rey River." Add "Lower San Luis" to column 1
12122 Tentse:/t\;vl\jPMap of Ground Water Table next to 903.1. On this table, remove dot 3/20/13 4124113
from "PROC" and "FRESH" columns.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ q (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Page 38: On table only list the BMPs associated with the
Implementing TM. Per Table 12, that would only be Bioretention
. Areas and Settling Basins. On the description, you only describe
Implementing vegetated swales which are not selected on Table 12. Select
12]23 Tentative Map 9 . o 3/20/13 4/24/13
SWMP them on Table 12 if they are one of your BMP selections. Also
select catch basin inserts on Table 12 is they will be used. The
description should be extended to discuss the bioretention and
basins selected on Table 12 as well as the filters.
Table 13: You have listed several BMPs which were not selected
Implementing on Table 12. Again, if you are not proposing those BMPs on the
12|24 Tentative Map Implementing TM, don't list them on the SWMP. You should 3/20/13 4/24/13
SWMP only list the basins and bioretention areas; all Category 1.
Please be Consistent throughout the SWMP.
Implementing . - . . - .
12|25 Tentative Map On Table 12: On Fossil Filer Row, select Water Quality] Make Minor Revision aqd Prepare Final 4/24/13 2/24/13
SWMP Treatment Only Column. Copy of SWMP for Final Approval.
Implementing TM SWMP Has Been
Implementmg Once all pending items have been addressed, submit hard copy AC(_:epted as A_dequate for CEQA L.evel 3/20/13
12126 Tentative Map of SWMP. Sianed and Sealed. for final accentance Review. Submit One Hard Copy, Signed 4/24/13 6/13/13
SWMP » 19 ' P ' and Stamped by EOW, For the Land
Development Project File.
13]1 Master TM HMP  |HMP Study Returned as Incomplete. Review once Resubmitted. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Implementing HMP Study was deemed incomplete and returned to EOW.
14{1 Tentative Map Revised Study submitted and currently being reviewed. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod Comments will be forwarded when review complete.

The following 7 Items are required for every HMP review cycle and are referenced from the checklist titled "Minimum Submittal Requirement for Hydromodification
Management Studies." The following 7 Items will be verified by Rick Engineering Company at the beginning of each review cycle. If upon completion of review, it is
determined that the Minimum Submittal Requirements are not included in the HMP, Rick Engineering Company will stop the review and coordinate with the County
Project Manger. The County will determine if Rick Engineering Company will continue review or if the submittal will be sent back to applicant and not be considered a

complete submittal in the review cycle.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Does report have CD or DVD containing rainfall data, continuous
simulation model executable input files and output, and external
processing files when applicable? Are the digital continuous
Implementing simulation files executable? Did hardcopy of continuous
. simulation files match executable files? The cd submitted with 6/14/12
14|12 Tentative Map . . . . 3/20/13
Hydromod the harq copy repprt did not con.taln the reqwlred .wdm files for 12/10/12
the project. The files were emailed from David Yeh of Landmark
Consulting to Laura Henry of Rick Engineering Company on
June 7, 2012. The digital file for POC1 does not match the hard
copy report (see comment 8 for further detail).
Implementing Does report have project description, hydromodification
) management description, vicinity map, proposed maintenance 6/14/12
14|13 Tentative Map o . e 3/20/13
Hydromod _ent|ty |de_nt|f|ed for hydromod|f|(_:at|on manag(_emt_ent fee_ltureg_ 12/10/12
included in text? Proposed maintenance entity is not identified.
Implementing Does report have a geotechnical investigation? (Reference
1414 Tentative Map checklist for the geotechnical information necessary for a 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod Preliminary Design and Final Design phase submittal.)
Implementing . . -
14l5 Tentative Map ;):gigesgt)f);tr;}:\é??a legible and adequate Drainage exhibit? Pre- 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod '
Implementing Does report have a tabular summary of the pre- and post-project
1416 Tentative Map pervious and impervious land parameters along with supporting 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod backup.
14l7 ':'Zr?tlzt?\]/inlt/llg% rli)n(;:lzl:?é)s()rt have a tabular summary of the proposed mitigation 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod )




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved

Does report have drawdown calculations for proposed mitigation
measures? SDHM drawdown calculations were provided that
were suitable to determine that a vector control plan will be
required for proposed HMP Facility #2. Please note that during
Implementing final design of the project, pursuant to the Final HMP page 6-29,
1418 Tentative Map drawdown for all basins needs to be measured from the peak 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod operating level in the facility (such as the elevation at the riser
overflow or emergency spillway overflow). Note to County of
San Diego: Proposed HMP Facility #2 has greater than 96 hour
drawdown time. Vector Control Plan will be required with final
design of the project.

The following items are specific to the project's HMP:

For POC1, the hard copy report output does not match the
executable file. The hard copy frequency result is displaying the

Implementing mitigated condition frequency in the pre-project condition table
1419 Tentative Map (see page 29 of the report). Also, the duration analysis has been 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod run from 0.1Q2 to Q10 of the mitigated condition rather than

0.1Q2 to Q10 of the pre-project condition. The duration analysis
needs to be corrected.

Implementing
14110 Tentative Map Update the SDHM version number in the text of the report. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod

Although the total areas (sum of POCs 1, 2, 3) input in the model
are the same for pre- and post-project condition, the drainage
maps show off-site area included in the pre-project condition

14|11 _:_rgr?tlzg\]/in&gg boundary that is not included in the post-project condition 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod P boundary. Outside of the project boundary, the existing drainage

boundaries should remain the same. Please refer to Lilac_
Hills_Ranch _ HMP_Review_2012-06-14-001.pdf for further
detail.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
The maximum water surface elevations reported in the computer
output are contained within the basin geometry provided in the
model and therefore the basin depth is suitable for HMP
modeling purposes. However, please note the basins do not
. have 1 foot of freeboard as reported in the text. The model
Implementing output shows 0.5-0.7 feet of freeboard in the basins at their
14112 Tentative Map . - . 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod maximum water surface _ele\(atlons. Further, do nc_>F rely on
SDHM output for determination of freeboard. Additional depth
will need to convey undetained peak flows through the
emergency spillway. During final design of the project refer to
the County of San Diego Drainage Design Manual for freeboard
requirements and methodology.
Implementing The areas bypassing the HMP facilities were not included in the
14{13 Tentative Map frequency and duration analyses (bypass basins were not 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod connected to the POCs in the model).
Implementing The model utilized the Bonita rain gauge, not the Lake Wohlford
14114 Tentative Map rain gauge as reported in the text. Revise the model to use an 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod appropriate rain gauge for the project.
Provide backup for the selection of the Lake Wohlford rain
Implementing gauge (i.e., mark the project location on a copy of the rainfall
14115 Tentative Map map that was used to determine that the project site and the 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod Lake Wohlford station are on the same curve as stated on page
12 of the text).
Implementing The landscaping soil type needs to be based on the underlying
14116 Tentative Map soil type (i.e., do not change soil type C to soil type B as 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod described on page 11 of the text).




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
The outfall of proposed HMP Facility #1 is on a hillside with no
defined flow path. At the outfall of proposed HMP Facility #1
there is a distance of approximately 200 feet of natural area
Implementing between the basin outlet and the location of POCL1 in the main
14117 Tentative Map stream. This reach from the basin outfall to the stream would be 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod subject to erosion from the increased flows from the project
unless outflow can be conveyed safely to the main stream.
Demonstrate how the outflow will be conveyed to the main
stream.
Implementing
14118 Tentative Map Show the outfalls of proposed HMP Facilities #2 and #3. 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod
. The post-project exhibits show grading to widen West Lilac Road
Implementing entering the project from the west. If this grading is part of the
14119 Tentative Map . h . ’ e 6/14/12 12/10/12
Hydromod Lilac Hills Ranch Implementing TM, hydromodification
management must be addressed.
Implementing Provide detailed vector control plan. The plan will be forwarded
14120 Tentative Map to the Department of Environmental Health (DEH) for review. 12/10/12 3/20/13
Hydromod Their approval at this discretionary stage is required.
Implementing 12/10/12
14121 Tentative Map Include the Flow Frequency Graphs in the report. 4/27/13
3/20/13
Hydromod
Implementing Page 17: The "Outside of Dev Footprint" numbers shown on the . 12/10/12
14122 Tentative Map table and the numbers shown on the exhibit do not match. The Hydromodtr;]as been re\tllsed to address 3/20/13 6/13/13
Hydromod Address discrepancy. € comment. 4/27/13
Implementing On "Existing Impervious Areas Routed to HMP Facilities" exhibit, . 12/10/12
14123 Tentative Map add table for Basin 300 to coincide with information shown The Hydromodtr;]as been re\tllsed to address 3/20/13 6/13/13
Hydromod breakdown table on Page 17. € comment. 4/27/13
Implementing On "Undisturbed Areas Routed to HMP Facilities" exhibit, add The Hydromod has been revised to address 12/10/12
14124 Tentative Map table for Basin 200 to coincide with information shown the comment 3/20/13 6/13/13
Hydromod breakdown table on Page 17. ' 4/27/13




