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C1c-1 The commenter asserts that the project’s objectives failed to mention
how the project will fulfill the policies and goals of the General and
Community Plans, are not “objective” enough and have not identified
a problem for which the project can uniquely remedy. The
commenter also asserts that the objectives are “ethereal” and do not
allow any other alternative except for the project.

The project objectives, developed by the County, are compliant with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b). The Guidelines require that a
project description contain a statement of objectives sought by the
proposed project and that the statement of objectives should include
the underlying purpose of the project. The FEIR Project Description
in subchapters 1.1 and 1.2 describes the project’s underlying
purpose of developing a community with its seven objectives that the
community would be consistent with the Community Development
Model, provide a range of housing opportunities, provide a variety of
recreation opportunities, integrate physical features, preserve natural
resources, and accommodate future population growth. The project’s
objectives are not so specific as to limit the ability of the project to be
implemented through a reasonable range of alternatives. A
reasonable range of alternatives were discussed in the DEIR that
included an alternative which considered a project consistent to the
General Plan (see subchapter 4.4.2.). CEQA Guidelines §
15126.6(a) provides that an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project . . . which would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project. . . .” An EIR need
not consider every conceivable alternative to a project or alternatives
that are infeasible. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors
(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564, 276 Cal.Rptr. 410, 801 P.2d 1161.) With
respect to the comment that there is no mention of how the project
will fulfill the policies and goals of the General Plan please refer to
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2 for a thorough discussion on related topic.

Letter C1c

C1c-1

C1c-2
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C1c-2 The Regional Categories Map and Land Use Maps are graphic
representations of the Land Use Framework and the related goals
and policies of the General Plan. (Chapter 3.0, page 18.)

The General Plan states that it is intended to be a dynamic
document and must be periodically updated to respond to changing
community needs. (General Plan, page 1-15) General Plan Policy
LU-1.2 permits new villages that are consistent with the Community
Development Model and meet the requirements set forth therein.
Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W for a thorough discussion on
related topic.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental
issue, no further response is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the proposed project.
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C1c-3 The comment states that the project contemplates overburdening
2.2E and F two lane country roads to Levels of Service E and F in
order to reach I-15. This statement does not specifically reference
which road is being referred to; however, West Lilac Road is the road
identified by the project to provide access to I-15. The FEIR does not
identify significant and umitigated impacts to any segments of West
Lilac Road. The project will be required to improve West Lilac Road
to accommodate anticipated traffic prior to recordation of the Final
Map associated with the 929th EDU of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific
Plan. West Lilac Road Improvements between Old Highway 395 and
Main Street would be required to meet the General Plan Mobility
Element classification of 2.2F or 2.2C, subject to exceptions as
approved by the County. Refer to subchapter 2.3 and Appendix E of
the FEIR for details on the analysis of impacts and proposed
improvements along West Lilac Road. The analysis shows that
project impacts to West Lilac Road would be fully mitigated to below
a level of significance.

The project does include ten requests for exceptions to County Road
Standards; however the County does not agree that the project
would downgrade the capability of the roads to handle the area
traffic. The project includes a change to the Mobility Element
classification of West Lilac Road (between Main Street and Road 3)
from 2.2C to 2.2F. This change would reduce required right-of-way
and shoulder width. The project would include improvements to 2.2F
standards subject to an exception request (#5) that would allow
construction of a modified half-width 2.2F Light Collector
improvement widening the existing 24 feet of pavement to 26 feet.

Road Design Alternative 5 analyzes alternative options for
improvements to West Lilac Road along the project frontage
including (A) follow the existing pavement and build to classification
2.2F unmodified, (B) follow the existing pavement and build to
classification 2.2C, and (C) follow the SC-270 alignment and build to
classification 2.2C. With any of these options, the road would
function adeqately with implementation of the project improvements.

C1c-2
cont.

C1c-3
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C1c-6

C1c-7
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C1c-4 The comment raises a legal issue, but does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. In any event that
portion of the project that will utlize Mountain Ridge Road for access
has legal access to both Mountain Ridge Road and Covey Lane.
Covey Lane is being improved to private road standards within the
project boundary . The project will improve Covey Lane to be
dedicated as a public road east of the project boundary up to and not
including the intersection at West Lilac Road as allowed by the Grant
of Easement held by the project. With respect to the issue regarding
line of sight at West Lilac Road and Covey as well as for a thorough
discussion on easement rights please refer to the Global Responses:
Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Road) and Off-site
Improvements–Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary
Table for a thorough discussion on these topics.

C1c-5 The comment asserts that there is no analysis of the project’s
impacts and that the project does not mitigate its direct impacts.
Subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR provides the analysis the project’s
impacts to roads, intersections and Caltrans’ facilities and is based
on the Traffic Impact Study, attached as Appendix E to the FEIR. A
complete synopsis of the Significant Direct and Cumulative impacts
related to the project can be found in subchapter 2.3.S.1. Table 2.3-
24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a mitigation summary for the direct and
cumulative impacts, respectively, for the project. The analysis and
disclosure of impacts and identiification of feasible mitigaton
measures is compliant with CEQA. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to
a final decision on the proposed project.

C1c-6 The comment that Valley Center and Bonsall already accommodate
more than its fair share of County growth references a forecast of
future housing growth in the County shown on Table 1-3 of the
General Plan. Table 1-3 represents a forecast of possible future
housing growth within the County from 2008 to build-out and
identifies the build-out population capacity of the General Plan’s
Land Use Map. (General Plan Update FEIR, Chapter 1.0, page 1-
27.) In other words, the model identifies the number of future
residential units that would be allowed at build-out according to the
General Plan’s Land Use Map and existing constraints. (General
Plan Update FEIR, Chapter 1.0, page 1-27. )
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C1c-6 (cont.)
The Table mathematically projects theoretical maximum build out but
no adjustments are made for actual physical constraints (such as
setbacks, slope, terrain, water availability, and other physical
limitations) or constraints related to actual market availablity of land
parcels. Therefore the amount of development presented in this table
illustrate how much development is theoretically possible. However,
the numbers and actual location of growth are speculative in that it is
impossible to anticipate all the circumstances that can affect
development nor the reduction of units that may result due to such
constraints.

Although the commenter notes that Bonsall and Valley Center
already has capacity for increases in population as forecasted under
the current General Plan, actual development in any city or county is
a result of market forces, population growth (including birth rates and
immigration) as well as phsyical constraints as described above,
availablity of resources and other federal , state and local
regulations. The County has only limited control over growth and
cannot control external factors such as market demands and the
intent of individual property owners, businesses and citizens. While
population growth and associated development through the horizon
year of the General Plan can be considered reasonably foreseable,
the County’s population forecast is regional in scale and potential
development on any particular parcel can not be certain at a general
plan level. (See General Plan Update FEIR, Chapter 1.0, pp 1-17
and 1-20, which pages are incorporated herein by reference. ) Thus
it is reasonably anticipated that as the General Plan is amended over
time, housing forcasts can be adjusted appropriately.

Although the General Plan has directed growth to certain areas
within the community planning areas of Valley Center and Bonsall for
development, General Plan Policy LU-1.2 provides a degree of
flexibility to the General Plan to accommodate additional population
increases as necessary in a manner that meets the requirements of
the Sustainable Communities Strategy of the General Plan
(consistent with SANDAG’s RTP and Assembly Bill 32).

Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on this related topic.
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C1c-6 (cont.)
Finally, the statement that road and sewer infrastructure is in place in
the North and South Villages of the Valley Center Community Plan
(the “Villages”) is not accurate. Subchapter 4.1.1.1 of the FEIR
analyzed the two sites designated in the Valley Center Community
Plan as an alternative project site. These two were found to pose a
number of constraints and limitations as compared to the location of
the proposed project, including encumbered emergency access and
evacuation; greater potential VMT and associated GHG emissions
due to the greater distance of these sites from regional facilities (e.g.,
transportation corridors, employment centers and shopping); and
substantially greater constraints and impacts relative to traffic and
required roadway improvements. (Subchapter 4.1.1.1 of the FEIR.)
Villages were considered and rejected as possible alternative
locations for the proposed project. (The Valley Center Community
Plan (“VCCP”) was adopted by the County on August 3, 2011, and is
part of the San Diego County General Plan. The VCCP is
incorporated by reference into this response.) Development at the
suggested alternative Villages would not avoid or lessen significant
environmental effects of the project – in fact the alternative locations
would result in some significant environmental effects that the project
itself would not generate.

Implementing the proposed project in either Village area would likely
result in greater vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and in turn, greater
operational GHG emissions than the project. The Villages are
located well to the east of the proposed project and about 10 miles
by road away from Interstate 15. (See FEIR p. 4-5; see also VCCP
Figures 2 and 3.) As discussed in FEIR Appendix E in pages 110-
111, the VMT for the project is estimated to be less than that
generated for the rest of the Valley Center community (including the
Villages areas). In addition, the proposed development is projected
to have an average vehicular trip length of 7.6 miles, which is over a
half-mile lower than the average trip length for the rest of the Valley
Center community. The reduction in VMT and vehicular trip length
with the project compared to that related to the Villages will result in
fewer operational GHG emissions. (See FEIR Appendix O, pages
65-66.)
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C1c-6 (cont.)
Implementing the proposed project in either of the Village area would
also likely result in greater traffic and transportation impacts. Both
Villages are located adjacent to Valley Center Road. (See VCCP
Figure 3.) Pursuant to the County of San Diego’s General Plan
Update Final Program EIR, Table 2.15-21, pages 2.15-79 to 2.15-80
(which Table 2.15-21 is incorporated by reference into this
response), all of the segments of Valley Center Road near the
Villages (from Sunday Drive to Paradise Creek Road) would operate
at an LOS E or F (failing) at build-out. The significant impacts caused
by the deficient level of service for Valley Center Road (a mobility
element road) at build-out could not be avoided even after
implementing a range of mitigation measures. And further mitigation
measures were deemed to be infeasible due to corresponding
significant adverse impacts to important habitats, archeological sites
and established communities, as well as the significant costs of
potential road improvements. (See County of San Diego General
Plan Update Final Program EIR, pages 2.15-42 to 2.15-43, which
pages are incorporated by reference into this response.) The
proposed project does not cause significant impacts to a mobility
element road, such as Valley Center Road, but implementing the
project in one of the Village areas (if even possible) would result in
such significant impacts. Accordingly, implementing a village
development within either of the Village areas would likely result in
substantially greater traffic impacts than those associated with the
project, since existing roadway infrastructure in the VCCP area
around the Villages would not support large increases in traffic
intensity and still maintain acceptable levels of service.

In addition, implementing the proposed project in either Village area
would likely result in significant adverse impacts as to wildland fire
hazards compared to those of the project. The VCCP and related
Village areas are part of the San Diego County General Plan Update.
The County of San Diego’s General Plan Update Final Program EIR
determined that, even with mitigation measures in place,
development under the General Plan Update would not reduce
impacts associated with wildland fires to below a significant level.
Additional mitigation measures that would fully reduce impacts to
below a level of significance were determined to be infeasible. (See
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C1c-6 (cont.)
County of San Diego’s General Plan Update Final Program EIR,
pages 2.7-57 to 2.7-58, which pages are incorporated by reference
into this response.) On the other hand, as explained in subchapter
2.7 of the FEIR, after implementation of mitigation and design
features, the project’s impacts relating to wildland fires is reduced to
less than significant.
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C1c-7 Although the project’s housing units are not included in the estimate
of projected Housing Units in Table 1-1, there are numerous policies
in the General Plan that contemplate future growth that will occur
and provide direction with respect to its future planning. General Plan
Policy LU-1.2 prohibits leapfrog development but permits new
villages that are consistent with the Community Development Model
and meet the requirements set forth therein. The General Plan
Framework proposes that growth be directed to targeted areas
located in proximity to major infrastructure that would facilitate a
reduction of vehicle trips. The project proposes to redirect growth,
strategically increasing capacity in certain areas in a manner that is
consistent with these General Plan principles and achieves General
Plan Framework goals. The project complies with the County
General Plan, which requires new villages to be located within
existing water and sewer districts and near existing infrastructure
and facilities. Additionally, the project site is located less than one-
half mile from the I-15 corridor. The proposed project is projected to
have an average vehicular trip length of 7.6 miles,

(Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W for a thorough discussion on
related topic. See also comment C1c-6.)
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C1c-8 The commenter makes a statement about the project relative to
growth projections in San Diego County. The comment states that
growth is largely located in the North and South Villages where
suitable infrastructure is located. In addition, there is no provision in
the General Plan to provide the infrastructure required for a remote
site such as the project. Therefore the two villages in Valley Center is
the logical place for providing fair share housing for the County.

There are numerous policies in the General Plan that will assure that
the project will provide the infrastructure needed to serve the project.
These policies include Policy 9.4 that require infrastructure
improvements be prioritized to provide public facilities for Villages
and community cores that are sized for the intensity of development
in such areas. Infrastructure improvements will follow the phasing
plan outlined in the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan. This will ensure
that adequate infrastructure is available to each phase of
development at the appropriate time as required to implement Policy
9.4. The project would be responsible for the construction/
improvement of roadways and provision/extension of public facilities,
which would be sized to serve the project’s population. See also the
discussion in the FEIR regarding the transportation system network,
sewer and schools at subchapter 2.3, 3.1.7, and 3.1.5, respectively
and Appendix W regarding General Plan Policy conformance.

As stated in C.1c-6 above, the two sites designated as Villages in the
Valley Center Community Plan pose constraints as compared to the
location of the proposed project. The two Village sites designated by
the Community Plan are located substantially further from regional
facilities and would therefore, development in these locations would
likely result in greater VMT and in turn, greater operational GHG
emissions. Additionally, the intensity of proposed use within the
Village sites would likely result in significant traffic impacts to local
roadways. Both Villages are located adjacent to Valley Center Road.
Pursuant to the County General Plan FIER, table 2.15-21, all of the
segments of Valley Center Road near the Villages (from Sunday
Drive to Paradise Creek Road) would operate at an LOS E or F
(failing) at build-out. Only one segment of Valley Center Road (Miller
Road to Indian Creek Road) would be permitted to operate at an
LOS F at build-out, pursuant the General Plan Mobility Element
Network Appendix for Valley Center.

C1c-7
cont.

C1c-8
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C1c-8 (cont.)
Therefore, improvements would be necessary to increase capacity to
local roadways to serve the two Village sites in the Valley Center
Community Plan, which would likely result in other significant
impacts (biological, cultural, etc.). Thereby, this alternative site
location would not reduce any traffic – or likely other - impacts
associated with the project.

C1c-9 The comment refers to growth projections for Bonsall and makes
reference to the planned growth in the center of Bonsall This
comment provides a table that adds the proposed project population
to the projected growth for Bonsall and Valley Center, demonstrating
an increase in the total projected growth for these two communities
with the project. However, the population projections for Bonsall and
Valley Center represent projections of growth and not actual growth.
See also response to comment C1c-6 above.