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Subject Area . : : Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Issue, Revision or Information Required (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Implementing Include Inside of Dev Footprint exhibit which shows which areas 12/10/12
14125 Tentative Map are bypassing HMP facilities that coincides with breakdown table 3/20/13 4/27/13
Hydromod on Page 17.
Implementing Include Inside of Dev Footprint exhibit which shows which areas 12/10/12
14126 Tentative Map are routed to HMP facilities that coincides with breakdown table 3/20/13 4/27/13
Hydromod on Page 17.
Implementing Revised HMP Study was Submitted Without the Executable
14127 Tentative Map Electronic Files. Study Will be Reviewed Once Complete Study 3/20/13 4/27/13
Hydromod is Submitted.
Implementing . . . . .
14|28 Tentative Map The POC 3_ Anglysns Failed. The analysis has to achieve a The Hydromod has been revised to address 4/27/13 6/13/13
passing rating in order to be accepted. the comment.
Hydromod
It is recommended that the project engineer analyze the offsite
and onsite roadways serving the proposed project to verify
15|11 Access compliance with the applicable road standards and necessary Informational
certifications. The engineer should also verify that access
easements are in place pursuant to the Subdivision Ordinance.
Solid Waste and The project is required to have adequate space allocated for
16]1 Recvelin recycling bin enclosures. Staff can provide the applicant with a 6/14/12 12/10/12
yeing copy of the State's Recycling Space Allocation Guide.
The project will be required at the permitting phase to recycle
162 Solid WasFe and thel_r construction anq demollt_lon debris. This is a County 6/14/12 12/10/12
Recycling Ordinance and more information can be found here:
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dpw/recycling/cdhome.html.
The seven exception requests have been received and reviewed.
. Upon acceptance of the TIS and resolution of Major Project . . 12/10/12
e Exception Request Issue #1, it will be determined which exception requests can Exception requests in process. 3/20/13 6/13/13

move forward as proposed and which will need to be modified.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Land Development Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ q (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
The existing culverts along the proposed road improvements
18l1 Drainage shpgld be replaced to meet.the'curr(.ent Cognty standards of a Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13
minimum 18-inch storm drain pipes in the right-of-way and have
a minimum design life of 60 years.
DPW Road Maintenance crews will not maintain landscaping
182 Landscape (planting and |rr|gatlon) within the medlans and parkway. The The Specific Plan has been revised to 3/20/13 6/13/13
developer should provide Landscape Maintenance Agreement address the comment.
with the County for the landscaped areas in the R/W.
18l3 Drainage - Road Segment B, from Sta. 34+31 to Sta 38+67, the existing 12 Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13
Improvements CMP should be replaced.
Drainage - Road Segment C, from westerly roundabout to northerly
18|4 g boundary, new culverts should be designed and installed per Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13
Improvements . . ; .
project drainage study and County drainage design manual.
Road Segment C, from westerly roundabout to northerly
185 Drainage - boundar_y, existing 12" CMP culvert at the new driveway Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13
Improvements connection should be replaced per current County standards
requirements.
Drainage - Road Segment D, along the project northerly boundary, existing
1816 g 12" CMP culverts should be replaced per current County Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13
Improvements . .
drainage design standards.
Drainage - Road Segment D, along the project northerly boundary, existing
18|7 g 18" CMP culvert should be replaced or extended as required per Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13
Improvements . .
county drainage design manual.
Drainage - On Typical Section for Road Segment D, revise the 2% shoulder
188 g surface to be at the top of AC dike, Type E. The runoff otherwise Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13
Improvements - . :
will pond behind the dike.
189 Pavement cl?fotz:](i ie/\glzjvment A, the proposed retaining wall should be outside Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Land Development Comments
Item No Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required ESD (ERTEl) EVITENRY Date Date
: ’ q (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Road Segment B, the landscape in proposed median should be
18|10 Pavement per Watt_er Efficient Landscape Desngn_Manual. the thata 1.5 Resolved 3/20/13 6/13/13
wide maintenance walkway should be installed adjacent to the
curbs.
Since Sight Distance can be Achieved with
. . . . . . . Minor Clearing and the County has Access
19|11 Sight Distance A sight dlsta_nce_analy&s for the mte_rsectlon of C?lrcle R Drive Rights for Clearing, No Further Action 3/20/13 6/13/13
and Mountain Ridge Road was received and reviewed. . g .
Required Unless it is Determined that
Access Rights are Non-Existing.
A sight distance analysis for the intersection of West Lilac Road | The sight distance study indicates that an
and Covey Lane was received and reviewed. Since adequate off-site clear space easement would be
sight distance can't be achieved looking south, an exception required in order to achieve adequate sight
19(2 Sight Distance  |request must be processed. Please note that an exception may | distance. Itis the applicant's responsibility | 3/20/13 6/13/13
not be supported without adequate jutisfication. Furthermore, to acquire the off-site easement.
traffic warrants will need to be met in order to install a traffic
signal.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required el Condiiens) Identified | Resolved

Staff would like to note that the 1st Iteration DEIR was well .
1 Format and Content written and conformed to the County's EIR Format Guidelines. [fEHHEETE Il 12110112 N/A

The 1st Iteration DEIR included duplicate chapters for Traffic and

1|2 Format and Content . . Revisions resolved. 12/10/12 5/3/2013
Aesthetic Resource Area. Please revise.

1]3 Format and Content The an. Iteration DEIR should have final references to the Revisions resolved. 12/10/12 5/3/2013
Appendices.
For each resource area, please ensure that all comments made

1|4 Format and Content |by specialists on the technical studies are addressed in the Informational Only 12/10/12 N/A

corresponding EIR sections.

Please discuss with staff as to whether or not the DEIR should
include a discussion of significant irreversible environmental
115 Format and Content |changes resultant from project implementation pursuant to 12/10/12 N/A
CEQA section 15126.20©, 15127 and the County's EIR Format
and Content Guidelines (page 33).

o . ) Information added to the DEIR.
For all significant and unmitigated impacts, the DEIR should not

summarily state that no mitigation measure is available to
alleviate an identified impact. Generally, mitigation measures
must be identified for each significant effect of a project. A
mitigation measure can then be determined to be infeasible.
Adverse effects must be mitigated to the maximum extent
feasible, even if it is still determined to be significant. Revise all
Mitigation sections as necessary.

2|1 Global 12/10/12 | 5/3/1013

For all conclusion sections, this subchapter must clearly and Information added to the DEIR.
specifically describe how each significant impact is reduced by
2|2 Global the proposed mitigation measures - why the mitigation measure 12/10/12 5/3/2013
would work. The discussion must be supported by a synopsis of
the rationale for the conclusion.




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS EIR Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No.

Subject Area

Issue, Revision or Information Required

Issue Resolution Summary
(Include Conditions)

Date
Identified

Date
Resolved

Global

For all conclusion sections where the DEIR concludes that there
are unmitigated adverse impacts, the EIR should have an
alternative which would avoid that significant impact. The
conclusion shall be supported by a discussion of why the impact
could not be mitigated or otherwise reduced to a level below
significant.

Information added to the DEIR.

12/10/12

5/3/2013

Summary

Section S.1.2. General Plan Conformance: (1) Please discuss
with staff whether or not essential services proposed in the
commercial areas should be required rather than encouraged by
the Specific Plan. (2) Please provide a table of proposed
services per commercial area (e.g. central and neighborhood
commercial center), to be included in either the Summary
Chapter or Chapter 1.0.

EIR has been revised to clarify commercial
areas would include retalil, office, civic, and
mix use.