C1c-10 The comment expresses an opinion that the project is not in close
proximity to the I-15 due to the quality of the roads that musts be
traveled to reach I-15. To clarify, the distance to the northbound on
ramp to the I-15 is 1.8 miles and not 3 miles as stated in the
comment. Furthermore, the FEIR demonstrates that West Lilac
Road, the main roadway that would provide access to I-15, would
operate at an acceptable level of service. Regarding the ablity of the
roadways to support the proposed traffic, The project includes
numerious improvements to area roadways both as design features
and required as mitigation measures. Specifically, as detailed in
subchapter 1.2.1.4, the project includes the construction of a number
of off-site roadway improvements to several roadway segments in
the project’s vicinity (Please refer to comment C1c-18 below) and
with the implementation of mitigation measures identified throughout
subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR, direct impacts to roadway operations
would be reduced to a less than significant level (that is, roads would
continue to operate at acceptable levels).

C1c-9

C1c-8
cont.

C1c-10
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C1c-10 (cont.)
Additionally, with the implementation of mitigation measures
identified throughout subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR, cumulative impacts
to roadway operations would be reduced to less than significant level
with the exception of Gopher Canyon Road from East Vista Way to
Little Gopher Canyon Road and Pankey Road from Pala Mesa Drive
to the SR-76. While improvements to these segments could be
constructed (build-out to General Plan Mobility Element Standards
4.1B and 4.2B, respectively), these improvements would not be
feasible as the cost of construction would not be reasonably
proportional to the project cumulative contribution to the segments.
With respect to impacts along the I-15, these would remain
significant and unavoidable. While there are plans to widen the I-15
between Riverside County and the SR-76 that would mitigate
cumulative impacts, there is no secured funding for the improvement
and there is no mechanism in place for the County to ensure fair
share mitigtion would be implemented.

C-1c-11 The commenter makes a statement that the project is not needed to
meet the growth projections in San Diego County. The statement is
correct in that the project was not included in the growth projections
because the proposed densities are not reflected on the current
General Plan Land Use Map. (See also response to comment C1c-6
above.) However, the General Plan states that it is intended to be a
dynamic document and provides that amendments will be reviewed
to ensure that the change is in the public interest and would not be
detrimental to public, health, safety, and welfare. (General Plan,
page 1-15) General Plan Policy LU-1.2 permits new villages that are
consistent with the Community Development Model and meet the
requirements set forth therein. Therefore the language in the General
Plan clearly allows for future amendments to the Land Use Map and
Regional Categories Map. As the comment does not raise an
environmental issue, no further response is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

C1c-10
cont.

C1c-11

C1c-12

C1c-13
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C-1c-12 The project has been designed to accommodate public transit by
providing for bus stops within the Town Center in addition to bicycle
and pedestrian features. A location has been reserved within the
project site for a future transit stop if the North County Transit District
decides to provide service. The Specific Plan describes the interim
private transit service that would be provided to connect to public
transit. The interim transit service would operate on demand until
public transportation is proposed by the local transit district. This
information is included in subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR, subchapter
2.3.2.4.

C1c-13 The commenter states that the project in not consistent with General
Plan Land Use Policy LU-1.2, specifically with the Community
Development Model policy criteria. Please refer to Global Response:
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.
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C1c-14 The comment quotes a portion of the General Plan relating to Village
areas, with the point of asserting the existing Village areas
designated in the Community plans for Bonsall and Valley Center are
village cores within a community development model.

Regardless whether existing village areas are considered the centers
of these communities, the General Plan allows for the designation of
new villages that meet the criteria of LU-1.2. Please refer to Global
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a
thorough discussion on this matter. There are numerous policies in
the General Plan that also contemplate that future growth will occur
and provide direction with respect to its future planning, such as M-
2.1 (require development projects to provide road improvements), M-
3.1 (require development to dedicate right-of-way), S-3.1 (Require
development to be located to provide adequate defensibility) and
COS-2.2 (Requiring development to be sited in least biologically
sensitive areas).

C1c-15 Please see response to comment C1c-14 above. The Community
Development Model is a major component or principle to guiding the
physical planning of the County. (General Plan, page 3-16.) Please
refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2, including with the Community Development Model.

C1c-16 The Community Development Model is described on Page 2-8,
which states: “the central core is surrounded by areas of lesser
intensity including “Semi‐Rural” and “Rural Lands.” The project
includes several methods of transitioning from the denser uses
onsite to the less dense uses surrounding the property. These
include the use of the biological open space to separate the project
from adjacent uses and buffers where adjacent to existing
agricultural areas. The Specific Plan also requires the use of wider
lots and certain grading techniques to further separate the project
from adjacent uses. The project is anchored by a pedestrian-
oriented, mixed-use Town Center that includes high-density
residential, commercial and professional offices, various private and
public facilities, a park and the community trails. Compact residential
neighborhoods radiate out from the Town Center towards the project
perimeter and support several small parks and the community trails.

C1c-15

C1c-13
cont.

C1c-14

C1c-16

C1c-17

C1c-18

C1c-19
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C1c-16 Neighborhood centers include clusters of attached homes,
commercial and professional uses, a 13-acre park and the
community trails. The project perimeter transitions to surrounding
semi-rural areas by featuring: wider, ranchette-style lots, a 50-foot
wide orchard-planted buffer with two rows of orchard trees, and the
community trails which include landscaping features. This perimeter
buffer is consistent with the transitions, containing “recreation,
agriculture and other uses” described on Page 2-8 of the Community
Development Model. The road network is densest at the Town
Center and there are over sixteen miles of landscaped, lighted, and
signed multi-use community trails stitching every part of the
community together and connecting to county regional trails. (See
Specific Plan, Part V.B., pp. v-7 to v-9.) Please refer to Global
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a
thorough discussion on the related topic of the Community
Development Model.

C1c-17 This project is not within the assigned villages of Bonsall and Valley
Center planning areas of the current General Plan, rather the project
would establish a new village through a general plan amendment.
Please refer to response to comment C1c-14 above and Global
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a
thorough discussion on the related topic.

C1c-18 The statements that there are only a few existing roads in the area
and the project proposes to reduce or retain the capacities of those
roads are incorrect. Please refer to subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR for
the analysis the project’s impacts to roads, intersections and
Caltrans’ facilities based on the Traffic Impact Study, attached as
Appendix E to the FEIR. The project includes numerous
improvements to area roadways both as design features and
required as mitigation measures. Specifically, as detailed in
subchapter 1.2.1.4, the project includes the construction of a number
of off-site roadway improvements to several roadway segments in
the project’s vicinity. These improvements include the widening,
repaving, and restriping of portions of the following existing
roadways:
• West Lilac Road
• Covey Lane
• Rodriquez Road
• Mountain Ridge Road
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C1c-18 (cont.)
Additionally, the project includes the following intersection
improvements:
• Installation of traffic lights at the following intersections: Gopher

Canyon Road and I-15 ramps; Highway 395 and Circle R Drive;
Highway 395 and West Lilac Road, Highway 395 and East Dulin
Road, and Miller Road and Valley Center Road.

• Dedicated right-turn lanes at the westbound Gopher Canyon
Road approach and the northbound East Vista Way approach to
East Vista Way/Gopher Canyon Road intersection.

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

Also, as detailed in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR, the project would
provide water and sewer infrastructure to serve the project. The
project would be responsible for funding the construction/
improvement of roadways and provision/extension of public facilities
including wastewater, recycled water, and imported water
infrastructure, which would be sized to serve the project’s population.

Also see Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on the related topic of the
Community Development Model.

C1c-19 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on this matter.
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C1c-20 The comment asserts that the Specific Plan does not provide
information regarding the project’s uses with respect to commercial,
schools and parks which make it impossible to determine whether
the project is walkable. Section III (C) of the Specific Plan designates
the Town Center and Neighborhood Centers as C34 and describe
the C34 Use Regulations as authorizing a wide variety of land uses
necessary to create the mixed-use neighborhood centers. Section
III(L)(1) describes the allowable uses within the Town Center to
include single-family attached residential; commercial and residential
mixed-use; neighborhood-serving commercial to include a general
store; retail shops and services; restaurants, bars, cafes; a Farmer’s
Market; hotels; fractional ownership of timeshare; resort; restaurants;
offices; public uses, religious institutional; post office, schools and
library; quasi- public uses such as a day care facility; transit node;
utilities necessary to serve the Specific Plan area and other uses as
authorized by the C34 Use Regulation. Section III(L)(2) describes
how the Neighborhood-serving commercial uses in Lilac Hills Ranch
are located in the Neighborhood Centers in the central and southern
portions of the Community, which function as secondary commercial
and activity centers to provide services within a half-mile walking
distance from every home. Allowable uses within the Neighborhood
Centers include single-family attached residential, neighborhood-
serving commercial; schools; retail shops and services; restaurants
and cafes; private recreation facilities; public uses; religious and
institutional uses; quasi-public uses such as a day care facility;
transit node; post office and library; utilities necessary to serve the
Specific Plan area and other uses as authorized by the C34 Use
Regulations. The park and school sites are also described in greater
detail in Section III(L) of the Specific Plan.

See also the Specific Plan, Section II (B) for a description of the land
uses for the project, including the Town Center and surrounding
uses. The project’s zoning will easily locate at least seven diverse
uses within one-half mile of the project’s geographic center. Among
the diverse uses are the following: a grocery store, farmer’s market,
bank, coffee shop, bakery, drug store, senior care center, gym,
recreational center, school, civic offices, public park, commercial
office. Walkability is enhanced by these dense, mixed-uses that are
permitted in the Town Center and, the Neighborhood

C1c-19
cont.

C1c-20

C1c-21

C1c-22

C1c-23

C1c-24
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C1c-20 (cont.)
Centers. Please see the Global Response: Project Consistency with
General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and response to comment C1c-21 below
for a discussion of the project’s walkability as related to its
commerical sites, parks and school.

C1c-21 The commenter raises a concern about project walkability. However,
the project is compact to encourage residents to walk to amenities
and service, as all residential units will be within one-half mile from
the Town Center or from one of the two Neighborhood Centers. The
wide variety of lot and building designs reinforce an efficient,
clustered, and pedestrian oriented design. The project design also
intersperses residential uses among predominant swaths of open
space, large area of parks, and an extensive community path
network thus preserving the natural and scenic qualities of the site,
which further encourage walking and biking by providing an inviting,
safe setting to walk and ride and, further reduces auto dependence.
Please see the Global Response: Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2. Also see response to comment C1c-20 regarding
the land uses within the Town Center and Neighborhood Centers.
The commenter also asserts that the project will create urban sprawl
internal to the project. The comment does not provide any
explanation, information, specific examples, or other support for this
comment.

C1c-22 The comment states that the first objective has been structured so
narrowly with a planned bias, that only the project would likely fulfill
the project leading to a biased environmental analysis. Objective
One is not too narrow because the goal of creating a walkable and
mixed-use community can be reached in a number of different ways;
the project proposal is an example of this objective being met
through the compact design encouraging residents to walk to
amenities and service, as all residential units will be within one-half
mile from the Town Center or from one of the two Neighborhood
Centers. The wide variety of lot and building designs reinforce an
efficient, clustered, and pedestrian oriented design.



LETTER RESPONSE

Community Groups-53

C1c-23 The comment raises concerns with respect to hazards associated
with the 10 roadway exceptions – asking “who is going to risk taking
a walk or riding a bike?” All of the exceptions being requested for the
roadway improvements, were included as part of the project’s
circulation design and considered as a part of the analysis for each
subject area discussion within the FEIR. The exceptions could be
granted by the County where capacity and safety are not unduly
affected. (FEIR, subchapter 2.3.2.3, page 2.3-34.) Subchapter
2.3.2.3 of the FEIR analyzed the issue of transportation hazards
with respect to the road network design for the project, and
determined that overall the road network design for the project would
provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as
emergency access and therefore impacts associated with
transportation hazards would be less than significant. In addition,
Section 8 of the Traffic Impact Study analyzed hazards to
pedestrians and bicyclists and determined that the project’s trails
network will provide connectivity to parks, private recreation, schools,
and commercial areas within the project site. All trails should be
designed to County standards approved by the County as set forth in
the Specific Plan that ensures the safety of pedestrians and
bicyclists. In addition, a number of exceptions pertain to the
roundabouts that are proposed along West Lilac Road and Main
Street. The roundabouts help to calm traffic, improve safety, and
increase roadway capacity, thereby enhancing the comfort and
safety of both cyclists and pedestrians.

With respect to the comment that the elevation changes (vertical
curves) and the lengthy distances from one end of the project to the
other, will more likely discourage walking and cycling, there is no
factual information provided for this assertion. The Project zoning
features clustered development, and variety of small lot sizes and
residential mixed-use homes in a compact development footprint.
The Project is compact enough to encourage residents to walk to
amenities and service, as all residential units will be within one-half
mile from the Town Center or from one of the two Neighborhood
Centers. The Project design also intersperses residential areas with
predominant swaths of open space, large area of parks, and an
extensive community path network that would preserve the natural
and scenic qualities of the site, encourage walking and biking and
further reduce auto dependence. (Global Response: Project
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.)
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C1c-23 (cont.)
With respect to vertical curves as related to roadways, commenter
provides no evidence that the vertical curves would discourage
walking and biking. A commercial center or node is located within a
10-minute walk of all residences. As stated above, subchapter
2.3.2.3 of the FEIR analyzed the issue of transportation hazards with
respect to the road network design for the project and to pedestrians
or bicyclists. Under this assessment the physical conditions of the
project site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walls,
landscaping or other barriers, was considered. The follow project
features encourage biking and walking: a mix of land uses located
near residences, reduced vehicle design speeds on the roads, and
an interconnected trail and path system. Impacts associated with
transportation hazards would be less than significant and that the
proposed roadway improvements, both internal and external, would
be safe for vehicles, bicyclists, and/or pedestrians.

C1c-24 The comment asserts that it is not clear or does not provide sufficient
information regarding what public services and facilities would be
provided by the project.

The project will provide all of the necessary facilities and services
required to meet the needs of the project as proposed in the Specific
Plan. Lilac Hills Ranch is located within the County Water Authority,
Valley Center Municipal Water District (VCMWD), Valley Center
Pauma Unified School District, Bonsall Unified School District and
the Deer Springs Fire Protection District (DSFPD). As detailed in
FEIR Chapter 1.0, the project includes parks and recreational
facilities, opportunity for an on-site school, internal private road
system, storm drain facilities, underground utility lines, water lines,
and an on-site water reclamation facility with distribution system,
detention basins and wet weather storage ponds. The project
includes a looped potable water system and a water reclamation
facility that would provide service from the VCMWD. The “Lilac Hills
Ranch Fire Protection Plan,” prepared by FIREWISE 2000, Inc.,
demonstrates that the District has the capacity to provide fire
protection services to the project and to the entire DSFPD. The four
options described in the FEIR address the need to provide fire
services to the project within the response times set forth in the
General Plan. The project will, at a minimum, meet the requirements
of the Parkland Dedication Ordinance and will include a number of
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C1c-24 (cont.)
small parks within Phases 1-3 and a 13.5 acre public park. As further
discussed in FEIR subchapter 3.1.5.2, adequate school facilities
exist, or will be deemed to exist after the payment of statutory school
impact mitigation fees, to address project needs. As stated in the
FEIR Chapter 1.0, a school site will also be available to either school
district. (See FEIR, subchapters 1.2.1.3, 1.2.1.5, 1.2.1.7, 1.2.1.9, and
3.1.5.) Possible commercial uses for the project are generally
discussed at FEIR subchapters 1.2.1.3 and 2.3.2. (Please see
response to comment C1c-20 above for more information on the
topic of commercial uses of the project.) Finally, the project would
provide all necessary infrastructure for water, wastewater and fire.
Water and wastewater service for the project is discussed in the
FEIR, subchapter 3.1.7.
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C1c-25 The commenter is correct that the Traffic Impact Study does not
show an influx of non-residents to the area. Project Trip Generation,
Distribution, and Assignment is addressed in section 4.3 of the
project’s Traffic Impact Study included as Appendix E to the FEIR.
The trip generation estimates account for internal and external trips.
Internal trips are those that start and end within the community.
External trips are those that have one end point within the
community and the other end point outside of the community. The
trip generation asssumptions do not differentiate between trips that
would occur from residents of the community versus non-residents,
as the trip generation rates are based on the various land uses
included within the community. The public improvements proposed
by the project such as parks, schools and commercial uses would
would be accessible to those from outside the project because the
internal roads would be open to the public. These land uses, that
would attract visitors from outside the community, have higher
assigned trip generation rates due to the greater number of overall
trips that would be associated with these uses. Therefore, the project
Traffic Impact Study adequately portrays the traffic impacts of the
project. As discussed in responses to comments C1c-23 through
C1c-25, the project meets project objective 2.

C1c-26 The comment states that the Objective 3 is too vague in that it does
not refer to a specific minimum acreage of parks required by the
project. CEQA Guidelines § 15124(b) requires the project description
to contain a clearly written statement of objectives including the
underlying fundamental purpose of the project. The FEIR Project
Description in subchapters 1.1 and 1.2 describes seven project
Objectives covering a range of project relevant land use topics
covering location, housing, recreation, physical features, natural
resources, and accommodating future population growth among them.
The project’s objectives accurately describe the project’s underlying
purpose. The project will be required to comply with the Specific Plan
which includes requirements for a specific number of parks. Also the
project will be required to comply with all local, state and federal
requirements, which include parks requirements regarding acreage.
Overall the project will inlcude a total of 11 park areas, providing a total
of 23.6 acres of parkland. Please refer to Specific Plan, Section IV. In
addition, the project’s objectives do not limit its ability to implement
reasonable alternatives to the project. Alternatives need to satisfy
“most of the basic objectives of the project.” A reasonable range of
alternatives were discussed in the FEIR.

C1c-24
cont.
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C1c-27 The comment states that the project’s Objective 4, which states
integrate major physical features into the project design, including
major drainages and woodlands creating a hydrologically sensitive
community in order to reduce urban runoff,” is too vague and
subjective. The project objectives, developed by the County, are
compliant with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b). Please see
response to comment C1c-1 above. Objective 4 is not vague and
subjective in that there are a number of ways in which projects may
incorporate low-impact development techniques to preserve natural
drainages and minimize concentrated hydrological flows that are
based upon measures that will reduce urban runoff in compliance
with local, state and federal requirements. CEQA Guidelines §
15126.6(a) provides that an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project . . . which would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project. . . .” Project
Objective 4 does not limit the project’s ability to implement the
project through a reasonable range of alternatives. A reasonable
range of alternatives was discussed in the DEIR that could meet this
objective; the Reduced Footprint (Subchapter 4.5.), General Plan
Consistent Alternative (Subchapter 4.4.) and the Reduced Intensity
Alternative (Subchapter 4.6).

C1c-28 The comment asserts that the project does not integrate major
physical features the project design including major drainages and
oak woodlands. The County does not agree that the project does not
meet this objective. The major drainages onsite are preserved within
the proposed onsite biological open space. In addition, the project
preserves all but 0.3 acres of the onsite coast live oak woodland
within the onsite biological easement. See also response to
comment C1c-29 below for details regarding how the project wouldl
avoid increases in storm water runoff, increases in velocity, and
siltation. In addition, the project would implement a Resource
Management Plan for ongoing management of the biological open
space, including oak woodlands.
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C1c-29 The comment raises concerns regarding the hydromodification design
of the project. As explained in subchapter 3.1.3 of the FEIR, the
project’s primary mitigation element for project-related storm water
discharges is the installation and permanent maintenance of three (3)
hydromodifcation (HMP) mitigation ponds or detention basins. Figure
1-4 of the FEIR shows the location of the detention basins. The
Hydromodification Management Plan, Storm Water Management Plan
and Preliminary Drainage Studies prepared for the project determined
that the proposed detention basins alone would meet water quality
requirements and HMP requirements resulting in a reduction of the
storm water runoff from the site to be at or less than the pre-
development conditions. The project Storm Water Management Plan
includes measures that would be implemented to minimize impacts
from non-point source pollution, such as: LID strategies that include
conservation of natural areas and preservation of significant trees;
source control BMPs include storm drain inlets identified and marked,
“No Dumping”; landscaping design minimizing irrigation runoff and use
of drought tolerant plants and trees; and treatment control BMPs
include use of irrigation and bioretention in landscaped areas and
detention basins designed to allow for maintenance of runoff increases
due to the proposed development, throughout the project site. Table 1-
3, Hydrology and Water Quality, identifies all potential site design
BMPs, LID requirements, source control BMPs, and treatment control
BMPs as detailed in the Major Storm Water Management Plan
prepared for the project.

Additionally, the project design is in compliance with the current
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System permit and
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan requirements which will
ensure that the project will not cause any additional negative
hydrological or water quality impacts to downstream properties and
facilities. The permeable pavers in the streets and the rain water
capturing systems from future roofs are offered as possible
alternatives or supplements to the traditional detention basins and/or
as additional project design measures to further reduce the
impervious footprint of the project, enhance the hydrologic/water
quality sensitivity of the project and allow for a reduction in the size
of the proposed hydromodification mitigation ponds. At final
engineering, the project will be required to be in conformance with
current water quality and HMP requirements. In accordance with Part
III of the Specific Plan, each implementing Site Plan shall be

C1c-28
cont.
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C1c-30

C1c-31

C1c-32
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C1c-29 (cont.)
conditioned to require that buildings shown on the Site Plan are
designed to include plumbing for rainwater harvesting systems.
Based on the incorporation of this and additional measures that
would be utilized in the final design, along with the three permanent
detention basins, the project hydrologically sensitive community than
is currently required by the County or Regional Water Quality Control
Board. As discussed in responses to comments C1c-28 and C1c-29,
the project meets project objective 4.

C1c-30 The project complies with this objective in that the project design
incorporates the preservation of 104.1 acres of open space, the on-
site creation of 6.0 acres of wetland habitat for wildlife use, and the
enhancement of 12 acres of existing disturbed riparian habitat to
native riparian habitat for wildlife use. See FEIR Sections 2.5, 8.0,
and Table 10 of the Biological Resources Report. The biological
open space being preserved on the project site conserves the local
important wildlife corridors. See Figures 14a and 14b of the FEIR,
Section 2.5 of the Biology Resource Report.

In addition, see Section 8.0 and Table 10 for a summary of impacts
and mitigation measures. Mitigation measures will protect raptor
foraging habitat, will restore, enhance, and maintain open space
subject to a reviewed Resource Management Plan, funded through
an endowment or community facilities district, will enhance and
create wetlands, under the jurisdiction of local, state, and federal
resource agencies, and will include a Revegetation Plan, with
numeric success criteria, and subject to local, state, and federal
review and approval prior to issuance of wetland and the first and all
subsequent grading permits. The comment provides factual
background information, but does not raise an environmental issue
within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part
of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the proposed project. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue with respect to the
FEIR, no further response is required.
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C1c-31 The comment asserts that mixed-use and senior housing are
included in the project in order to achieve the densest possible
development yield. However, the project was designed to be
consistent with the Community Development Model. (FEIR,
Subchapter 3.1.4.2, Land Use Planning; FEIR Appendix W; and
Specific Plan.) The inclusion of smaller, denser homes in the core
areas, a senior care facility, and surrounding residential
neighborhoods not only provide a variety of housing types but also
serve to reduce vehicle distance traveled and automobile
dependence, encourage daily walking, biking, and transit use, and
support car-free living by providing access to diverse land uses. See
also Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy
LU-1.2.

With respect to the comment refering to the 200-bed memory
care/assisted living facility (not 220 beds), this facility is not counted
as a dwelling unit because it is not a single unit, it is a group faciliity
with shared kitchen facilities. The County Zoning Ordinance defines
dwelling unit as a single unit providing complete, independent living
facilities for one or more persons, including permanent provisions for
living, sleeping, eating, cooking and sanitation, and having only one
kitchen. The assisted living facility does not meet this definition and
is not counted in total dwelling units. The trip generation rates were
based on SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for
the San Diego Region. See also Table 2.3-10 of the TIS (Appendix
E) that lists the daily trip generation rate utilized for each of the land
uses proposed as part of the project.

C1c-32 The comment asserts that the project is not needed to accommodate
future growth in the County because the current General Plan
handles future population growth without the inclusion of the project.

Also the comment raises a concern that the project will over-build the
market and depress housing prices.

The comment asserts that the project is not needed to accommodate
future growth in the County because the current General Plan
handles future population growth without the inclusion of the project.
First, there is no language in the General Plan that could be
interpreted to mean that it is intended to limit growth to only those
areas that were designated for village uses through the General Plan
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Update process. The General Plan contemplates that amendments
would occur from time to time that are in the public interest and to
respond to the changing community needs. (General Plan, page 1-
15) While population growth and associated development through
the horizon year of the General Plan can be considered reasonably
foreseable, the County’s population forecast is regional in scale and
potential development on any particular parcel would be largely
speculative at a general plan level of analysis. (See General Plan
Update FEIR, Chapter 1, pp 1-17 and 1-20 ) Thus it is reasonably
anticipated that as the General Plan is amended over time, housing
forcasts can be adjusted appropriately. Please refer to comment
C1c-6 above.

With respect to the comment concerning depressing housing prices,
this raises economic, social, or political issues that do not appear to
relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comment will
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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C1c-33 The comment makes a general statement about the project being
urban sprawl without any supporting information. The project is not
sprawl, rather it represents a new Village consistent with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2 and the Community Development Model. Please
refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W. The comment also correctly states
that the General Plan Consistent Alternative does not meet this
objective.

C1c-34 The comment states that the objective to accommodate future
population growth by providing a range of diverse housing types has
been structured so narrowly with a planned bias, that only the project
would likely fulfill the objective, leading to a biased environmental
analysis. This objective is compliant with CEQA Guidelines Section
15124(b) and complies with Goal LU-3 to plan for a range of
neighborhoods types, suitable for a variety of lifestyles, ages and
affordability levels. (See also comment C1c1 above) The primary
purpose of the project objectives is to help the Lead Agency develop
a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and aid the
decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding
considerations, if necessary (CEQA Guidelines §15124(b)). The
project’s objectives were not so specific as to limit its ability to
implement the project through a reasonable range of alternatives. A
reasonable range of alternatives was discussed in the DEIR (a total
of 9) and the Reduced Footprint (Subchapter 4.5.), and 2.2C
Alternative (Subchapter 4.7) was found to comply with this objective.

C1c-35 The comment asserts that the General Plan Consistent alternative
would achieve this objective better than the project. The County does
not agree in that the General Plan Consistent alternative would not
provide any educational, recreational or social uses as stated in the
objective.

The comment also asserts that this objective could be achieved by
by the Bonsall and Valley Center Village centers of the General Plan.
Although the village centers would accommodate future
development, these areas are made up of multiple parcels owned by
a number of property owners which could not provide a master
planned community that can ensure that educational, recreational,
social and commercial uses are located within a walkable distance
from residential uses. See also the Specific Plan, Section II (B) for a
description of the land uses for the project, including the Town

C1c-33

C1c-34
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Center and surrounding uses. The project’s zoning will easily locate
at least seven diverse uses within one-half mile of the project’s
geographic center. Among the diverse uses are included: a grocery
store, farmer’s market, bank, coffee shop, bakery, drug store, senior
care center, gym, recreational center, school, civic offices, public
park, commercial office. Walkability is enhanced by these dense,
mixed-uses that are permitted in the Town Center and, the
Neighborhood Centers.

C1c-36 This comment summarizes earlier comments and asserts that the
project objectives do not comply with CEQA, the analysis is self-
serving and biased and the project does not meet the goals and
objectives of the General Plan and Community Plans. See response
to comments C1c-36-1, -6, -22, -26, -27 and -34 above.
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C1c-37 This is an introductory comment to those that follow. The general
issues raised are addressed in detail in the following comments.

C1c-38 The commenter makes a statement about project consistency with
the General Plan. The commenter is correct that the proposed
project requires an amendment to the General Plan. The General
Plan is intended to be a dynamic document and allows for the
establishment of new villages that meet the requirements of Policy
LU-1.2. Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with
General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W for a thorough
discussion on related topic.

C1c-39 The commenter disagrees that the project is consistent with the
Community Development Model and with the Valley Center and
Bonsall Community Plans. Please refer to Global Response: Project
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W.

C1c-40 The comment is correct that the project requires an amendment to
the land use map in order to approve the project. This is part of the
proposed General Plan Amendment. However, as detailed in the
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2 and Appendix W, the General Plan Amendment would be
consistent with the goals an policies of the General Plan.

C1c-41 As detailed in subchapter 3.1.4.2 and Appendix W of the FEIR, the
project would be consistent with the goals and policies of the Bonsall
and Valley Center Community Plans. The project incorporates
various design features that will achieve compatibility with the
community and retain the rural character of the community. These
include the use of wider lots, grade separations or landscape buffers
in areas where there are existing homes (Bonsall Policy LU-1.1.1;
Valley Center Goal 1A).

C1c-37

C1c-38
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Additionally, the project’s grading guidelines ensure natural
topography is adhered to by applying refined grading techniques
(Bonsall Policy LU-1.1.3; Valley Center Goal B-4). As detailed in the
project’s Specific Plan, Sections II and II, project design guidelines
for landscaping and architecture contain rural-themed concepts. The
Specific Plan includes illustrations to show the rural village theme
expressed in all land use contexts, including commercial. (Bonsall
Policy LU-4.1.1; Valley Center Goal 1A). Through application of
these design and grading guidelines the project would be consistent
with goals and policies associated with the rural character of the
development as expressed in the community plans.

The significant and unavoidable impacts of the project have been
thoroughally disclosed throughout Chapter 2.0 of the FEIR and are
summarized in Table S-1.
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C1c-42 The commenter is not correct that the proposed 2.2F classificaton
along the northern project boundary would result in no shoulders,
bike lanes or turn lanes. Figure 25 of the specific plan shows the
proposed improvements which includes a 4-foot shoulder along the
southern side of the road and an 8 foot multipurpose trail that would
accommodate both pedestrians and bicyclists. Ultimately the Board
of Superviors will have the discretion as to the classification and
improvements that would be required. The FEIR evaluates both the
proposed 2.2F classification and a 2.2C classification along the
Northern Project Boundary in the Road Design Alternative inlcuded
in Chapter 4.0 of the FEIR. This segement would have a design
speed of 40 Mph.

The 25 Mph design speed referenced by the commenter would occur
at a short segment of West. Lilac Road from the western roundabout
to Northern Project Boundary (Road Standard 2.2C). Refer to Table
1-2 in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR for details about the proposed road
standards, including exception requests.