12/10/12

5/3/2013

Summary

Please clarify with staff why the project would require a Section 7
Permit.

The requirement for a Section 7 was
deleted from the DEIR.

12/10/12

5/3/2013

Summary

Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Uses. Staff
recommends draft two discussions for surrounding land uses —
local and regional. The local or immediate vicinity surrounding
land use study area would generally fall into the immediate
project view shed (or as described in the DEIR as the local
cumulative impact study area). The regional or I-15 corridor land
use study area would encompass the 5 mile radius (or the Traffic
Cumulative Impact Area).

Inforamtion added to the DEIR.

12/10/12

5/3/2013

Project Description

Please provide a figure, or revise the current Open Space Figure
1-8, to distinguish the proposed HOA agricultural areas.

Figures 1-9 and 1-10 were included to
address this comment.

12/10/12

5/3/2013

Project Description

Project Objectives - Please see staff's revisions to the project
objectives and discuss any concerns. Also, please confirm with
staff where on-site rock outcroppings would be preserved.

Project Objectives have been revised.

12/10/12

5/3/2012

Project Description

Section 1.2. Please see planning comments regarding project
MUP requirements and revise this section as necessary.

MUP requirements have been clarified.

12/10/12

5/3/2012




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
(Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Section 1.2. Please identify the additional discretionary permits |Inforamtion added to the DEIR.
414 Project Description [in the DEIR, or reference the page/section of the Specific Plan 12/10/12 5/3/2012
where the list can be found.
Page 1-4. Increase in C34 commercial density. Please see The density transfer option has been
4{5 Project Description |planning comments regarding density transfers and revise this  |[removed from the Specific Plan. 12/10/12 5/3/2012
section as necessary.
Page 1-4. Please also include the “D” designator requirement
for the multi-family and mixed use areas.

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required

416 Project Description Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 5/3/2013

Page 1-6. Please see major planning issue regarding the
Community Development Model. The Specific Plan should
require larger residential lots on the perimeter of the Specific
Plan Area. On page 1-21 of the DEIR, the text states, "The
larger sized lots, including the custom lots, which are similar to
lot types in the area, would be placed on the perimeter of the
project to provide a smooth visual transition into and out of the
community.” Staff agrees that a design which requires large lots
on the perimeter would be consistent with the intent of the
Community Development Model of the County General Plan.
Demonstrating where the lot variations occur is important. Both
the Specific Plan and the DEIR should be revised to (1) require
this type of development and (2) graphically demonstrate the lot
variations for each phase.

417 Project Description Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

Page 1-7. Please confirm with staff that the traffic analysis
includes the interim traffic distribution for Phases | and Il that do
418 Project Description [not include an on-site school. E.g. that traffic distribution for the [Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 5/3/2013
project accounted for trips to and from the schools listed on
Page 1-7.

Page 1-11, Lilac Hills Ranch Road . Please discuss the Both options for Lilac Hills Ranch Road are
alternative road design with staff. Who will decide which road analyzed in the DEIR. The option will be
design would be implemented? What is the reason for the chosen during the tentative and final map
alternative design? process for the implementing phase.

419 Project Description 12/10/12 5/3/2013




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required el Gondiiens) Identified | Resolved

The project proposes to move the Mobility Element designation
of existing West Lilac Road to a new road alignment and
construct a portion as one-way couplets. The proposed
realignment of a Mobility Element (ME) may by itself not warrant
a General Plan Amendment (GPA) but the proposed change in | The project has been redesigned so that
the West Lilac Road ME road design should be part of the West Lilac will not be realligned.
project's GPA. The Project Description should identify that the
project's GPA proposes to change the classification of West
Lilac Road from the current 2.2C Light Collector to the one-way
couplet design.

Page 1-11, Transit. Please provide specific distances from
existing bus stops to the project site.

Page 1-11, Transit. Please provide the standards for which the [Information added to the DEIR.
NCTD would decide to provide a route to the community. What
is the NCTD criteria to determine whether new or revised bus
route is needed?

4110 Project Description 12/10/12 5/3/2013

4111 Project Description Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 5/3/2013

4112 Project Description 12/10/12 5/3/2013

Page 1-12. Please revise the text to state exactly where and
4113 Project Description [how tall any necessary walls would be for this roadway. Are the [Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 5/3/2013
walls for retaining purposes or for noise retention?

Please discuss the HOA agricultural restrictions with staff.
4114 Project Description |Please also revise this section pursuant to comments on the Inforamtion added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 5/3/2013
Agricultural Technical Report and EIR chapter.

Page 1-16, Water Service and Infrastructure. Please insert
VCMWD'’s approval of the WSA.

Page 1-17, Wastewater Service and Infrastructure. Please
4116 Project Description |update this section once the remaining wastewater issues are Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
resolved with VCMWD.

Page 1-19, Greywater Systems. Please confirm the gray water
4117 Project Description |system would also not require State Permits from RWQCB or Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
locally approved by VCMWD.

4115 Project Description Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required el Gondiiens) Identified | Resolved

Page 1-20, Residential Recycling. Please clarify which entity
4118 Project Description [this facility would obtain the permits from. What do the permits [Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
accomplish in terms of avoiding environmental impacts?

Page 1-21. Please see planning major project issue regarding
the Community Development Model. The requirement that
larger size lots be located on the perimeter of the project is
essential in determining whether or not the project design
4119 Project Description [conforms with the Community Development Model of the County [Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
General Plan. However, it is unclear how larger perimeter lots
are demonstrated or required by the Specific Plan. In fact, the
small lot design in Phase | is inconsistent with the intent of the
Community Development Model. Please discuss with staff.

Page 1-21, Commercial, Mixed-Use, and Multi-Family. Please

4120 Project Description X _ — Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
define the term “village eclectic”.
4121 Project Description Pagg 1-23, Section 1'2.'1'.9 F_lre Protection. Please revise this Section has been revised. 12/10/12 5/3/2013
section once the FPP is finalized.
. P = y i g . i = i .
4122 Project Description Page 1-25, Phasing Plan. The TM shows 342 single-family Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

units. Please clarify.

Page 1-27, Construction Vehicles and Equipment. Please
include as a traffic design measure the preparation of a traffic
control plan (TCP) in or to minimize traffic impacts to the
surrounding community during construction. In fact, page 2.4-3
4123 Project Description |of the Transportation/Traffic Chapter states, "If required, traffic  |Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
control plans would be completed to manage construction traffic
and ensure impacts are less than significant." Therefore, the
preparation of a TCP should become a design measure and
condition of approval for the proposed project.

Section 1.2.2. Please make a reference to any figure which Revisions made throughout DEIR.
demonstrates what the text is explaining. For example, the for
biological resources, please reference the open space figure in
the EIR.

4124 Project Description 12/10/12 5/3/2013
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments

. .. . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required el Gondiiens) Identified | Resolved

Section 1.2.2, second bullet Cultural Resources. This bullet

4125 Project Description should explain how the project was designed to §v0|d significant Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
cultural resources (e.g. cultural resource constraints that
influenced design).

4126 Project Description S_ect|on_1.2.2, fourth bullet. Please revise the steep slope RPO discussion is adequate. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
discussion once RPO comments are addressed.

4127 Project Description Section 1.2.2, fifth bullet Visual Quality. Please also discuss the Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
Landscape Plan.
Section 1.2.2, Wildfire Hazards. This bullet should briefly state

. _ how the project has been designed to be compliant with the .

4128 Project Description - . . e Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
Consolidated Fire Code in terms of fuel modification, access and
services.
Page 1-30, 1st bullet. This bullet should briefly explain how the

4129 Project Description |required Site Plan review accomplishes the avoidance of visual [Text deleted from DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
impacts.

Section 1.8.1, Growth Inducement Due to General Plan
Amendment. First, staff disagrees that the project is consistent
with the Community Development Model as explained in the
Major Project planning issues. Please revise this section once
this issue has been resolved. Second, this section must include
a discussion of the Property Specific Requests currently being
4130 Project Description |processed by the Advanced Planning division of PDS, pursuant [Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
to Board of Supervisor direction. Currently, page 1-38 states,
"property surrounding the project site would retain its adopted
General Plan land use designation. . . " Please include in the
analysis whether or not the PAA approved for the project site
and the GPA application to village designation, has influenced
the surrounding area property specific requests.
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments

. .. . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required . o
ety [ Ul 5 VISt ! qu (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Section 1.8.2, Growth Inducement Due to Construction of
Additional Housing. Please further explain the conclusion that
increasing growth at the project site by increasing the amount of
4131 Project Description homes allowed under the general plan, would not induce Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

surrounding growth. Staff suggests explaining that the new
housing would not cause additional surrounding growth because
it would provide it's own commercial, public services and
infrastructure.

Section 1.8.4, Growth Inducement Due to Construction of
4132 Project Description |Roadways. Please revise this section once the Major Project Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
planning issue regarding public road improvements are resolved.

Sections 1.8.5 and 1.8.6, Growth Inducement Due to
4(33 Project Description Prowsnon/Extenspn of qullg Facilities. Please revise this Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
section once the fire service issue has been resolved and

wastewater service requirements are clarified with VCMWD.

. o ) Revisions made to the DEIR.
Section 2.1.2.1 - Impacts to Scenic Vistas. The analysis should

include a description of existing elements of views from 1-15.
Also, what is the duration of the view for travelers along I-15?
5(1 Aesthetics Please also more specifically describe the "residential and park" 12/10/12 5/3/2013
components of the project that will be seen from this view (e.g.
lot sizes, heights, materials and variation of built forms). Please
also add to the I-15 discussion on page 2.1-10.

. . . Revisions made to the DEIR.
Section 2.1.2.2 - Impacts to Scenic Resources. Please include a

description of other site specific features that contribute to
5(2 Aesthetics valued visual character. For example, open areas of agricultural 12/10/12 5/3/2013
and rural residential. Please also revise this section pursuant to
RPO Steep Slope comments.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required el Gondiiens) Identified | Resolved

Section 2.1.2.3 - Visual Character or Quality - West Lilac Road.
Staff disagrees with the significance determination for Issue 3.

In particular, for views from West Lilac Road. The conversion of
open, rural residential land to smaller lot, sub-urban type housing
(as demonstrated in Figure 2.1-3) would result in a degradation
of the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings.
Please also see planning comments on conformance with the
Community Development Model. Implementation of the intent of
the Community Development Model would reduce or might avoid
this significant impact.

Revisions made to the DEIR. Impact has
been determined to be significant and 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
unavoidable.

5|3 Aesthetics

) ) ) ] ) ) ) Revisions made to the DEIR.
For all impact discussions and associated visual simulations, the

text and figures should show how the project's specific plan
guidelines serve to avoid visual impacts to the surrounding
communities. For example, the guidelines should require a
variation of building materials, types, and styles would result in
5(4 Aesthetics variations of roof form and color. Describe these in the DEIR. 12/10/12 5/3/2013
Please reference or incorporate appropriate specific plan figures
and illustrations which depict housing and commercial types.
Please also note, pending resolution of the planning Major
Project Issue regarding the Community Development Model,
these figures should reflect larger lots sizes.

Impact AE-1. In general, an analysis should not assume failure
of implementation of a project condition, such as "failure to
provide long-term maintenance of the landscaping.” The DEIR
5[5 Aesthetics should assume each specific plan requirement would be Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
implemented, especially those meant to avoid a significant effect
and is required by County Code for erosion control. Please
discuss approach and conclusion with staff.




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments

. .. . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required . S
ety [ Ul 5 VISt ! qu (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved

Impacts to proposed Community Pathway. Please discuss with

5(6 Aesthetics staff the feasibility of dlsc_ussmg Impacts to futL_Jre_ land uses. In Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
general, the DEIR analysis should focus on existing conditions
and not those created by the project.

5|7 Aesthetics Page 2.1-1.4, Off Site Improyements. Please revise this section |Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 5/3/2013
per resolution of the project's roadway network.

sls Aesthetics Section 2.1.2.5 - Glare Impacts. Does the specific plan include [Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 5/3/2013

solar building requirements?

. . . - Revisions made to the DEIR.
Section 2.1.2.6 - Consistency with Land Use Policies. Please

5(9 Aesthetics revise this section once the general plan conformance issues are 12/10/12 5/3/2013
resolved. Please see Planning Major project issues.

Section 2.1.3, Cumulative Impact Analysis. Please revise this Revisions made to the DEIR.
5[10 Aesthetics discussion to include the properties which are part of the 12/10/12 | 5/3/2013
Property Specific Request (PSR) process.

Section 2.1.3, Cumulative Impact Analysis. Please explain how
the "minor residential subdivision" and other cumulative
development would "blend into the existing character of the
view shed." In part, cumulative aesthetic impacts would be
reduced through development consistent with the County
General Plan and VCCP, and BCP.

5|11 Aesthetics Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

5[{12 Aesthetics Conclusion. Please update per comments above. Revisons made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

Please include the GHG analysis as a separate section of the

EIR as opposed to combined with the Air Quality section. This is

a separate resource area that needs to be addressed in its own

section.

Land Use and BOS Policy I-78. Please update this policy pursuant BOS action
Planning on October 31, 2012.

6(1 Air Quality/GHG GHG chapter is now separate from AQ. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS EIR Comments

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Item No.

Subject Area

Issue, Revision or Information Required

Issue Resolution Summary
(Include Conditions)

Date
Identified

Date
Resolved

Land Use and
Planning

Analysis of San Diego County General Plan Land Use
Element/Community Development Model. The analysis should
discuss the proposed project's consistency with the CDM. Also,
should discuss the requirements of a the General Plan for
proposing a new village (e.g. leapfrog development policy).

Land Use chapter was revised to reference
the Specific Plan for evaluation of General
Plan and Community Plan polices.

12/10/12

6/13/2013

Land Use and
Planning

Analysis of General Plan and Other Polices. Please update this
section with resolution of major project issues regarding County
policy conformance.

Land Use chapter was revised to reference
the Specific Plan for evaluation of General
Plan and Community Plan polices.

12/10/12

6/13/2013

Land Use and
Planning

Analysis of Community Character. Please see staff's previous
comments regarding separating the land use study areas into
local and regional. Please apply to this discussion as well.

Revisions made to the DEIR.

12/10/12

6/13/2013

Land Use and
Planning

Analysis of Community Character. The DEIR states, "lower
density development and open space buffers are proposed in
several areas along perimeter portions of the project in order to
be sensitive to existing surrounding land uses. Grove plantings
are proposed as accents throughout the project, which would
relate to Valley Center and Bonsall rural agricultural aesthetic.”
As stated previously, demonstrating and requiring these types of
land uses is essential to support the community character
conclusion (similar to aesthetics).

Revisions made to the DEIR.

12/10/12

6/13/2013

Land Use and
Planning

Cumulative Analysis. This section should be revised pursuant to
comments above and resolution of the major project issues.
Update the discussion to include analysis of the cumulative
effects of the land use changes pursuant to the Property Specific
Requests.

Revisions made to the DEIR.

12/10/12

6/13/2013

Transportation and

Traffic

Please confirm the traffic distribution model accounts for the
interim school service situations described in Chapter 1.0.
Please also include a traffic distribution analysis that accounts
for no school being built on-site.

Confirmed.