C1c-43 The comment reiterates the general project description and raises
concern about how the project would meet certain requirements of
LEED-ND. Refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with
General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for details on how the project is
equivalent to LEED-ND, including the location requirements.

C1c-44 Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with
General Plan Policy LU-1.2, which addresses comformance with the
Community Development Model.

C1c-45 Specific Plans are required to be consistent with the General Plan;
as such, the project Specific Plan incorporates goals and policies
that reflect the policies in the General Plan and applicableCommunity
Plans. Authority over implementation of the project would remain
with the County, not the HOA. For example, future site plans would
be at the discretion of the County and would be provided to
Community Planning Groups for recommendations in accordance
with existing County practices for Community Planning Group review
of discretionary permits. The County, not the HOA would be
responsible for ensuring all required mitigation and project design is
implemented.

C1c-42
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C1c-46 Commenter raises a concern about project phasing and Specific
Plan implementation. The project is designed so that each phase of
construction would trigger specific mitigation measures; however the
commenter is correct in that there is no requirement that all phases
of the project will be constructed. However, all utilities and service
systems would be required as each phase is developed. Should the
General Plan Amendment be approved, that change would not have
any expiration date for implementation. However, as Tentative Maps
are proposed and approved, those approvals would be subject to
standard expirations as defined in the subdivision map act.

As detailed in the Specific Plan, Part IV Implementation, the project
phasing provides for flexibility to allow for market variability. The
project phasing plan does not require the town center to be
operational within one year of completion of phase 1. All required
infrastucture such as roads and sewer to serve each phase would be
provided concurrent with development.
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C1c-47 The wastewater option that is selected would be determined by the
VCMWD. VCMWD has conceptually approved the Wastewater
Management Report for Lilac Hills Ranch which provides additional
information about all treatment options. As stated in the project
Description (Chapter 1.0), if one of the on-site wastewater treatment
scenarios is selected, the project would require temporary trucking of
sewage during the initial phases of the project. This is necessary
because a minimum wastewater flow is needed to operate an on-site
WRF. For an on-site permanent WRF, trucking would be required for
up to the first 100 homes (approximately three truck trips per day) to
allow for a sufficient minimum flow to operate the facility. For a
smaller on-site interim WRF, trucking would be required until as few
as 25 homes are occupied. In either case, as soon as sufficient flows
are available, trucking operations would cease. Truck trips
associated with interim hauling of wastewater would be associated
with temporary trips on surrounding roadways. As specified in
section 11.1 of the Traffic Impact Study inlcuded as Appendix E to
the FEIR, “the project is expected to generate 6 truck trips
(equivalent to 15 vehicle trips) per day from waste water transport
activities between the project site to the Moosa Water Reclamation
Facility located along Circle R Drive, just east of Old Highway 395.
Note that this waste water transport activity only happens for the first
100 units, after which a temporary line from the project site down to
the Moosa facility will be construed via Mountain Ridge Road to
Circle R Drive.”

Regarding timing of construction of the on-site Water Reclamation
Facility, it does not have to be constructed concurrent with Phase 3,
as the on-site Water Reclamation Facility is subject to a separate
approval of a Major Use Permit. Prior to Final Map recordation and
issuance of building permit for development of the project, the project
will be required by the County to obtain a service commitment letter
from the wastewater provider.

C1c-48 through C1c-50
Subchapter 2.3 of the FEIR provides the analysis the project’s
impacts to roads, including Mountain Ridge Road, intersections and
Caltrans’ facilities and is based on the Traffic Impact Study, attached
as Appendix E to the FEIR. A complete synopsis of the Significant
Direct and Cumulative impacts related to the project can be found in
subchapter 2.3.S.1. Table 2.3-24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a
mitigation summary for the direct and cumulative impacts,

C1c-46
cont.
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C1c-48 through C1c-50 (cont.)
respectively, for the project. However, the need for easements and
use of eminent domain is not an environmental issue under CEQA
as obtaining easements would not result a physical change in the
environment. Nonetheless, parcels with legal access rights to
Mountain Ridge Road are disclosed for informational purposes in
Table 4-9. APNs are shown on Figure 4-17 and 4-18. The FEIR
adequately discloses all physical environmental impacts that would
result from off-site improvements, including those that may require
the use of eminent domain. In addition, the applicant has the
required easements needed to construct required improvements of
Mountain Ridge Road as a private road. Refer to Global Response:
Off-site Improvements – Environmental Analysis and Easement
Summary Table for additional details about the easement rights and
the adequacy of the environmental analysis in relation to easements.
With respect to the use of Eminent Domain, ultimately it is in the
discretion of the Board of Supervisors to decide whether to initiate
proceedings to acquire additional easements should any of the
project alternatives be selected that require easements not held by
the project applicant.
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C1c-51 This comment makes a general statement about the ADTs
generated by the project. Project generated ADT for each roadway
segment at build-out are provided in Table 2.5 of the FEIR.

A complete synopsis of the Significant Direct and Cumulative
impacts related to the project can be found in subchapter 2.3.S.1.
Table 2.3-24 and Table 2.3-25 provide a mitigation summary for the
direct and cumulative impacts, respectively, for the project.

C1c-52 Please refer to the Global Responses: Easements (Covey Lane and
Mountain Ridge Road) and Environmental Analysis and Easement
Summary for details.

C1c-53 The design exceptions that are being proposed (final
recommendations of the requests are pending) as part of this project
are described in Figures 1-4A and 1-4B. The resulting effects on
roadway capacity of each of the design exceptions are also
described the TIS. All of the exceptions being requested for the
roadway improvements, were included as part of the project’s
circulation design and considered as a part of the analysis for each
subject area discussion within the FEIR. The exceptions could be
granted by the County where capacity and safety are not unduly
affected. (FEIR, subchapter 2.3.2.3.) Subchapter 2.3.2.3 of the FEIR
analyzed the issue of transportation hazards with respect to the road
network design for the project, and determined that overall the road
network design for the project would provide adequate ingress and
egress for residents as well as emergency access and therefore
impacts associated with transportation hazards would be less than
significant.

None of the proposed exception requests to road standards would
affect the capacity of the roadways, including Mountain Ridge Road
in which it was concluded that Mountain Ridge Road could
accommodate the project’s 1,190 ADT. (Subchapter 1.2.3 of the TIS,
attached as Appendix X) The project also includes a Road Design
Alternative in Chapter 4.0 of the FEIR that evaluates the proposed
project without each of the exception requests. Ultimately, the Board
of Supervisors will decide whether to approve the proposed project
or one of the project alternatives.

C1c-50
cont.

C1c-51

C1c-52

C1c-53

C1c-54

C1c-55

C1c-56
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C1c-54 The commenter raises concern about the adequacy of roadways for
daily transit and emergency evacuation. None of the proppsed road
modifications would affect roadway capacity or hinder emergency
evacuation. Refer to response to comment C1c-55 and C1c-56.

C1c-55 The proposed roadway exceptions would not affect road capacity As
detailed in Table 1-2 of Chaper 1.0 of the FEIR, 4 of the 10 proposed
roadway exception requests would affect design speed. Two of those
roads are internal to the project site. The purpose of the exceptions
requests are not to facilitate the project at a lower cost, rather they
are largely to avoid impacts to surrounding properties and to support
traffic calming measures.

C1c-56 The commenter raises concern about exceptions to road standards
and potential resulting hazards and impacts on evacuation routes. All
of the exceptions being requested for the roadway improvements
were included as part of the project’s circulation design and
considered as a part of the analysis for each subject area discussion
within the FEIR. The exceptions could be granted by the County
where capacity and safety are not unduly affected. (FEIR,
subchapter 2.3.2.3.) Subchapter 2.3.2.3 of the FEIR analyzed the
issue of transportation hazards with respect to the road network
design for the project, and determined that overall the road network
design for the project would provide adequate ingress and egress for
residents as well as emergency access and therefore impacts
associated with transportation hazards would be less than
significant. The Lilac Hills Ranch Evacuation Plan identifies four
points of ingress/egress that would be used for evacuation which will
not be negatively impacted by the road standards exceptions.
Therefore, County approval of these road standard exceptions would
not reduce the safety and availability of the road for evacuation
purposes. See Evacuation Plan, attached as Appendix K to FEIR.
Please also refer to response to comment C1c-42.
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C1c-57 All of the private roads internal to the project site are designed to
accommodate project traffic and function adequately. The exception
requests internal to the project site are largely for purposes of traffic
calming to support the project design as a walkable community.
County Road Standards allow for exception requests. Exception
requests are not approved by the County if they would compromise
safety. The comment also makes a comment about the grades of
proposed roads. None of the roadways internal to the project require
exceptions due to the proposed grade of the roadway.

C1c-58 The FEIR Project Description in subchapter 1.2.1.4 identifes the
proposed coupet design for Main Street as the intended road design
for the project; however, it also indicates that the couplet design may
not be implemented depending on economic factors. The ultimate
road design would be resolved with implementation of the Phase 2
Final Map. The FEIR adequately addressed both possible road
designs for Main Street in the event the couplet is not implemented
with the Phase 2 Final Map.

C1c-59 The comment raises concerns about the project access to mass
transit. A location has been reserved within the project site for a
future transit stop if the North County Transit District decides to
provide service. An interim private transit service would be provided
that connects to public transit. The interim transit service would
operate on demand until public transportation is provided by the local
transit district. This information is included in subchapter 2.3 of the
FEIR, subchapter 2.3.2.4. The project includes a Transportation
Management Plan that requires the long-term coordination with
regional transportation agencies. See also Global Response: Project
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough
discussion on this topic.

C1c-60 The comment raises concerns about whether the project is walkable.
Refer to response to comment C1c-20. In addition, it should be noted
there is a mixed-use Neighborhood Center almost adjacent to the
senior care facility.

C1c-56
cont.

C1c-57

C1c-58

C1c-59

C1c-60

C1c-61
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C1c-61 The commenter raises concerns about easements rights with respect
to the project and project alternatives. The need for easements and
use of eminent domain is not an environmental issue under CEQA
as obtaining easements would not result a physical change in the
environment. Nonetheless, please refer to the Global Responses:
Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads) and Off-site
Improvements - Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary
Table for additional details about the easement rights and the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in relation to easements.
The FEIR adequately discloses all physical environmental impacts
that would result from off-site improvements, including those that
may require the use of eminent domain. With respect to the use of
Eminent Domain, ultimately it is in the discretion of the Board of
Supervisors to decide whether to initiate proceedings to acquire
additional easements should any of the project alternatives be
selected that require easements not held by the project applicant.
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C1c-62 and C1c-63
The commenter raises concerns about easements with respect to
the project and project alternatives. Please refer to response to
comment C1c-61 and the Global Response: Off-site Improvements -
Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary Table.

C1c-61
cont.

C1c-62

C1c-63
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C1c-64 Scenario 1—Proposed improvements to West Lilac Road are
discussed in their entirety in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR. Specifically,
the project proposes improvements to West Lilac Road from Old
Highway 395 to Road 3. Impacts associated with these
improvements have been considered throughout the appropriate
subchapter of the FEIR, and are included in the cumulative impacts
section of each subject as well. Please also see response to
comment I51b-5. Chapter 4.0 of the FEIR, subchapter 4.8.1.2,
analyzes the Road Design Alternative 2: West Lilac Road Over I-15
Bridge. This alternative analyzes the construction of West Lilac Road
over the I-15 bridge as a County Light Collector road 2.2C, without
any design exceptions. Improvements to 2.2C standards without
exceptions would require a wider bridge. However, as widening the
bridge is not likely feasible due to engineering constraints, a second
bridge would need to be constructed to meet the 2.2C standards.
This alternative analysis recognizes that construction of a second
bridge would likely be infeasible due to cost. The analysis also
shows that improving the bridge to 2.2C standards, without
exceptions, would result in additional impacts with either the
widening option or the second bridge option.

Scenario 2a—The commenter accurately represents that a redesign
of the roundabouts resulted from the Reid Middleton Roundabout
Study. The revised design is reflected in the current project
description. All impacts are located within the original footprint of the
roundabout. The roundabout redesign would impact off-site areas;
however, those areas are within existing Irrevocable Offers of
Dedication (IODs) with both slope and drainage rights. No new
impacts would occur based on the roundabout redesign. The FEIR
adequately analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated
with construction of the off-site physical improvements as required
under CEQA. With respect to related property rights, please see
Global Responses: Easements (Mountain Ridge Road and Covey
Lane) and Off-site Improvements - Environmental Analysis and
Easement Summary Table which describes the respective off-site
improvements, corresponding environmental analysis, status of
easement rights, and affected properties.

Scenario 2b and 3—The commenter is referencing a second
alignment study associated with the Reid Middleton Roundabout
Study. This design was not selected to be included in the project and
is not relevant for inclusion in the project’s CEQA analysis.

C1c-64

C1c-65

C1c-66
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C1c-65 As discussed below, the scope of the slope rights included in the
referenced IODs is sufficient to encompass all necessary grading
and earthwork and, therefore, no additional slope rights beyond
those granted are necessary for road construction. As to sight
distance clearance, as shown in the Global Response: Off-Site
Improvements – Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary
Table, a clear space easement on APN 129-190-44 is necessary in
order to remedy the existing deficient condition at the intersection.

Attachment 1 to the Global Response: Off-Site Improvements –
Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary Table, is a
memorandum prepared by engineers Landmark Consulting that
addresses access rights on both Mountain Ridge Road and Covey
Lane (Landmark Memorandum). The Landmark Memorandum
determined that for both roads, there are existing road easements or
Irrevocable Offers to Dedicate (IODs) Real Property that provide the
necessary rights to improve these roads to accommodate the
proposed project and no additional easements are required for road
construction.

Landmark Memorandum Exhibit I, IOD for parcel no. 80-0494-A1,
states that the rights offered include “the privilege and right to extend
drainage structures and excavation and embankment slopes beyond
the limits of the herein described right-of-way where required for the
construction and maintenance of said County highway.” (Ex. I, p.
839.) Landmark Memorandum Exhibit J, parcel map no. 18536,
further states “we hereby dedicate to the public that portion of Covey
Lane for use as a street as shown on said map together with the
right to extend and maintain drainage facilities, excavation and
embankment slopes beyond the limits of said right-of-way.” (Ex. J,
Sheet 1 of 4.). Thus, the IODs convey grading and drainage rights
beyond the limits of the right-of-way.

Landmark Memorandum Exhibit H, Covey Lane Off-Site Access,
illustrates the grading limits necessary to construct the public road;
the grading limits are the furthest the slopes would extend on each
side of the future public road. As shown, the grading limits do not
extend beyond the available right-of-way, except adjacent to the
right-of-way described in the IOD dedicated with Parcel Map No.
18536 and, as described above, this IOD includes slope rights that
permit slopes beyond the limits of the right-of-way.
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C1c-65 (cont.)
Thus, the slope rights associated with the IODs, as described above,
along with the future dedication of right-of-way, as permitted with the
private road easement that benefits Lilac Hills Ranch (see Landmark
Memorandum Exhibit K), provide all of the rights necessary to
construct the public road portion of Covey Lane to the project
boundary, including the slopes necessary to support said public
road. As to sight distance clearance, as noted above and as shown
in the Global Response, Off-Site Improvements – Environmental
Analysis and Easement Summary Table, a clear space easement on
APN 129-190-44 is necessary in order to remedy the existing
deficient condition at the intersection.