12/10/12

6/13/2013




ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments
. .. . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required el Gondiiens) Identified | Resolved
Transportation and Table S-1 and in Section .2'4 Transportatiop/'!’raffic TR._l through Traffic conditions and mitigation have been
8|2 ) TR-12 should reference Final Map as the timing of mitigation not - . 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
Traffic resolved and are tied to Phasing Plan.
occupancy.
sls Transporta?ion and TR-13 through' T.R-19 (TIF pqymgnt) may 'refe'rence building Revisions made to the DEIR. 12110112 | 6/13/2013
Traffic permits as the timing of cumulative impact mitigation.
Transportation and The _DEIR include a Horizon Year §cer_1ario. The _applicant should|Horizon Year al_q_a_lysis for both County and
814 . confirm that the Horizon Year, which is a planning assessment,| CALTRANS facilities have been added to 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
Traffic . . .
needs to be included in the EIR analysis. the DEIR.
The DEIR should address the over-capacity (“planning level”) of
sls Transporta?ion and |West Lilac Road west qf the project site and Old Highway 395 Revisions made to the DEIR. 1211012 | 6/13/2013
Traffic and propose an over-ride for acceptance of LOS E for the
marginal deficiency.
The TIS in some cases uses HCM Arterial Analysis to
demonstrate adequate roadway segment LOS conditions and
that the project’'s impacts would be less than significant (Ex.
Transportation and [Gopher Canyon Road). It is recommended that the DEIR and -
8|6 Traffic TIS identify the project's direct impacts based on Public Road Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10712 " | 6/13/2013
Standards road segment LOS criteria (TIS Table 2.2), but that
the Arterial Analysis be used as the justification for an override
and no mitigation requirement.
. Page 2.4-12 & 13, Construction Impact Analysis. Please revise .
8|7 Transportayon and this analysis to include the requirement to complete a Traffic ATCP has bgen added as a conditon of the 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
Traffic Control Plan (TCP) proposed project.
Page 2.4-13, Project Trip Generation. Please confirm that the
Transportation and |statement regarding the survey from LOS Engineering is still| TIA has been updated to use SANDAG's
8[8 ) . . . . 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
Traffic accurate. Please also see DPW comments regarding trip|standard trip generation rates.
generation rates.
Page 2.4-19, Transportation Hazard Analysis. Please expand
Transportation and the discussion pf transportation hazarQs. Currently, the finalysis .
8(9 Traffic does not explain how or why the project has been designed to|Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
comply with applicable regulations and how those serve to avoid
impacts to transportation hazards.
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PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-

PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments
. - . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required . S
ety [ Ul 5 VISt ! qu (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
Please discuss with staff indirect impacts. Additional mitigation
. may required, such as: preservation of on-site agriculture; . . e
9(1 Agricultural fencing; wider on-site agricultural buffers; including landscaping; DEI.R has b_een revised to include mitigation 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
Resources etc for indirect impacts.
All off site improvements must discussed in Chapter 1.0 and
Agricultural clearly located so that all Agricultural resources can be analyzed.
9|2 g Off-site areas of Farmland of Local Importance are located|Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
Resources . . ) .
Gopher Road/I-15 interchange. Staff will need more information
prior to concluding significance.
Agricultural Page 2.5-4. Please clarify with staff whether or not the
9(3 Rgesources agricultural  ponds  would remain  following  project|Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
implementation.
Page 2.5-13, Off-Site Improvement Areas. Please update this
9la Agricultural section once major prolect_ro_ad issues are re_solved. In addition, Information added to the DEIR. 1211012 | 6/13/2013
Resources please provide figure depicting the off-site improvement areas
and agricultural resource areas.
Agricultural Section 2.5.2. If applicable, this section should analyze County
9|5 Rgesources ag policies. Please see staff's comments on the Ag Report as|Information addded to the Ag Tech Report. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
the template.
ols Agricultural Plegse change all rgferences to the Right To qum Act Fo County Revisions made. 12110112 | 6/13/2013
Resources Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information Ordinance.
Proposed School Site. The future school children will most
likely use this park and therefore a larger buffer is needed
. between the park and adjacent off-site agriculture. The park as - .
9|7 ';gez(;l:::ﬁg a buffer between the school and off-site agriculture is not gz\lanlons and Information added to the 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
enough. There should be an on-site buffer between the park and '
the off-site ag. Please also see staffs comments on the
agricultural technical study.
ols Agricultural Please discuss othgr compatibility issues.” Please also see the|Revisions and Information added to the 12110112 | 6/13/2013
Resources Ag Report for specific changes and comments. DEIR.
Agricultural Please include a cumulative analysis of Guidelines 4.2.1, 4.2.2,|Revisions and Information added to the
9° Resources and 4.2.3 in the Ag Report. DEIR. 12/10/12 1 6/13/2013




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required el Gondiiens) Identified | Resolved

Please clarify the cumulative study area for agricultural
Agricultural resources. The analysis references Figure 1-22 for the
Resources cumulative study area but then provides conversion facts on a
countywide basis.

Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

As detailed above in the major project issues comments, only
92% of the RPO wetlands onsite have appropriate buffers (50-
foot minimum). Several references to buffers in the EIR state
that buffers are a minimum of 50-feet. Additionally, conclusions
are made based on providing adequate buffer, which in
accordance with the RPO has not occurred. Please address the
major project issue regarding RPO wetland buffers and update
the EIR as appropriate.

10|11 Biological Resources Information added to the DEIR. 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013

The "analysis" section of Section 2.6.2.3 of the EIR states that
the project will result in impacts to 8.09 acres of County
wetlands. Please correct this number to correspond to the
impacts identified in the biology report.

The "RPO wetland and sensitive habitat lands" section of
Section 2.6.2.5 of the EIR indicates that the project would impact
10/3 Biological Resources [RPO sensitive habitat lands. Please correct this reference as it [Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
has been determined that the project site does not contain RPO
sensitive habitat lands.

10]2 Biological Resources Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

Please clarify in M-BIO-1a. that in addition to occurring in Valley

Center, mitigation will occur within draft PAMA of the NCMSCP. Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013

10/4 Biological Resources

Section 2.6.6.2 of the EIR states that the preservation of
sensitive natural communities are required at the ratios required
10|15 Biological Resources [by the MSCP. The project is not within an approved MSCP area [Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
and therefore the mitigation ratios are set in the County
Biological Guidelines. Please revise this reference.

Section 2.7.1.2: Regulatory Framework: Under State, add
111 Cultural Resources |CEQA; under County, add San Diego County Local Register of |Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
Historic Resources (Local Register).




ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT ISSUE CHECKLIST

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments

Issue Resolution Summary Date Date

Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required el Gondiiens) Identified | Resolved

Section 2.7.1.4: Off-Site Improvements. This section shall be
updated as the off-site improvement locations are more firmly
112 Cultural Resources |established (refer to item 9-15). Sites CA-ASDI-5067 and 5072 |Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
are considered RPO significant and this could result in design
changes to the improvement areas.

Section 2.7.1.5 Survey Results: Change title to Summary of
Survey and Testing Results. Refer to the Cultural Report to
include a summary of the testing results of each of the 5 sites
tested.

Section 2.7.1.5: Off-site improvements: Revise this section to
conform to the cultural report in Appendix A . There are 2
recorded sites that are RPO significant that must be addressed.

11(3 Cultural Resources Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

11|4 Cultural Resources Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

Section 2.7.2.2: Issue 2 - Archaeological Resources, Analysis,
Off-site Improvements: This section needs to be revised based

on the Cultural Report Appendix A. (Refer to Checklist item 9-15) Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 16/13/2013

1115 Cultural Resources

Section 2.7.5.1: M-CR-1 - Staff is recommending that the site be
put in an open space easement (an addition to OS-5). If not, the
Data Recovery program shall be added to the Cultural
Resources report. Refer to Checklist item 9-12.

On page 2.9-1, Section 2.9.11, please update to be consistent
with the current County Noise Element.

On page 2.9-3, Section 2.9.2.1, please update to be consistent
12|2 Noise with the current County Noise Element. Please refer to Tables N{Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
1 and N-2.

On page 2.9-5 Section 2.9.2.1, under Off-site, staff is unclear to
the referenced "potentially significant (Impact N-1 and N-2). This
section is for off-site receptors and it appears this portion of the
discussion must clearly reference on-site NSLU if this is the
intent of the paragraph.

116 Cultural Resources Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

12|11 Noise Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

12|3 Noise Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
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Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community 003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

PDS EIR Comments

. .. . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
Item No. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required el Gondiiens) Identified | Resolved
On page 2.9-5 Section 2.9.2.1, under Off-site, if the analysis
. demonstrates that there are no cumulative impacts to off-site .
124 Noise receptors, it needs to state that the project is not "cumulatively Revisions made to the DEIR. 12710112 |6/13/2013
considerable".
On page 2.9-5, Section 2.9.2.2, please update the table to reflect
12|5 Noise the most current 36.404 table as shown in the Am legal website. |Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
On page 2.9-6, Section 2.9.2.2, under Emergency and Standby
Electrical Generators, please include within this design feature a
12|6 Noise statement that says generators would be design to satisfy the  |Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
sound level limit property line standards pursuant to Section
36.404.

On page 2.9-6, Section 2.9.2.2, under Recycling and Green
1217 Noise Waste, please include a more detailed evaluation for the Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
recycling facility as mentioned within the updated noise report.

In Figure 2.9-2. Please discuss with staff the feasibility of the
Noise Protection Easement proposed to be extended off-site.
The applicant will need to acquire these easements prior to the
project moving forward.