Please also refer to Global Response: Easements (Covey Lane and
Mountain Ridge Roads) for a thorough discussion on related topic.

C1c-66 Scenario 1. Please refer to Global Response: Easements (Covey
Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads) for a thorough discussion on
related topic.

Scenario 2. The impacts are evaluated in the Alternatives Chapter of
the FEIR. See subchapter 4.8 for details.

Scenario 3. The impacts of the proposed alternatives (including
construction of Mountain Ridge Road to Public Road Standards) are
evaluated in the Alternatives Chapter of the FEIR. See subchapter
4.9 for details.
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C1c-67 Rodriquez Road is an existing 40-foot-wide private easement road
that would require surface improvements necessary to accommodate
the secondary emergency access requirement for the Phases 4 and
5. Specifically, Rodriguez Road would be improved from its current
state to a 28 foot graded/ 24 foot paved roadway. For details on the
easement rights held by the project to construct required
improvements refer to the Global Response: Off-site Improvements -
Environmental Analysis and Easement Summary Table.

C1c-68 The need for easements and use of eminent domain is not an
environmental issue under CEQA as obtaining easements would not
result a physical change in the environment. The FEIR adequately
discloses all physical environmental impacts that would result from
off-site improvements, including those that may require the use of
eminent domain. In addition, the applicant has the required
easements needed to construct required improvements. Also, refer
to the Global Response: Off-site Improvements - Environmental
Analysis and Easement Summary Table.

C1c-69 The project is designed so that each phase of construction would
trigger specific mitigation measures. They County does have
assurance that the project mitigation measures would be
implemented as each phase is developed because required
mitigation measures and improvements needed to support the
development would become conditions of approval of each
implementing tentative map. The mitigation measures for traffic in
particular are tied to the number of Equivelent Dwelling Units (EDU)
that are constructed to ensure that all transportation mitigation
measures are implemented prior to the impact occuring (e.g. prior to
approval of EDU that would add traffic to roadways, resulting in a
significant impact).

C1c-70 The commenter raises concerns about the flexibility of project
phasing and project grading in conjunction with project
implementation. The Phasing Plan included in Part IV of the Specific
Plan describes project grading. The Specific Plan indicates that both
cuts and fills are proposed within each grading area and fill material
would be transferred between the areas as required. Future grading
plans would identify the location of gradig, which could require
grading in more than one phase to obtain required fill material.
However, as stated in the Specific Plan, no more than 50 acres
would be graded at the same time.

C1c-68

C1c-67

C1c-69

C1c-70
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C1c-70 (cont.)
Project grading is also discussed in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR. With
respect to the net import or export of fill, project construction would
be a balanced cut/fill operation as shown in FEIR Table 1-4.
Throughout the phasing of the construction, however, there are
some areas with a net cut and other areas with a net import. The
project will be using those sites with net cut for borrow sites. Phase 3
land will be used as a borrow pit, not a quarry, and the project will be
required to comply with all applicable government regulations and
requirements, including provisions of the County Grading Ordinance
found in Section 87.101 et seq. of the San Diego County Code.

C1c-71 The commenter expresses general concern about the environmental
impacts from the construction of the project. This is a conclusory
statement and the issues of concern are addresed in more specificity
in the preceding and following responses. Potential impacts from the
construction of project grading and construction is fully analyzed
throughout FEIR. The project would provide all infrastucture needed
to serve the project and no issues of infeasibility have been
identified.

C1c-72 and C1c-73
The phasing plan discussed in FEIR subchapter 1.2.1.10, as well as
Section 5 of the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix E), describe the
traffic trips for both the equivalent residential dwelling units and the
commercial uses, if any, in each phase of the project. Pursuant to
Section 5 of the Traffic Impact Study (Appendix E) and subchapter
2.3.5 of the FEIR, the phased traffic mitigation measures therefore
relate both to residential and commercial traffic trips generated in
each phase. Further, the commercial uses for the project generate
only 33 percent of peak hour traffic trips at project build-out. As a
result, the recommended mitigation measures are appropriately tied
to the approval of a specified number of residential dwelling units
associated with final maps because the commercial uses within each
Final Map have been translated into equivalent residential dwelling
units. Therefore, the timing appropriately considers both residential
and commercial uses.

C1c-70
cont.

C1c-71

C1c-72

C1c-73

C1c-74
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C1c-72 and C1c-73 (cont.)
The commenter is concerned about the lack of fixed project phasing
and potential traffic impacts that could occur due to the phasing
flexibility. However, as described above since the traffic mitigation
measures are tied to traffic trip generation that consists of both
residential and commercial traffic trips, regardless of the phase the
mitigation measures would be applied based upon the traffic trips
that are generated by that phase. Thus no new impacts would occur
due to the order of phasing that is ultimately implemented.

C1c-74 The comment references the project description sentence,
“Therefore, the pump stations and on-site collection system would be
set up that so that wastewater could either be transferred to the
Lower Moosa WRF or transferred to the on-site location.”. In this
sentence the word “transferred” is referring to the on-site wastewater
collection system, e.g. the pipes and infrastructure needed to
transport wastewater.

Regarding the trucking of wastewater, as stated in the Project
Description (Chapter 1.0), if one of the on-site wastewater treatment
scenarios is selected, the project would require temporary trucking of
sewage during the initial phases of the project. For an on-site
permanent WRF, trucking would be required for up to the first 100
homes (approximately three truck trips per day) to allow for a
sufficient minimum flow to operate the facility. For a smaller on-site
interim WRF, trucking would be required until as few as 25 homes
are occupied. In either case, as soon as sufficient flows are
available, trucking operations would cease. As specified in section
11.1 of the Traffic Impact Study inlcuded as Appendix E to the FEIR,
“the project is expected to generate 6 truck trips (equivalent to 15
vehicle trips) per day from waste water transport activities between
the project site to the Moosa Water Reclamation Facility located
along Circle R Drive, just east of Old Highway 395. Note that this
waste water transport activity only happens for the first 100 units,
after which a temporary line from the project site down to the Moosa
facility will be construed via Mountain Ridge Road to Circle R Drive.”
The FEIR adequately addresses the impacts of truck trips from
hauling wastewater. It should be noted that the commenter
overestimates the amount of wastewater that would be required to
be trucked. Trucking of the first 100 homes is equivalent to
approiimately 20,000 gallons per day.
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C1c-75 The commenter is concerned about the lack of fixed project phasing.
See response to comments C1c-69 through C1c-73.

C1c-76 The comment expresses the opinions about the surrounding
developments, but does not raise a specific issue with the content of
the FEIR. For details on project compliance with the General Plan,
refer to Appendix W of the FEIR. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to
a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response
is required.

C1c-77 The County acknowledges your comment and opposition to the
project. The comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
proposed project.

The proposed project would require a General Plan land use map
amendment from Semi-Rural to Village, and would modify the land
use designations in the Valley Center Community Plan and the
Bonsall Community Plan. Upon certification of a GPA, the project
would be consistent with the General Plan the Regional Categories
Map and Land Use Maps. The General Plan states that it is intended
to be a dynamic document and that amendments will be reviewed to
ensure that the change is in the public interest and would not be
detrimental to public, health, safety, and welfare. (General Plan,
page 1-15) Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency
with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W for a thorough
discussion on related topic.

C1c-75

C1c-76

C1c-77
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C1c-78 See the Global Response: General Plan Amendment CEQA Impacts
Analysis and Appendix W.

C1c-79 This comment mischaracterizes the analysis framework of the FEIR
and statements found in the FEIR. The proposed project would
require a General Plan land use map amendment from Semi-Rural to
Village, and would modify the land use designations in the Valley
Center Community Plan and the Bonsall Community Plan. This
General Plan Amendment to the Land Use Map is an element of the
project. The FEIR frames the General Plan consistency analysis in
subchapter 1.4 under “Environmental Setting,” and describes its
current land use planning context (current general plan land uses
and both community plans). (FEIR, subchapter 1.4.) Subchapter 1.6
describes the General Plan amendment required for approval of the
project and that is analyzed by the FEIR. Each chapter of the FEIR
contains a discussion of the project’s consistency with the existing
General Plan and whether any physical environmental impacts would
occur as a result of implementing the proposed project. The land use
consistency analysis for the project as proposed is presented in the
FEIR Chapter 3.1.4 and in Appendix W. The FEIR concludes that
land use impacts would be less than significant because the project
would be consistent with the General Plan upon approval of the
GPA. The FEIR clearly and thoroughly presents analysis of the
potential physical environmental impacts that would result from
project approval and the amendment of the Regional Land Use
Element Map to change the regional land use category from Semi-
Rural to Village. The project also includes a GPA to the Mobility
Element to downgrade the segment of West Lilac Road from
Running Creek Road to Main Street from a 2.2C to a 2.2F road,
which is addressed in section 1.6 of the FEIR (See also Section
2.3/Traffic with respect to West Lilac Road and Road 3). An
amendment to Table M-4 would also be required because the
reduction of West Lilac Road from a 2.2C to a 2.2F would result in
West Lilac Road operating below acceptable levels of service.

C1c-77
cont.

C1c-78

C1c-79
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C1c-80 The commenter incorrectly asserts that growth can only occur in the
existing Village areas designated in the General Plan. This
interpretation would prohibit the County from amending its General
Plan in the future to allow for the establishment of any new villages.
General Plan Policy LU-1.2 permits new villages that are consistent
with the Community Development Model and meet the requirements
set forth therein. Language in the General Plan clearly allows for
future amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional Categories
Map.

The General Plan identifies those goals and policies that contribute
to achieving sustainability on Table I-1. The FEIR analyzes whether
the project meets all of the relevant policies listed in Table I-1,
including the sustainable development principles of LU-1.2 and the
Community Development Model, as described throughout each of
the appropriate subchapters of the FEIR and in Appendix-W to the
FEIR. Please also refer to Global Response: Project Consistency
with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.

C1c-81 The commenter questions project consistency with the General Plan
Policy LU-1.2. The commenter asserts that the existing Village areas
designated in the Community plans for Bonsall and Valley Center are
in fact village cores within a Community Development Model.
Regardless as to whether this is true, it does not prevent the
designation of new villages that meet the criteria of LU-1.2. Please
refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on this topic.

There are numerous policies in the General Plan that contemplate
that future growth will occur and provide direction with respect to its
future planning, such as M-2.1 (require development projects to
provide road improvements), M-3.1 (require development to
dedicate right-of-way), S-3.1 (require development to be located to
provide adequate defensibility), and COS-2.2 (requiring
development to be sited in least biologically sensitive areas). Please
refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W.

C1c-79
cont.

C1c-80

C1c-81
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C1c-81
cont.
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C1c-82 Please refer to response to comment C1c-81.

C1c-83 The project is designed to be consistent with the Community
Development Model by proposing a new Village Regional Category
that is surrounded by Semi-Rural Regional Category lands, which
transitions to Rural Regional Category areas. The project has been
designed with the highest intensities (commercial, mixed-use and
attached residential) within the central portion of the project (Town
Center) and the lower-intensity residential uses around the perimeter
of the site (single-family detached residential uses.) The Town
Center includes high-density residential development, commercial
and professional offices uses, various private and public facilities,
multiple private parks, and community trails. Compact residential
neighborhoods surround the Town Center towards the project
perimeter and support several small parks and community trails.
Neighborhood centers include clusters of attached homes,
commercial and professional uses, a 13.5-acre public park and
community trails. The project perimeter transitions to surrounding
semi-rural areas by featuring: wider, ranchette-style lots, a 50-foot
wide orchard-planted buffer, and a 104-acre natural open space
preserve. The road network is densest at the Town Center and there
are over sixteen miles of landscaped, lighted, and signed multi-use
community trails providing a pedestrian linage to every part of the
community, which also connects to the County regional trail system.
(See Specific Plan, Part V.B., pp. v-7 to v-9) (FEIR, Subchapter
3.1.4.2, Land Use Planning, p. 3-87-89; Technical Appendix W, Att.
A, pp. 1-2; Specific Plan, Part II.G., pp. II-38-40.)

C1c-84 The comment is based on a mistaken premise that the Community
Development Model itself designates land use in a particular
location. To assert, as commenter does elsewhere, that the
Community Development Model can only be applied to those villages
that have been established by the current General Plan would
prohibit the County from amending its General Plan in the future to
allow for the establishment of any new villages. Please refer to
response to comment C1c-81 for further discussion of this topic.

C1c-81
cont.

C1c-82

C1c-83

C1c-84
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C1c-85 With respect to adequate water and sewer, please see response to
comments C1c-96 and 97. With respect to adequate roads, please
see response to comments c1c-3, c1c-10, and c1c-18. See also
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1 and Appendix W.

C1c-86 Please refer to response to comment C1c-14 and Global Response:
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and C1c-81
above.

C1c-87 Refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W and C1c-81 above.

C1c-88 to C1c-98
Comments C1c-88 through C1c-98 questions project consistency
with General Plan Land Use Policy LU-1.2, specifically with the
LEED-ND equivalency policy criteria. Please refer to the Global
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a
thorough discussion on this topic. See also below for specific
responses to areas not covered by such responses.

C1c-85
cont.

C1c-86

C1c-87

C1c-88
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C1c-88
cont.
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C1c-91 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues.

C1c-92 through C1c-94
Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues.

C1c-95 For information on the design of the Town Center please refer to the
FEIR, Fig. 1-4a (Conceptual Lotting of Lilac Hills Ranch Specific
Plan), and to Subchapter 1.2.1. The Specific Plan in Ch. II.B.2
includes a Land Use Plan for the Town Center, in pp. II-13. Chapter
III.C.2 covers Zoning Regulations for the Town Center and the
Neighborhood Centers, in pp.III-12. Town Center Commercial and
Mixed-Use Design Guidelines, in Ch. III.E.1. p.III-30. The Specific
Plan contains numerous illustrations of the Town Center architectural
and design concepts.

C1c-90
cont.
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C1c-96 As discussed in FEIR subchapter 3.1.7 and detailed in the Water
Supply Assessment (Appendix Q) and Water Services Report
(Appendix T), the project will construct new water and sewer lines,
both on- and off-site, along with new on-site storm drain facilities,
sized to serve the needs of the project.

The project proposes treatment of on-site generated wastewater for
the initial phases of development to occur at the VCMWD Lower
Moosa Canyon WRF. Also, the project would construct an on-site
WRF and associated infrastructure. Subsequent Tentative Maps or
Major Use Permits for future phases of the project would be required
to provide evidence of adequate wastewater treatment capacity to
serve the proposed development. Project Facility Availability Forms
would be required prior to approval of any subsequent discretionary
applications. Therefore, direct and cumulative impacts associated
with wastewater generation and treatment would be less than
significant.

Because there is adequate water supply to serve the project as
determined by the UWMP, and the project design includes
construction of all necessary facilities for provision of water service,
direct and cumulative impacts associated with the extension of
facilities for water supply and service would be less than significant.