Global change, any temporary construction operations and
permanent noise sources shall be referenced to comply with the
sound level limits at the project property lines. The current DEIR
noise section reference "residences". Noise Ordinance
compliance is at the project property line and not at the
residences.

Global comment: Additional noise comments to the DEIR noise
12]10 Noise section are to follow after staff deems the Noise Report as Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013
complete.

Please revise this section after resolution of the issues related to
13|1 Public Services |fire service as indicated in comments from the Fire District and
County Fire Authority.

12|8 Noise Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

12|19 Noise Revisions made to the DEIR. 12/10/12 |6/13/2013

Revisions to the project and EIR have been

made to address Fire Service. 12/10/12 | 6/13/2013
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PROJECT NAME: Lilac Hills Ranch Master Planned Community

PDS EIR Comments

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-
003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP),

3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

. .. . . Issue Resolution Summary Date Date
. Subject Area Issue, Revision or Information Required . S
ety [ Ul 5 VISt ! qu (Include Conditions) Identified | Resolved
. Draft EIR Section 3.1.5.2 (sheet 3-60 and 61) will need to be PLDO requirements have been determined
141 Recreation revised once net PLDO acreages are determined. and are reflected in the DEIR. 1210712 | 6/13/2013
1501 Utilities and Services Plea_se revise this section pursuant to clarification of wastewater Wa_stewater service hE.iS been clarified and 12110112 | 6/13/2013
service issues. options and analyzed in the DEIR.
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The Use of the Board of Supervisors' Power of Eminent Domain on Number | Page
Behalf of Private Developers
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Purpose

To define and limit the circumstances in which the Board of Supervisors will use their
power of eminent domain, on behalf of private developers, to acquire real property rights
for public facilities.

Background

Frequently, property being developed as a major or minor subdivision lacks off-site real
property rights to enable the development of public facilities. These facilities are needed
in order to provide the public service required by or because of the developing property.
The developer may be required by the County to acquire off-site real property rights as a
condition of accepting the subdivision map. In those instances involving off-site owners
who are unwilling to sell to the developer, the Board of Supervisors may choose to use
their power of eminent domain to obtain the needed rights.

Policy

It is the policy of the Board of Supervisors that the power of eminent domain be used to
acquire property rights required by conditions of approval of subdivisions only when:

1. The subdivider has made reasonable offers based on a fair market value appraisal
report and has made every reasonable effort to acquire the property rights; and

2. Alternative locations for the public facilities have been considered and none
found practical; and

3. Deletion of the off-site requirements of the subdivision is not recommended by
staff; and

4. The subdivider has agreed to pay full County costs of eminent domain
proceedings, including all costs to purchase the real property rights required; and

5. The Board of Supervisors has prescribed the location of the proposed acquisition.

Notwithstanding the above, non-blighted, owner-occupied, residential structures cannot
be condemned for transfer to another private party for purposes of more profitable
economic development.

Procedure

The Director, Department of Public Works, will request the Director, Department of
General Services to proceed to acquire the needed rights for the County.

The Director, Department of General Services will, at the developer's cost:
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. Prepare an agreement with the developer to acquire real property rights at the

developer's expense; and

Review the developer's appraisal report for compliance with established appraisal

standards; and

. Advise owners of the proposed developer-County agreement and the date, time

and location when it will be considered by the Board of Supervisors. Such
notification shall be sent by certified mail, return receipt requested, at least ten
days before the meeting. The notice shall also be posted concurrently by regular
mail.

Upon approval of the developer/County agreement by the Board of Supervisors,
the Department of General Services will, following the procedures delineated in
Board of Supervisors Policy F-24 (Eminent Domain Procedure), proceed to
acquire the required rights for the County.

Docket a hearing with the Board of Supervisors to enable the adoption of a
Resolution of Necessity declaring the project to be in the public interest and the
real property rights necessary to be acquired all in accordance with California
Civil Code of Procedure Section 1245.210 et. seq, if unable to satisfactorily
negotiate an agreement with the property owner(s).

Sunset Date

This policy will be reviewed for continuance by 12-31-2019.

Board Action

11-24-81 (52)
12-15-82 (51)
6-8-83 (15)
2-19-85 (5)
7-26-88 (43)
12-12-89 (49)
12-8-98 (53)
06-21-05 (16)
11-8-05 (1)
12-09-08 (33)
12-04-12 (13)

CAO Reference

1. Department of General Services




July 14, 2014

Jon Rilling, Project Manager
Lilac Hills Ranch

32444 Birdsong Dr
Escondido, CA 92026
(858)546-0700

Dear Mr. Rilling,

Regarding your correspondence addressed to us (dated August 6, 2013 and July
2, 2014), we read your attempt at explaining condemnation of privately-owned
Mountain Ridge Road and our liability for said road, and do not consent nor
agree to the assumptions, assertions nor conclusions contained therein.

As part of the HOA that owns Mountain Ridge Road, from which you require
easement rights for ALL of your project’s parcels, since the two parcels that do
have limited rights do not convey to the remainder, we thoroughly understand
your dilemma.

Sincerely,

Robert & Josette Franck
9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026

cc: Mark Slovick, Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov
Kristin Blackson, Kristin.Blackson@sdcounty.ca.gov




Slovick, Mark

From: Josette Franck <quitefranckly@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2014 9:02 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: LHR DEIR 2014 3800 12-001 et al

Lilac Hills Ranch Draft EIR 2014
Mark Slovick, Project Manager
(858)495-5172

Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM),
3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

The submitted Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Lilac Hills Ranch (LHR), which falls glaringly
outside of the County’s recently adopted General Plan, includes glaring discrepancies, as well as legal issues
with respect to roads safety and overburdening of easements.

The General Plan’s (GPU) Village areas are where density concentrations are planned and approved, but LHR
sits miles outside of the Valley Center North and South, and Fallbrook villages
(http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dpw/land/landpdf/Docs/CountywideVillage.pdf). Accretive Investments
(Applicant) was attempting to acquire, through outright purchases or lease options, the +/-608 acres while the
GPU was in process, but never requested upzoning changes for, in essence, another Village.

Why is the Applicant being offered a purported alternative that involves the County using eminent domain
that would only be required to satisfy the Applicant's project? See 8 - Taper_at_Intersection_Package,
GPA12001-REIR-Chap4-061214 (Section 4.8.1.7 Road Design Alternative 7, Section 4.9.1.4 Circulation, Table 4-
9, pages 128, 135-136), GPA12001-REIR-AppendixV-2-TrafficFireAlternative-061214, 7_-
_Modification_to_road_standard - Reduce_design_speed Mtn_Ridge, Implementing_ PGP, Appendix W_-
_GP_Consistency_Analysis_6-9-14.

If not, the County should then regard the public’s safety on its public and private road network in and around
the proposed project. All ten road exemptions the applicant requests are out of line with the existing
conditions and many jeopardize the public’s safety, which, as a stand-alone concern, clearly deems denial of
this project. What justification does the County give for approving a project that cannot clear even one of the
ten aforementioned road hurdles?

Trash collection days on Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Road - both with high, blind hills - summarily mean
lines of residents waiting behind waste vehicles to complete the collection route, or crossing into unseen
oncoming traffic to pass the trash trucks: regular trash, recyclables and green waste. Approving LHR benefit’s
the developer, not current residents or businesses, and legal aspects considered, not the County. What does
the County consider a fair number of obstacles that existing residents must bear for the sake of a private
developer's financial benefit?



Other legal problems to examine in this Applicant’s project include inconsistency within their DEIR,
assumption of easements and overburdening of said easements.

One inconsistency exists between the DEIR Evacuation Plan and the Traffic Study. The applicant’s evacuation
plan states Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane will both be gated and locked at all times, with only the fire
and police having keys. On the other hand, their traffic study says Mountain Ridge Road will be used only by
the church and senior facility via the locked gates. If first responders are the only ones with keys to the gates,
then the church and senior facility cannot have keys also. If only the church and senior facility will have access
through the gates, then first responders cannot also. If you speak out both sides of your mouth, a clarity
deficiency occurs with your words. Which version is actually being offered in this iteration of the DEIR?

Each plan the Applicant stated for Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane grossly overburdens the restricted
easements, which are available only to a few lots in the applicant’s proposed project, and do not automatically
extend to the remaining lots within the project. Why did the County include eminent domain options that
contradict the Board's adoption of Policy J-33? What is the County's cause for asserting eminent domain
against private property owners of Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane and choosing the subsequent,
lengthy, and expensive lawsuits to follow such assertions?

For this purportedly stand-alone development to continue without intercession from the public, County or
State, easement rights for EVERY lot within, and leading in to / out of the project need to be secured
financially, legally, and in writing, from the rightful owners without coercion. What is the applicant's target
date for securing said easements?

Additionally, the LHR requested road exemptions include drawing roads and sewer lines on properties with no
or limited easements / rights. Limited easement rights for one lot do not provide rights to any other

lots. Period. In which DEIR version will these roads and sewer lines that lack full access be removed from all
of the maps, or where are the recorded documents verifying the applicant acquired all the required
easements?

In closing, thank you for reviewing the Applicant’s DEIR and our responses to but a few problems with the
project: its inconsistency with the GPU, discrepancies, and road and easement issues.

Respectfully,

Josette Franck

9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
760-509-5308



Slovick, Mark

From: Josette Franck <peechus_jf@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2014 9:40 PM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: 2014 Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR

Lilac Hills Ranch Draft EIR 2014
Mark Slovick, Project Manager
(858)495-5172

Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM), 3100 5572 (TM),
3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,
| have four questions regarding roads in this project's 2014 DEIR.

1. If the Deer Springs Fire Protection District station alternative is recommended and approved, in what phase
of construction will Mountain Ridge Road be destroyed (destruction of a working, maintained road is not an
"improvement")?

2. Following Question 1 above, how will existing residents access their properties while Mountain Ridge Road
is a steady state of demolition, between six months and a year?

3. If the Mountain Ridge Road alternative is promoted and adopted, how will existing residents access their
properties while the sewer going down MRR and Circle R Drive is being installed over another lengthy period
of time?

4. When 5,000 potential vehicles are going to be added to the current public roads network, current passing
grade roads will become failing roads. So why didn't the County propose an alternative to widen Circle R
Drive, West Lilac Road (from Old Highway 395 to Lilac Road), Old Highway 395 (from Highway 76 in Fallbrook
to Country Club Lane in Escondido), Lilac Road (from West Lilac Road to Valley Center Road), and Old Castle
Road to four lanes to accommodate the extra thousands of ADTs LHR will dump onto all of them? Why would
the County want to increase their liabilities by not having the applicant fully pay for the road burdens they will
cause by building this project?

| look forward to a complete response to these questions.
Respectfully,

Josette Franck
9767 Megan Terrace



Escondido, CA 92026
760-509-5308



Slovick, Mark

From: Bob & Josette Franck <franckfort@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 10:31 AM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Funding: Lilac Hills DEIR 2014 3800 12-001 (GPA) etc.

Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR 2014
Mark Slovick, Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

With regard to funding the Lilac Hills Ranch development, the applicant stated they
believe school bonds, special assessment districts and other fees should be paid by
taxpayers, in- and outside the project area. How is the County ensuring the applicant
pays the full cost of the project, without burdening existing taxpayers not located within
the project? What are the applicant's funding mechanisms, and where are they
available for review?

Respectfully,

Robert Franck

9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)751-5349



Slovick, Mark

From: Bob & Josette Franck <franckfort@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 10:50 AM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Fire & Evacuation: Lilac Hills 3800 12-001 (GPA), etc.

Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR 2014
Mark Slovick, Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

In reference to the fire protection plans in the Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR 2014, why are
these four options still being considered? Deer Spring Fire Protection District will not
buy off on three of the plans that were offered to them, and Cal Fire's letter to the
County clearly states it wants NOTHING to do with this project.

As for the aforementioned Cal Fire letter, why was it not provided for public review with
the rest of the comments received?

With respect to the evacuation plans, the 2014 Highway 76 fire left the 1-15, Highway
76 and Old Highway 395 closed to traffic in all directions, and for about three hours,
the West Lilac Bridge was a parking lot of existing residents who were unable to
evacuate as directed. How does the County plan to evacuate proposed LHR residents
- an additional 6,000-7,000 people - on winding, two-lane roads (West Lilac Road,
Circle R Drive, Old Highway 395, Old Castle, and Lilac Road) in an emergency? Why
isn't the applicant being tasked to build-out all these roadways to four-lanes to sustain
the daily traffic, as well as in case of required evacuations? How does the County plan
to assess the applicant for any injuries or loss of life that may occur from their project's
insufficient evacuation plans?

Not only will the planned new residents' lives be risked, but also the lives of current
residents that surround the project.

Respectfully,



Robert Franck

9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)751-5349



Slovick, Mark

From: Bob & Josette Franck <franckfort@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 11:04 AM

To: Slovick, Mark

Cc: Blackson, Kristin

Subject: Road Exceptions: LHR 3800 12-001 (GPA), etc.

Lilac Hills Ranch DEIR 2014
Mark Slovick, Project Manager
(858)495-5172
Mark.Slovick@sdcounty.ca.gov

Project: Lilac Hills Ranch

Project Number(s): 3800 12-001 (GPA), 3810 12-001 (SP), 3600 12-003 (REZ), 3100 5571 (TM),
3100 5572 (TM), 3300 12-005 (MUP), 3500 12-017 (STP), 3500 12-018 (STP)

Dear Mark,

Current road standards are in place for public safety. LHR wants full exemption from
the 10 road standards that are hurdles to their project's plan, but damning to the
public's safety. Why would the County consider lower these standards to appease the
applicant, when promoting public safety should be the priority? Were the current road
standards created with the thought that they were unnecessary, inefficient, and
useless? Were they created in the hopes that a developer would dare tell the County
their employees are idiots for having planned the necessary, efficient and useful road
standards?

The County should require the LHR applicant to bring all roads leading into and out of
the project up to public road standards at their expense, not at the poor taxpayers'
expense. Where is this proclaimed in the 2014 LHR DEIR?

Respectfully,

Robert Franck

9767 Megan Terrace
Escondido, CA 92026
(760)751-5349



Slovick, Mark

From: Caylin F <erisednin@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 12:19 AM
To: Slovick, Mark

Subject: Lilac Hills Project

Regarding the proposed development of 1,700 houses in the Valley Center region. | am completely opposed to
it. I have lived in Valley Center for my entire life and continue to do so because it is rural and a small town. |
don't want to live in a city or a suburban neighborhood. Those are the biggest reasons people move to Valley
Center and stay here. If there are 1.700 new track homes built, they are literally removing all of the small town
reasons we love Valley Center.

Assign from emotional reasons to keep one of San Diego's small towns as a small town there are the logistics of
the plan. The increase in traffic, lack of water, and other resources are not sufficiently addressed in the proposal.
IF there were to be a large housing development to be built in Valley Center, it should be done wisely and
should address and solve each potential problem. Without that foresight any houses built would not improve
Valley Center, but add to it's problems. How many people would want to buy a house where there are water
shortages, where traffic is a daily nightmare, and where they could get trapped if there is a wildfire? The houses
would either not be sold or be sold for less than is worth the building of them. Especially when you add to the
cost of what it would do to the rest of Valley Center.

I have experienced the fire storms in the past decades and my biggest fear is being trapped from evacuating
because of the limited number of roads out of VValley Center. Add to that the new population this housing
project would bring in and the problem would only get worse. Especially since the builders are requesting
exemptions to regulations on the road development. It is beyond ridiculous that anyone would actually want to
put a track home neighborhood in Valley Center, and then go on to build it in a way that would result in people
being trapped by fires.

This entire enterprise is just one more reason why the people in Valley Center see Bill Horn as corrupt and
resent his ability to continually be re-elected. Although considering who pays for his campaigns, it's not
surprising that he supports this plan.

I truly hope this plan is not accepted and that we are allowed to keep Valley Center as a small rural town.

Sincerely Caylin Frinchaboy a resident of Valley Center for 30 years.