C1c-97 The commenter incorrectly states the project will not be served by
water and wastewater services and is therefore not LEED-ND
equivalent. The proposed project is located in the VCMWD which is
the service provider for the project. The County of San Diego Board
of Supervisors Policy I-84 requires the submittal of a Project Facility
Availability form from the facility provider, indicating whether the
facility provider can potentially provide facilities to serve a project.
The forms also allow facility providers to recommend specific
requirements that may be made conditions of project approval. The
VCWMD has provided Project Facility Availability Forms (FEIR,
Appendix R) from the VCMWD for both sewer and water, which
indicate that the project is in the district, and service and facilities are
expected to be available within the next 5 years. The Specific Plan
addresses onsite land uses including the possible construction of an
onsite water reclamation facility.

C1c-96

C1c-97

C1c-98

C1c-99
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C1c-98 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues.

C1c-99 Refer to response to comment C1c-18. The project would not
reduce road widths or design speeds relative to those conditions that
presently exist. In addition, the project would not compromise the
safety of area residents. None of the road exception requests would
compromise safety of area roadways.

Regarding the LOS D standard for County roadways, the project is
consistent with the General Plan Mobility Element, which authorizes
LOS E/F under certain circumstances. Policy M-2.1 applies to the
County Mobility Element road network and roadway capacities
(classifications) required to handle the traffic under build-out of the
General Plan. As stated in the text box adjacent to policy M-2.1 in
the General Plan, the end of the Mobility Element chapter includes a
list of roadways that have been accepted to operate at LOS E/F
under the buildout scenario (Table M-4).

The project is consistent with policy M-2.1 because all roadways
would operate at LOS D or better under the buildout except for eight
roadway segments as described under FEIR section 2.3.3.2. The
roadway segments that are not currently in Table M-4 are proposed
to be added as part of the projects General Plan Amendment with
rationale for why the road should be accepted at LOS E/F and
adding travel lanes is not justified. As a result of the proposed
General Plan Amendment, the project would be consistent with
policy M-2.1.

The policy does not apply to a projects direct or cumulative traffic
impacts; however, with mitigation, the project’s significant impacts to
County Mobility Element roads would be mitigated to LOS D with two
exceptions: Impact TR-16: Pankey Road, between Pala Mesa Drive
and SR-76, and Impact TR-12: Gopher Canyon Road, between E.
Vista Way and Little Gopher Canyon Road. The EIR determined that
mitigation for these two road segments would be infeasible, as
discussed in section 6.4 of Appendix E of the FEIR, because the cost
of the required improvements is not roughly proportional to the
impact of the project. Mitigation measures must be roughly
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proportional to the environmental impacts caused by the project.
(CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.4(a)(4)(B).) Therefore, these
impacts would be significant and unmitigable, and the impacts are
fully disclosed in the FEIR for consideration by the decision maker.

It should be noted, however, that the segment of Pankey Road
between Pala Mesa Drive and SR-76 is currently required to be
improved to the Mobility Element Road Classification of 2.1A, in
compliance with General Plan Mobility Element Policy 2.1, as a
condition of the previously approved Campus Park and Meadowood
projects and, therefore, as improved, the segment would operate at
an acceptable LOS.

As to Gopher Canyon Road, although the segment between E. Vista
Way and Little Gopher Canyon Road will operate below LOS D,
there is no inconsistency with the General Plan. Under Mobility
Element Policy M-2.1, LOS E/F is acceptable when congestion on
State freeways and highways causes regional travelers to use
County roads, resulting in congestion on the County road
network. In this case, Gopher Canyon Road is heavily used as a
“cut through route” for regional travel. I-15 approaching SR-78, and
SR-78 between San Marcos and I-15, both operate at very poor LOS
F conditions with long delays during peak periods. In fact, this
portion of SR-78 is routinely listed as one of the most congested
freeways in all of San Diego County. Because of this congestion,
Gopher Canyon Road between I-15 and East Vista Way is used as a
route to avoid the I-15 and SR-78 corridors.

As discussed in this EIR, potential mitigation measures that would
provide additional capacity to I-15 and, as a result, likely reduce
some of the “cut through traffic” are infeasible. As to SR-78, planned
future improvements consist of one additional high occupancy
vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction. However, the additional HOV
lanes will not be constructed for many years and, once constructed,
would not appreciably reduce cut-through traffic. Furthermore, while
the project would coordinate with NCTD/MTS and SANDAG as to the
future siting of transit stops/stations on the Project site through the
proposed Transportation Demand Management Program, such
actions would not reduce existing (i.e., non-Project) traffic
levels. Therefore, even though Gopher Canyon Road would operate
at worse than LOS D, the LOS would comply with Mobility Element
Policy 2.1.
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C1c-100 The comment raises concerns with respect to hazards associated
with the roadway network. All of the exceptions being requested for
the roadway improvements, were included as part of the project’s
circulation design and considered as a part of the analysis for each
subject area discussion within the FEIR. The exceptions could be
granted by the County where capacity and safety are not unduly
affected. (FEIR, subchapter 2.3.2.3.) Subchapter 2.3.2.3 of the FEIR
analyzed the issue of transportation hazards with respect to the
road network design for the project, and determined that overall the
road network design for the project would provide adequate ingress
and egress for residents as well as emergency access and therefore
impacts associated with transportation hazards would be less than
significant.

C1c-101 Refer to response to comments C1c-3 and C1c-18. The project
would fund all required improvements that are feasible. All potential
impacts, mitigation and significant and unavoidable impacts are
adequately disclosed in the FEIR.

C1c-99
cont.

C1c-100

C1c-101
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C1c-102 The project has been designed to meet an equivalent of LEED-ND.
Refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2 for details on how the project is equivalent to LEED-
ND, including the location requirements.

C1c-101
cont.

C1c-102
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C1c-103 The need for easements and use of eminent domain is not an
environmental issue under CEQA as obtaining easements would not
result a physical change in the environment. With respect to the
issue of sight distance, please refer to Global Response: Easements
(Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads) for a thorough discussion
on related topic. Also see Off-site Improvements–Environmental
Analysis and Easement Summary Table for a thorough discussion
regarding rights to build off site improvements.

C1c-104 The commenter raises a concern about project fire response times.
Please refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a
thorough discussion on related topic.

C1c-105 The proposed project is located within the VCMWD boundaries
which is the service provider for the project. The County of San
Diego Board of Supervisors Policy I-84 requires the submittal of a
Project Facility Availability form from the facility provider, indicating
whether the facility provider can potentially provide facilities to serve
a project. The forms also allow facility providers to recommend
specific requirements that may be made conditions of project
approval. The VCWMD has provided Project Facility Availability
Forms from the VCMWD for both sewer and water, which indicate
that the project is in the district and eligible for service and facilities
are expected to be available within the next 5 years.

The Specific Plan addresses onsite land uses including the possible
construction of an onsite water reclamation facility.

The FEIR (Chapter 3) described several alternatives for treatment of
wastewater, both on and offsite as requested by VCMWD. The FEIR
also includes alternative routes for wastewater transmission lines.
The project applicant would implement either option for wastewater
treatment as approved by the VCMWD. VCMWD has conceptually
approved the Wastewater Management Report for Lilac Hills Ranch
which provides additional information about all treatment options.

With respect to the comment related to having sufficient right of way
to construct the sewage forced main or recycled water lines, four
alternative pipeline routes are included in the Wastewater
Management Alternatives Report of the FEIR (see, Appendix S).).
Alternative 4 utilizes Covey Lane, West Lilac Road and Circle R
Road to reach the Lower Moosa Wastewater Treatment Facility.

C1c-103

C1c-104

C1c-105

C1c-106

C1c-107

C1c-108

C1c-109

C1c-110

C1c-111
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This alternative does have any new impacts to undisturbed land
because the pipeline would be located within existing roadways.
FEIR subchapters 1.2.1.7 and 3.1.7.2 has have been revised to
clarify that additional alternative routes for sewer lines have been
considered and analyzed. See also, Off-Site Improvements –
Environmental and Easement Analysis Summary, which describes
the respective off-site improvements, corresponding environmental
analysis, status of easement rights, and affected properties for the
sewer alternatives.

C1c-106 Refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2.

C1c-107 The comment provides factual background information, but does not
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental
issue with respect to the FEIR, no further response is required.

C1c-108 With respect to the comment raised regarding protecting Semi-Rural
and Rural development please see response to comment C1c-14
above. With respect to potential impacts to agricultural resources
resulting frompotential edge effects are analyzed in subchapter 2.4
and Appendix F. The project would implement mitigaiton measures
such as fencing and buffering with orchard trees to ensure the
project does not create a land use conflict with surorounding
operations. With implementation of the mitigation measures identiifed
in the FEIR, impacts would be reduced to less than significant.
Please refer to the Global Response: Project Consistency with
General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for additional discussion of consistency
with the Community Development Model. In adddition, the project
features community gardens, orchards, and will encourage farmers
markets. See also Global Response: Agricultural Resources, Indirect
Impacts.

C1c-109 The commenter raises concern that the project could be growth
inducing. The FEIR in subchapter 1.8 was revised. It analyzed
various factors, including project density, additional housing,
roadway construction, public facilities, fire and emergency services,
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schools, and water and wastewater services, and concludes that the
project could be growth inducing due to the intensification of uses
on-site, lower fire response times to the vicinity, and expansion of
water and sewer infrastructure. However, potential impacts are too
speculative for evaluation in this FEIR because the specific nature
design and timing of future projects is unknown at this time.

C1c-110 Please see response to comment C1c-16 above. Please also refer to
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2.

C1c-111 The comment asserts the project is not walkable. Please refer to
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2. Refer also to response to comment C1c-20, C1c-21, and C1c-
23. With respect to the comment that the Town Center is more than
one and one-half miles as compared to the one-half mile standard,
the commenter provides no information with respect to what uses are
being measured in coming to this conclusion.



LETTER RESPONSE

Community Groups-97

C1c-112 Fire hazard. The Fire Protection Plan (FPP) evaluated the fire hazard
of the area and the potential effects on the project, as well as the
potential increased hazard that may result from implementation of
the proposed project. A wildland Fire Behavior Assessment was
included in the FPP to provide four worst-case scenarios for wildland
fires. As a result of the findings of the fire modeling, project design
features were incorporated into the project in order to reduce the risk
of fire hazard, including fuel modification zones, use of ignition
resistant building materials, and the provision of secondary
emergency access roads. The project would also meet all fire and
building code requirements, and an adequate supply of water for fire
hydrants was deemed available (see Appendix T). The Draft FEIR
analyzed each of the design features to determine whether the
features would reduce the risk of exposure of people or structures to
a significant risk of loss, injury or death from wildland fires. The FEIR
found that with the adoption of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1, impacts
to wildland fires would be reduced to less than significant. (FEIR,
Subchapter 2.7.2.4, and) Subchapter 2.7.3.4 of the FEIR also
identified that the project’s contribution to a potential cumulative
impact would be less than cumulatively considerable with respect to
wildland fire hazards based on implementation of the FPP,
associated landscaping plans.

The Evacuation Plan (FEIR Appendix K) considers both evacuation
and first responders traffic, as shown by it stating the following:
“[d]uring an emergency evacuation from the proposed Lilac Hills
Ranch development, the primary and secondary roadways will have
to be shared with responding emergency vehicles…” As indicated in
the FEIR subchapter 2.7.6, impacts associated with emergency
response and evacuation plans would be less than significant and no
mitigation is warranted. The evacuations will be implemented in
phases, based on predetermined trigger points, so smaller
percentages of the evacuees are on the road at the same time.
When a wildfire occurs, if it reaches a predetermined trigger point,
then the population segment located in a particularly vulnerable area
downwind of that trigger point would be evacuated. Then, when the
fire reaches the next trigger point, the next phase of evacuation
would occur. This would allow smaller groups of people and
correspondingly fewer vehicles to more freely evacuate areas. The
Evacuation Plan determined that the location of the project and the
existing and planned roads provide adequate multi-directional
primary and secondary emergency evacuation routes (Evacuation

C1c-111
cont.

C1c-112

C1c-113

C1c-114
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Plan, page 8). The comment asserts that the FPP does not
sufficiently address structure fires or emergency medical services
such that the impact and mitigation can be assessed. The
Capabilities Assessment evaluated three separate response
scenarios, including a structure fire, a wildland fire with structural
threat, and a medical aid response. The response routes included
one from each of the four existing stations providing service to
DSFPD (Stations No. 11, 12, 13, and 15). In addition, structure
fires are included in analyzing the call load data and was included in
the call volume and is a part of the evaluation. The data indicated
that a very large volume of responses for DSFPD is for medical aid
(37 percent), traffic collisions (11 percent), and cancelled calls
(17 percent). Based on this data, and the information presented in
the District Capabilities Assessment (Dudek & Hunt 2014) the FPP
concluded that DSFPD would have the existing capacity to respond
to all of these types of expected calls from the proposed Lilac Hills
Ranch project (see APPENDIX ‘K’ - 2005–2011 Response Data for
Deer Springs Fire Protection District). (See section 4.1 of the FPP)
Also, the project includes design features for new development in
Wildland Urban Interface areas to minimize structural ignitions as
well as providing adequate access by emergency responders. (See
Section 1.1.2 of the Capabiliites Assessment.) Fire protection
measures for individual commercial/structure and other public
facilities will be established in accordance with the requirements of
the County Consolidated Fire Code and California Building Code.
(Section 4.9 of the FPP) The County of San Diego and the DSFPD
will review all proposed buildng plans for compliance with the
requirements of fire codes and FPP. Also the FPP includes specific
performance standards that may be applied to commercial,
industrial, school, age-restricted community, and other public
facilities structures on the project site to reduce fire hazards (see
Appendix J, section 4.7).

The comments from DSFPD that are referred to herein are out of
date and do not reflect the new comment letter provided by DSFPD,
dated July 28, 2014. See Global Response: Fire and Medical
Services.
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C1c-113 The comment mischaracterizes the analysis in the FEIR with respect
to the project’s consistency with the General Plan. The proposed
project includes a General Plan Amendment to the General Plan
Regional Land Use Map to change the regional category designation
of the project site from Semi-Rural to Village, which has been
analyzed to be consistent with General Plan Policies LU-1.1 and LU-
1.2. The project also proposes to amend the Valley Center and
Bonsall Community Plans and rezone the project site to be
consistent with the proposed change to the General Plan Land Use
Map. The FEIR frames the General Plan consistency analysis in
subchapter 1.4 under “Environmental Setting,” and describes its
current land use planning context including current general plan land
uses and both community plans. (FEIR, Ch. 1.4, pp. 1-38.)
Subchapter 1.6 describes the General Plan amendment required for
approval of the project and that is analyzed by the FEIR. The
General Plan Regional Land Use Map is proposed to be amended to
remove the existing regional category and land use designation and
to re-designate the project area as Village. The FEIR subsequently
provides detailed analysis of the physical environmental impacts that
may flow from the GPA in Chapters 2 and 3, as well as providing a
detailed policy consistency analysis in the Land Use Planning
section, subchapter 3.1.4 (See FEIR, Chapter 3.0; Appendix W).
Therefore, the FEIR analyzes the potential physical environmental
impacts that would result from project approval and the amendment
of the Regional Land Use Element Map to change the regional land
use category from Semi-Rural to Village.

C1c-114 The comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further
response is required. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the proposed project.
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C1c-115 The commenter questions the project consistency with the ten
General Plan Guiding Principles. All the goals and policies of the
General Plan are based upon these principles which are set forth in
Chapter 2 of the General Plan. (General Plan, p.2-6) The FEIR
analyzes whether the project meets the ten Guiding Principles by its
analysis of the appropriate policies that implement those principles
throughout each of the subchapters of the FEIR and in Appendix W.

C1c-116 Refer to Comment C1c-6, C1c-7, and C1c-11 above.

C1c-114
cont.

C1c-115

C1c-116
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C1c-117 Additional information was added to subchapter 3.1.4.1 of the Final
EIR, to include a project consistency analysis with relevant policies
of SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and its
Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS). Information was also
added to subchapter 3.1.4.1 pertaining to the Regional
Comprehensive Plan (RCP) adopted by the SANDAG Board of
Directors in 2004, which serves as a blueprint for the region’s future
growth and development. SANDAG is currently working on an effort
to merge the RCP with the 2050 RTP and the SCS. This effort is
known as San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan and is scheduled
for adoption in 2015. As explained in subchapter 3.1.4.1, the Project
would not be in conflict with the objectives of the 2050 RTP/SCS and
RCP. Potential impacts associated with plans or policies would thus
be less than significant.

Although the commenter is correct in that the 2050 RTP and its SCS
will guide the San Diego region toward a more sustainable future by
focusing housing and job growth in urbanized areas, the county’s
General Plan forecasts future housing growth in the County shown
on Table 1-3 of the General Plan. Table 1-3 represents a forecast of
possible future housing growth within the County from 2008 to build-
out. However, actual development in any city or county is a result of
market forces, population growth (including birth rates and
immigration) as well as physical constraints as described above,
availability of resources and other federal, state and local
regulations. The County has only limited control over growth and
cannot control external factors such as market demands and the
intent of individual property owners, businesses and citizens. While
population growth and associated development through the horizon
year of the General Plan can be considered reasonably foreseeable,
the County’s population forecast is regional in scale and potential
development on any particular parcel cannot be certain at a general
plan level. (See General Plan Update FEIR, Chapter 1.0, pp 1-17
and 1-20, which pages are incorporated herein by reference. ) Thus
it is reasonably anticipated that as the General Plan is amended over
time, housing forecasts can be adjusted appropriately. The 2050
RTP/SCS also contemplates that implementing the RTP/SCS will
require close collaboration among and between SANDAG, local
jurisdictions, member agencies and regional stakeholders. It is
anticipated that with each RTP (every four years) amendments
would be made to reflect current conditions and new opportunities to
help reduce GHG emissions.

C1c-116
cont.

C1c-117

C1c-118

C1c-119
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Although the General Plan has directed growth to certain areas
within the community planning areas of Valley Center and Bonsall for
development, General Plan Policy LU-1.2 provides a degree of
flexibility to the General Plan to accommodate additional population
increases as necessary in a manner that meets the requirements of
the SCS and the General Plan. The General Plan clearly allows for
future amendments to the Land Use Map and Regional Categories
Map and is intended to be a dynamic document and provides that
amendments will be reviewed to ensure that the change is in the
public interest and would not be detrimental to public, health, safety,
and welfare. (General Plan, page 1-15). The project is amending the
General Plan by adding a new Village that meets the criteria of
Policy LU-1.2. The project is a new Village whose structure, design
and function are based on the Community Development Model.
Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues.

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

C1c-118
There is no evidence that the commercial space in the project will
never be filled. While economic and social effects ordinarily need
not be discussed in an EIR, physical changes, such as blight, are
secondary impacts that must be analyzed if they are significant. The
potential for commercial uses in the project causing blight to other
parts of the community planning area is too speculative. The
commercial uses intended for the project will be sized to meet the
needs of the project. The Specific Plan design guidelines for the
Town Center and Neighborhood Centers discourages big box type
commercial uses within the project area. Conceptual illustrations
are found in the Specific Plan at Figures 74 through 93.

C1c-119
cont.

C1c-120

C1c-121

C1c-122

C1c-123

C1c-124
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C1c-119 The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with (the FEIR
ignores) Guiding Principle 2, in particular that the project site lacks
both existing and planned infrastructure and is not a compact
pattern of development.

The General Plan includes a section titled “How to Use the General
Plan” in Chapter 1 (pages 1-4, 1-5 and 1-6), which explains how the
General Plan is to be used and implemented. The General Plan
explains that the Vision and the ten Guiding Principles provide the
overarching themes that guided the development of the goals,
policies and implementation programs. However, the General Plan
policies actually guide decision-making. (page 1-7) Policies are
described as assisting the County as it makes decisions related to
each goal and indicated a commitment by the County to a particular
course of action. The General Plan also states that the “policies
contained within this General Plan were written to be a clear
statement of policy but also to allow flexibility when it comes to
implementation. Policies cannot be applied independently; rather,
implementation of the policies must be balanced with one another
and will address details such as how and when the policy is applied
and any relevant exceptions. For example, a policy to conserve
open space is not a mandate for preservation of 100 percent of the
existing undeveloped land in the County. It must be balanced with
other policies that allow development and other uses of the land. In
this case, implementation of the policy in new developments will be
achieved through regulations such as the Resource Protection
Ordinance, Biological Mitigation Ordinance, and California
Environmental Quality Act, which will guide to what degree open
space must be conserved.”

Amendments to the General Plan are allowed by specific policies,
including LU-1.2 and LU-1.4, which allow the creation of new
villages or the expansion of existing villages under certain
circumstances. This would mean that future amendments to the
Land Use Map and Regional Categories Map were contemplated
when the General Plan was updated.

In the context of Guiding Principle 2, the word “planned
infrastructure” would mean infrastructure that is designed or planned
as a part of a project or new development. There are numerous
policies that are consistent with this explanation. Policy LU-12.4
provides that infrastructure must be planned and located in a manner
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compatible with community character and minimizes environmental
impacts. Policy LU-12.1 requires infrastructure needed for new
development to be provided prior to that development or phased to
coincide with project phasing. As explained by the General Plan:
“Unchecked growth and new development can easily transform a
community. However when planned and implemented wisely,
growth can be beneficial to a community’s identity, economy and
character.“ ( page 3-28)

As detailed in Chapter 1 of the FEIR, the project would provide water
and sewer infrastructure to serve the project. If approved by the
decision makers, the project would be conditioned to fund, and
construct the roadways. The project would also be conditioned to
provide The project would be responsible for funding the construction/
improvement of roadways and provision/extension of public facilities
including wastewater, recycled water, and imported water
infrastructure, which would be sized to serve the project’s population.
There are numerous policies in the General Plan that will assure that
the project will provide the infrastructure needed to serve the project.
These policies include Policy 9.4 that require infrastructure
improvements be prioritized to provide public facilities for Villages and
community cores that are sized for the intensity of development in such
areas. Infrastructure improvements will follow the phasing plan
outlined in the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan. This will ensure that
adequate infrastructure is available to each phase of development at
the appropriate time as required to implement Policy 9.4. See also the
discussion in the EIR regarding the transportation system network,
sewer and schools at Subsections 2.3, 3.1.7, and 3.1.5 respectively
and Appendix W regarding General Plan Policy conformance.

With respect to the comment related to the project’s compact
design, the project is designed to be LEED-ND or equivalent Please
refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues.
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C1c-120 The text relating to Guiding Principle 3 states that new development
should be designed to retain and enhance community character. It
also states that an economically viable community provide a diverse
range of housing for all income levels. The project complies with this
Guiding Principle as it is consistent with the policies of the Valley
Center Community Plan (FEIR Subchapter 3.1.4), conforms with the
Community Development Model and is consistent with the Valley
Center Design Guidelines (FEIR subchapter 2.1.2.6), is consistent
with Goal 1A (Community Character Goal) of the Valley Center
Community Plan (FEIR Appendix W), and is consistent with Goal LU-
2 (Rural Character) and related policies of the General Plan (FEIR
Appendix W). Further, the project complies with this Guiding
Principle as it provides a diverse range of housing types, including
for seniors, as part of the Specific Plan (FEIR Subchapter 1.2).

C1c-121 The commenter raises concern about the project dividing an
established community. As the FEIR discusses the project will not
divide an established community (FEIR, Subchapter 3.2.4) because
the project site is at the western edge of Valley Center and does not
serve as a connecting point between community areas. The
roadways on-site provide access to the on-site uses but do not
provide a connection between community areas. Since the project
does not serve as a connection point between community areas,
the project would not significantly disrupt or divide an established
community. However, the FEIR, Subchapter 3.2.4 has been clarified
with respect to the project site, which is currently a mix of
undeveloped open space, agricultural uses and rural residences.
The project site is located along the western fringe of the rural
community of Valley Center. On site, the project site consists of
rural residential uses and agricultural land. Although the proposed
project would not divide an established community, the project
addressed its relationship to existing and planned land uses with
adjacent properties. Subchapter 3.1.4.2 evaluated the project’s
compatibility with surrounding off-site land uses and the project’s
internal compatibility with existing and planned land uses on site.
Compliance with the goals and policies of both Valley Center and
Bonsall community plans are detailed in the General Plan
Consistency Analysis (see Appendix W) and in subchapter 3.1.4.2.
Compliance with the project’s design guidelines and other
provisions of the Specific Plan assures the project’s compatibility
with the adjacent off-site land uses and within the project.
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Overall, the project is consistent with the relevant policies of both
the BCP and Valley Center Community Plan and land use impacts
associated with policy inconsistencies would be less than
significant. Also, as detailed in the Agricultural Resources Report
(see Appendix F of the FEIR), one of the project’s objectives
includes the recognition of the existing rural atmosphere of the
surrounding area through use of agriculture on-site and provision of
transitional features to provide adequate buffering between types of
residences and active agriculture. The Specific Plan includes
agriculture throughout the project site including common open
space areas, biological open space, and manufactured slopes.
HOA-maintained agricultural open space would be retained along
many of the boundaries of the project site, as agricultural
compatibilities buffers including groves of orchard trees, such as
avocado and citrus. Other agricultural-related commercial uses may
also be established by the project as allowed in the C-36 zones.
Project grading would conform to the natural contours of the land
and would not substantially alter the profile of the site. Subchapter
2.5, Biological Resources.)

C1c-122 to C1c-123
The project is consistent with Guiding Principles 4 and 5. The
conservation of sensitive biological habitat is assured through the
creation of an on-site open space area as well as the requirement for
the project to provide off-site mitigation. The open space will be
monitored and managed in compliance with the project’s Resource
Management Plan. This plan will ensure that the on-site and off-site
conservation areas will be maintained in accordance with the
County’s Resource Protection Ordinance. For details relating to
biological resources, please see FEIR subchapter 2.5. Project
grading is discussed in Chapter 1.0 of the FEIR. With respect to the
net import or export of fill, project construction would be a balanced
cut/fill operation as shown on FEIR Table 1-4. However, throughout
the phasing of the construction, there are some areas with a net cut
and other areas with a net fill. The project will be using those sites
with net cut for borrow sites. Phase 3 land will be used as a borrow
pit, which use will be required to comply with all applicable
government regulations and requirements. In addition, the grading
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C1c-122 to C1c-123 (cont.)
will avoid steep slopes in accordance with the County’s Resource
Protection Ordinance. The project would avoid geological hazards as
described subchapter 3.1.1 Geology and Soils and subchapter 2.7
Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

C1c-124 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Guiding
Principle 6, raising specific concerns about project transit, road
easements, and fire response times. The Specific Plan includes an
Interim Private Transit System to ensure transportation to the
regional transit center until regional transportation agencies extend
bus service to the project. Additionally, the project includes trails
throughout to foster pedestrian and biking as a means of
transportation. Please refer to Global Response: Easements (Covey
Lane and Mountain Ridge Roads) for a thorough discussion on off-
site road easements for Covey Lane and Moutain Ridge Road.
Please refer to Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a
thorough discussion on this topic.
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C1c-125 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Guiding
Principle 7, raising specific concerns about the project as a
sustainable community. Please refer to Global Response: Project
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough
discussion on this topic.

C1c-126 The project’s compliance with Guiding Principle 8 is addressed in the
discussion of Project Consistency with Applicable Policies (FEIR
Appendix F, subchapter 4.2) and the discussion of consistency with
General Plan Goal LU-7 (Agricultural Conservation) and the related
Policy 7.1 (FEIR Appendix W).

C1c-127 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Guiding
Principle 9, raising specific concerns about the cost and timing of
project infrastructure. The project would not use any public funds to
finance public infrastructure improvements, which may include roads;
water lines; sewer lines; fire, police and school facilities; and public
transit. All funding would be through private financing mechanisms.
With regards to timing, the proposed project and corresponding
infrastructure, would be built in five phases over several years. The
Specific Plan contains density limits and design guidelines, including
the provision of infrastructure to correspond to the new development,
that must be followed in order for future implementing maps to be
approved and constructed. The Specific Plan meets the
requirements of the County and all requirements of Section 65451 of
the Government Code. The project will be required to comply with
the project Specific Plan, including all required local, state and
federal approval, including, as necessary for parks and open space.
Please refer to Specific Plan, Section IV.

C1c-124
cont.
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C1c-128 The County held the EIR scoping meeting, attended a Bonsall
community planning group meeting and provided an update, and
held two public review meetings on the FEIR (one for the first public
review and one for the recirculation).

C1c-129 See response to comment C1c-113.

C1c-130 Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency
with General Plan Policy LU-1.2.

C1c-128

C1c-129

C1c-130
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C1c-131 The project includes a General Plan Amendment to the Mobility
Element to downgrade the segment of West Lilac Road from
Running Creek Road to Main Street from a 2.2C to a 2.2F road,
addressed in subchapter 1.6 of the FEIR (See also subchapter 2.3,
Traffic with respect to West Lilac Road and Road 3). An amendment
to Table M-4 would also be required because the reduction of West
Lilac Road from a 2.2C to a 2.2F would result in West Lilac Road
operating below acceptable levels of service. West Lilac Road is
being proposed to be added to Table M-4 and exempt from LOS
standards because improvements to General Plan standards of 2.2.c
would adversely affect active agricultural operations and mature oak
woodland habitat. Additionally, the improvement of West Lilac Road
to 2.2C width would require the condemnation of private land and the
removal of driveway access to homes on the northern side of West
Lilac Road. West Lilac Road would be improved in compliance with
the County Public Road Standards, unless road exceptions are
granted by the County. The section of West Lilac Road proposed to
be downgraded to a 2.2F Mobility Element road will operate at LOS
D or better in every scenario except with Road 3 as shown on the
current Mobility Element. As noted in the TIS, Section 9.2.3,
SANDAG has purchased the 902 acre Rancho Lilac property,
through which Road 3 runs for biological open space. Therefore, is
would be unlikely that Road 3 would be constructed in this location.

C1c-132 This error has been corrected. Please refer to Appendix “W”

C1c-133 The commenter broadly questions the project consistency with the
General Plan. The FEIR analyzes and concludes the project is
wholly consistent with the General Plan. Please refer to Appendix W
for a more thorough discussion of this topic.

C1c-134 The commenter broadly questions the project consistency with the
General Plan. The FEIR analyzes and concludes the project is
wholly consistent with the General Plan. Please refer to Appendix W
for a more thorough discussion of this topic. The remainder of the
comment recites General Plan LU-1.4.