From: Patsy Fritz

33265 Mill Creek Road
Pauma Valley, CA 92061

Date: 28 July, 2014

To:

County of San Diego
Department of Planning & Development Services

Attn: Mark Wardlaw, Director

Mark Slovick, Project Manager

Subject: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report

Lilac Hills Ranch Project

PDS2012-3800-12-001 (GPA), PDS2012-3810-12-001 (SP),
PDS2012-3600-12-003 (REZ), PDS2012-3100-5571 (TM),
PDS2012-3100-5572 (TM), PDS2012-3300-12-005 (MUP)

Gentlemen:

Here is the truth about the proposed development, Lilac Hills Ranch [LHR], and its application:

1)

2)

3)

This proposed development in all its iterations is not only a developer-launched attack on
the County General Plan [CGP], it is a developer’s lobbyist-steered missile from within that
is bent on destroying both the integrity of the CGP AND the integrity of the Department of
Planning and Development Services [DPDS], should you approve it.

The County of San Diego [CSG] spent $18.6 million taxpayer dollars plus twelve years of staff
and consultant time, in addition to tens of thousands of hours voluntarily committed by
community leaders across the County — as requested by Supervisor Jacob for a “bottom up”
GP Update — which any approval of LHR and this DEIR will squander. Would you demolish
an $18.6 million dollar building the County constructed three years ago? Approving LHR
and/or this DEIR would be identical to that action.

Following 2011 approval of the CGP by four of our County Supervisors (and despite the
opposition by Supervisor Horn — the one Supervisor avowedly determined to overthrow the
CGP, and LHR’s lone booster —who, as a Supervisor is the beneficiary of tens of thousands
of dollars in campaign contributions from Accretive Investments, the applicant for LHR) the
updated CGP immediately won professional awards for its thorough examination and
consideration of factors emphasizing access to safe roads, fire safety, water conservation,
utilization of existing infrastructure, protection of agriculture and the natural environment



4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

and the necessity to abate global warming and air pollution by cutting commuter traffic and
mileage by placing new homes contiguous to existing population centers and the jobs
therein. LHR would be destructive to all of these aims.

Following the adoption of the CGP, the Board of Supervisors [BOS] adopted its
recommendations for a “Red Tape Reduction Task Force” [RTRTF] including the position
that it serve as judge and monitor (i.e., “tattletale”) of DPDS performance. Immediately
Chris Brown, former land use aide to Supervisor Horn, frequent fundraiser for Supervisor
Horn, AND paid professional lobbyist (registered with the CSD - check with the Office of the
Clerk of the Board [COB] ), with Accretive Investments/LHR as his sole viable client (i.e.,

“bread & butter” or “lifeline”) applied for, and was placed on the RTRTF committee as

watchdog of DPDS activity — without any requirement that he file a Form 700 listing his
source of income. Because LHR is the one major project dragging through DPDS, having the
LHR’s lobbyist able to massage staff, with staff having the uncomfortable knowledge of
“Hey, this guy can impact my job and the Department’s budget requests to the BOS” means
that there is undue influence and pressure by the developer’s lobbyist that this flaw-filled
DEIR be accepted and the basic tenets of the CGP be violated. | object to the fox in the
henhouse controlling this process because staff jobs are under threat. Doubt is cast on
every shred of text in the DEIR from a developer’s paid advocate.

DPDS has failed to require the simplest, most effective way to save lives for all Valley Center
residents, including future LHR residents, in the event of fire or other emergencies (a
constant threat in this locale). That requirement, which MUST be made to save lives: an
additional bridge span across the I-15 Freeway. This would route fleeing residents toward
the coast, away from approaching fire, and keep them OFF the freeway, which will be
clogged and impassable, below. Reason? Too expensive for the developer. This is what
you get when the developer’s lobbyist is placed in a position to bug staff.

Concurrent with approving the CGP in 2011 the BOS approved road improvements to West
Lilac Road to serve the modest future population increase envisioned in the CGP. Not only
is Accretive unwilling to provide adequate roads for its influx of urban traffic, the project
proposal ignores even the minimal requirements for road improvements on the CGP
Mobility Element voted by the BOS.

LHR is insisting on (cheaper) road widths and standards that DO NOT meet CGP
requirements.

Accretive Investments bought and optioned cheap agricultural land that was cheap because
it did not have road entitlements to reach a County Road, with the exception of one parcel
fronting on Birdsong that could be entirely consumed for a single road. This does not meet
the County Fire Code’s requirement for development as there is no secondary access. Thus,
to the amazement of a public that paid $18.6 million for the updated CGP, Accretive is
proposing that the LHR project be approved with the understanding that the BOS take



private roads and property by eminent domain TO BENEFIT THE DEVELOPER and BEGGAR
EXISTING RESIDENTS AND PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNERS — if Accretive somehow was
“unable” to acquire them. This is an EXPLOSIVE issue. Just days ago Supervisor Horn
avowed that the County would only acquire property from “a willing seller” for the
proposed San Luis Rey Regional Park, of great benefit to the public, but you are presenting a
DEIR based on the premise that the County would take private property by eminent domain
(i.e., “by force”) to benefit a FOR-PROFIT CORPORATION intent on destroying the CGP. Let
me predict: Accretive will always be unable to acquire them, so it will force the BOS to
resort to takings, or permit Accretive to develop with roads that are even LESS SAFE than
those proposed —which do not meet County standards to begin with. Question: are the
inmates running the asylum?

9) Why is DPDS not demanding that EVERY road meet County Standards in the CGP?

10) Why is DPDS allowing Accretive, its consultants and lobbyist to claim the proposed LHR
meets the CGP — only IF the BOS amends the CGP to meet Accretive;s subterranean
standards for road safety, public safety, environmental protection, community standards,
clean air — for $18.6 million dollars, why can’t County staff protect, defend and implement
the CGP? WHO DOES STAFF WORK FOR?

11) This project, by clear definition is leapfrog development and sprawl.

12) This project destroys viable agriculture, which is NOT soil-based, it is CLIMATE-based.

13) The wide array of light emitted from this dense urban “island” will attract and destroy the
moth population that is necessary for pollination of contiguous seed-producing flower and
cactus-growing agriculture — one of the robust sectors of the County’sl farm economy.

14) The project proposes a fire station that cannot and will not be built or staffed without
removing the safe protection of EXISTING Deer Springs Fire Protection District taxpayers
who voted to increase their fire tax for their existing service. The DSFPD Board President has
testified they will not abandon their current residents.

15) The project proposes putting the noise and havoc of a fire station next to the proposed
Alzheimer’s facility. Have you no compassion? Have you no shame?

16) This project proposes an Alzheimer’s facility so remote from the bulk of the County’s
population that it would be an end-of-the road warehouse for the frail elderly. Have you no
compassion? Have you no shame?

17) This project proposes an Alzheimer’s facility remote from any hospital or medical care.
Have you no compassion? Have you no shame?

18) This project proposes an Alzheimer’s facility that, in the event of fire, the Alzheimer’s
patients should “shelter in place” because of course, there would be no safe way to
evacuate them due to the lack of adequate roads. So —they die from smoke inhalation?
This is your “final solution?” Have you no compassion? Have you no shame?



19) This project proposes a supermarket (FEATURES its supermarket!) without ANY study
submitted that shows what the supermarket industry needs, population-wide, to establish
and anchor store. LHR can NEVER supply that. Why did you not require a study?

20) Why have you not required an economic study of the cost for infrastructure that would
saddle all residents’ property taxes? Accretive does not care. THEY ARE ONLY SEEKING
HIGH-DENSITY “ENTITLEMENTS.” They are not building and selling homes. They would be
wholesaling lots. My prediction based on reality: you will be taking land out of agriculture —
but that will never go into housing. Because of the cost involved in seeking those
entitlements, the land will then be too costly to farm. It’s lose-lose-lose.

21) The ONLY alternative to this project should be one developed to existing CGP density,
zoning and road standards with limited use of existing private roads by the parcels that now
have the right to traverse them.

22) There will be no jobs there. It is a commuter community. Spewing fuel, bogging down
existing roads, endangering the existing population in the event of emergencies, destroying
agriculture and the green environment - and ABOVE ALL, it is designed as the precedent for
destruction the County General Plan.

Based on all of the above, and many other factors, this DEIR has not searched out the truth and
cannot provide the decision-makers the information that is needed.

This whole process has been irrevocably tainted SINCE 2006, including enabling the developer’s
lobbyist to influence staff and staff members’ job security, because of his position on the Red
Tape Reduction Task force, empowered to judge and report DPDS “shortcomings.”

This lack of ethics must stop, and be corrected.
The County must show clean hands in every transaction.

Respectfully submitted,

Pnt517 Fritz
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