C1c-130
cont.
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C1c-135 The General Plan includes two policies that guide growth in Villages.
Policy LU-1.4 specifically relates to growth in existing Villages. The
county agrees that the project is not an expansion of an existing
village and therefore LU-1.4 does not apply. Policy LU-1.2
specifically refers to the development of new Villages. See the
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2. See also response to comment C1l-2 regarding growth issues.
The project will provide the necessary infrastructure as required in
General Plan policy LU-1.2. Discussion in the FEIR regarding the
transportation system network, sewer and schools relating to the
project is found at subchapters 2.3, 3.1.7, and 3.1.5 respectively.
With respect to the two Villages identified in the County General
Plan, see response to comment O3c-3.

The project does not propose to amend any guiding principles, goals,
objectives or policies of the San Diego County General Plan but
rather the project proposes a project-specific General Plan
Amendment only. Since the General Plan Amendment will not
amend General Plan principles, goals, objectives or policies, nor
would it amend an area other than the project area, therefore it will
not necessitate countywide environmental review of the General
Plan update adopted August 11, 2011. Please refer to FEIR,
Appendix W for a thorough discussion of project consistency with
General Plan Land Use policies.

C1c-136 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Land
Use Policy 2.3, raising concerns about community character in terms
of densities and lot sizes. This project proposes to amend the
General Plan Regional Land Use Map to re-designate the entire
project site as a Village, and that is consistent with the Community
Development Model. Land use densities will be assigned based
upon the Village designation. In addition the project proposes to
modify the text of both community plansthe Valley Center
Community Plan and the Bonsall Community Plan by adding Lilac
Hills Ranch as an additional Village.

C1c-135
cont.

C1c-136
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C1c-136 (cont.)
The project has been designed to be consistent with relevant
community plan policies by incorporating the design principles set
forth in both in both of the Valley Center Community Plan and the
Bonsall Community Plancommunity plans. For example, the Valley
Center Community Plan requires “Rural Character” to be maintained
in future developments by prohibiting monotonous tract
developments and requiring site design that is consistent with the
rural community character. Additionally, in the project’s Specific Plan
Chapter 3, design guidelines are established that will, create
transitions from low-density residential and agricultural uses, to the
denser uses within the Village.

Inherently, the project features the most intense uses, single-family
attached units, in the center of the development and away from the
neighboring land uses. Project development along West Lilac Road,
east of the western entrance, would consist of single-family detached
homes on one-half acre lots (or 50-foot buffer). The wider spacing
between these homes combined with the landscaping and multi-use
trail on the south side of West Lilac Road provide a gradual transition
from the project to existing nearby homes and users of West Lilac
Road. The project also incorporates various design features to
reduce visual effects along the project perimeter. These include the
use of wider lots, and grade separations or landscape buffers in
areas where there are existing homes. Along the west side of the
project, the large riparian woodland would be preserved, providing
separation from the project and existing homes. In areas adjacent to
existing agriculture, a 50 foot wide buffer planted with trees will
provide a transition from the project to the existing uses.

C1c-137 Refer to comment C1c-136 above. Please also refer to Appendix W.
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C1c-138 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Land
Use Policy 5.3, raising concerns about preservation and project
density and sizes. Policy 5.3 is not applicable to the project because
the policy is concerned with permitting development under the Rural
and Semi-Rural Land Use Designations. The project is requesting a
General Plan Amendment approval which would result in a change in
Land Use Designation from Semi-Rural to Village.

C1c-139 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Land
Use Policy 6.1, raising concerns about potential impacts to sensitive
natural resources. The project will protect 104.1 acres of sensitive
biological resources (one-sixth of the entire project site.)
Approximately 35-acres of sensitive wetland areas will be preserved
and maintained in perpetuity along the western boundary of the
project and within the development. The few areas of disturbed
wetlands will be restored, enhanced and appropriate mitigations
provided. Mitigation for impacts to upland habitats will be located in
areas that contribute significant resources to an integrated preserve
system. Implementation of the project will ensure the conservation of
the significant sensitive resources on-ite and the implementation of
this policy. See also FEIR, subchapter 2.5, Biology; FEIR, Table S-1,
Biological Mitigation Measures, M-BIO-2 (Resource Management
Plan for riparian and sensitive natural communities); M-BIO-3
(wetland mitigation per County regulations. Thus the project is
consistent with Land Use Policy 6.1. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix
W, for a thorough discussion of project consistency with General
Plan Land Use policies.

C1c-140 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Land
Use Policy 6.4, raising concerns about open space, fire safety, and
LEED-ND equivalency. Regarding open space, the project will
protect 104.1 acres of sensitive biological resources. Moreover,
approximately 35-acres of sensitive wetland areas will be preserved
and maintained in perpetuity along the western boundary of the
project. In addition, the project incorporates 42.2 acres of agricultural
buffers and agricultural open space as part of the project design.

Regarding fire safety, the project Fire Protection Plan (FEIR,
Technical Appendix J) evaluated the level of potential fire hazard
affecting or resulting from the proposed project and the methods and
measures required to minimize that hazard. The wildfire threat will be

C1c-137
cont.
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C1c-140 (cont.)
mitigated to less than significant levels by the incorporation of
following Project design features, FMZs; the use of ignition resistant
building materials; fire and building code guidance for the protection
of non-residential structures; the provision of fire
apparatus/secondary emergency access roads, and adequate water
supply for fire hydrants. In addition, Mitigation measure M-HZ-1
provides alternative measures to achieve the same level of
protection from potential wildfires, when the 100 foot FMZ cannot be
met. Please refer to the Global Response: Fire and Medical
Services. Regarding LEED-ND equivalency, please refer to the
Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2, which includes an extensive discussion about project
consistency with LEED-ND including the project. Please refer to
FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of project consistency
with this and other General Plan Land Use policies.

C1c-141 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Land
Use Policy 6.6, raising concerns about grading. Grading for the
project maintains the overall general contour of the property,
requiring 2,300 cubic yards of grading per home, which would
require a minor grading permit on an individual lot basis). This is
consistent with projects of this size. 99.7 percent of all steep slopes
are retained in open space and private roads are used that reduce
grading by reducing the design speeds and overall development foot
print, and following the contours of the property. All graded areas will
be landscaped with drought tolerant plantings that are compatible
with the surrounding environment as well as the theme of the project.
The Specific Plan, Ch. III, Section G, includes guidelines for grading
all areas of the project beginning on page III-51. No more than 50
acres of the project site will be actively graded at any one time. See
FEIR, Table 1-4 for grading phasing. The FEIR includes conceptual
grading plans showing how the grading would adhere to existing
landforms and contours. Thus the project is consistent with Land Use
Policy 6.6. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough
discussion of project consistency with General Plan Land Use
policies. As stated in response to comment C1c-135 the project will

C1c-140
cont.
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C1c-141 (cont.)
not require amendment of any General Plan policies and will
therefore the project will not precipitate additional environmental
review. Thus the project is consistent with Land Use Policy 6.6.
Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of
project consistency with General Plan Land Use policies.

C1c-142 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Land
Use Policy 6.6, raising concerns about grading, sensitive
environmental resources, integration with natural features, and
consistency with the Valley Center Community Plan objectives. For
concerns about grading please refer to response to comments
C1c-16, C1c-30, and C1c-41 . For concerns about sensitive
environmental resources, please refer to responses to comment
C1c-139 and C1c-140. For concerns about integration of the project
with natural features, most recognizable and sensitive natural feature
on the property are the drainages with their mature oak woodlands,
almost all of which have been integrated into the preserved open
space system of the project. Where disturbed, the mature oak
woodlands have been enhanced and restored. Over 75 percent of
the property is already disturbed. Of the 146 acres that is not
disturbed, 104.1 acres, or one-sixth of the site, will be conserved in
permanent open space. For concerns about consistency with the
Valley Center Community Plan objectives, please see response to
comment C1c-136, for example, addressing community character.
Please refer to the FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of
project consistency with General Plan Land Use Policy 6.6. For the
foregoing reasons, the project is therefore consistent with Land Use
Policy 6.6.

C1c-143 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Land
Use Policy 6.7, raising concerns about open space and the project
relationship to the MSCP. For concerns about open space please
refer to response to comments C1c-139 and 140. Regarding the
project relationship to the MSCP, the project is not located within any
proposed regional preserve system. However, the project contains a
significant drainage along the western boundary of the property that
will be preserved as open space. This area is adjacent to and drains
into the proposed preserve envisioned in the Draft North County
Multiple Species Conservation Program (NC MSCP).



LETTER RESPONSE

Community Groups-116

C1c-143 (cont.)
There are no wildlife corridors or core areas identified on the project
site. Local movement is maintained through preservation of major
drainage areas through the property in both north-south and east-
west directions. Impacts to upland habitat will be mitigated offsite by
providing land located within the proposed PAMA contributing the
long-term sustainability of upland vegetation types including coastal
sage scrub and chaparral. Landscaping within the project will not use
invasive species as provided in the conceptual landscape plan and
the Specific Plan. In keeping with the project objectives of a
consolidated development footprint, Lilac Hills Ranch preserves the
more sensitive wetlands while developing less sensitive upland
areas where no significant populations of native species are located.
Conservation of upland habitat offsite in areas conceptually planned
as a regional preserve will ensure that the natural environment is
preserved in an interconnected preserve system while ensuring that
development is done in a sustainable, consolidated manner,
minimizing habitat fragmentation. Lilac Hills Ranch will conserve 90-
95 percent of on-site wetlands and restore degraded habitat in
accordance with the Lilac Hills Ranch Resource Management Plan.
Appropriate buffers are included in the project design. Thus the
project is consistent with Land Use Policy 6.7. Please refer to FEIR,
Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of project consistency with
General Plan Land Use policies.
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C1c-144 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Land
Use Policy 6.9, raising concerns about grading, natural features, and
amending the General Plan at large. Concerning grading and
amending the General Plan at large please refer to response to
comment C1c-141 and for concerns about natural features, please
refer to response to comment C1c-142. Moreover, grading in all
phases, including off-site improvements would comply with the
Landform Grading Guidelines contained in the Specific Plan which
will include the blending and rounding of slopes, roadways, and pads
to reflect the existing surrounding contours by undulating slopes,
replicating the natural terrain. The Specific Plan text includes a
number of single-family development templates that step down the
hillsides. All earthwork activities will occur only within the project
boundaries as required. Runoff is directed to existing drainages
through appropriate mechanisms as discussed in the FEIR, Chapter
3.0 and in Appendix U-1,2,3 relating to hydrology and stormwater
management. Thus the project is consistent with Land Use Policy
6.9. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of
project consistency with General Plan Land Use policies.

C1c-145 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Land
Use Policy 9.6, raising concerns about LEED-ND equivalency and
project transit services. Please refer to the Global Response: Project
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2, which includes an
extensive analysis of LEED-ND equivalency as applied to the
project. For example, the project includes an Integrated
Transportation Management Plan that ensures project linkage to the
regional transit system through implementation of an interim plan
and through long-term coordination with regional transportation
agencies. A transportation node is a stop in a transportation system
(ie: bus stop). The Town Center is located at the main intersection of
Main Street and Lilac Hills Ranch Road in the north-central portion of
the property as called for by this policy. This location would support a
transportation node because it is easily accessible and is where a
transit stop will be included in the future when the NCTD bus service
is extended to this area. Neighborhood Centers are also located with
other civic and commercial uses to enhance viability and ensure that
they can be easily reached on foot or bike. Thus the project is
consistent with Land Use Policy 9.6. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix
W, for a thorough discussion of project consistency with General
Plan Land Use policies.

C1c-143
cont.
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C1c-146 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Land
Use Policy 9.11, raising concerns about grading and amending the
General Plan at large. Concerning grading and amending the
General Plan at large please refer to response to comment C1c-141.
Moreover, the natural drainage system is retained within the design
of Lilac Hills Ranch. Habitat restoration will ensure that infiltration
into groundwater is maximized. Several detention basins are
incorporated throughout the project to ensure that most stormwater
runoff percolates back into the groundwater that underlies the
property. The project will also encourage builders to achieve
hydrologic invisibility through a combination of methods including
architectural features, rain harvesting and use of loosened soil zones
to maximize filtration. The most recognizable and sensitive natural
feature on the property are the drainages with their mature oak
woodlands, almost all of which have been integrated into the
preserved open space system of the project. Where disturbed, the
mature oak woodlands have been enhanced and restored. Over 75
percent of the property is already disturbed. Of the 146 acres that is
not disturbed, 104.1 acres will be conserved in permanent open
space. Thus the project is consistent with Land Use Policy 9.11.
Please see response to Comment C1c-142 and refer to FEIR,
Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of project consistency with
General Plan Land Use Element policies.

C1c-147 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Land
Use Policy 10.2, raising concerns about sensitive natural resources,
community character, and hydromodification of the site. Land Use
Policy 10.2 is not applicable to the project because the project is
requesting a General Plan Amendment approval of which would
result in a change in Land Use Designation from Semi-Rural to
Village. Please refer to responses to comments C1c-139 and C1c-
140 concern sensitive natural resources. Please refer to response to
comment C1c-29 for a discussion of hydromodification of the site.
Thus the project is not inconsistent with Land Use Policy 10.2.
Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of
project consistency with General Plan Land Use Element policies.
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C1c-148 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with Mobility
Element Policy 12.9, raising concerns about using fencing, for
example, to protect biological resource preserve from trail and
human pet activities, also known as edge effects. As discussed in
the Specific Plan in Subchapter III.J.3, at p. III-55 there will be
maintenance plans reviewed and approved by state and federal
wildlife agencies ensuring the long term protection of the habitat and
wetland values of the 104.1 acre biological preserve in compliance
with state and federal wildlife and habitat protection laws. Fencing to
protect edge effects but still allow wildlife movement is thoroughly
discussed in FEIR at Subchapter 2.5.2.2, specifically at pages 2.5-
22, 2.5-24, 2.5-41. RIER Subchapter 2.5.5 also discusses a range of
mitigation measures to protect biological resources. Please refer to
FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of project consistency
with General Plan Mobility Element policies, including policy 12.9.

C1c-149 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with
Conservation and Open Space Goal 2, raising concerns about
biological and agricultural resources and growth inducement.
Regarding biological resource protection see responses to
comments C1c-151 and c1c-152, and FEIR subchapter 2.5.
Moreover, the site design of the project places development in the
less sensitive upland areas where no significant populations of native
species have been located. The more sensitive wetland habitats are
preserved in existing drainages onsite and because this site design
strategy places a significant complex of wetlands immediately
adjacent to the proposed preserve envisioned in the Draft North
County Multiple Species Conservation Program (NC MSCP) the loss
of the most sensitive natural habitat on the project site is minimized.
See FEIR, subchapter 2.5 Biology; Specific Plan, Section II.C.
Regarding agriculture, the project includes community gardens,
orchards, and would encourage farmers markets in the Town Center.
Regarding growth inducement, subchapter 1.8 in the FEIR was
revised. It thoroughly analyzes various factors, including project
density, additional housing, roadway construction, public facilities,
fire and emergency services, schools, and water and wastewater
services, and concludes the project could be growth inducing due to
the intensification of uses on-site, lower fire response times to the
vicinity, and expansion of water and sewer infrastructure However
potential impacts are too speculative for evaluation in this FEIR
because the specific nature design and timing of future projects is
unknown at this time.

C1c-147
cont.
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C1c-149 (cont.)
Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of
project consistency with COS Goal 2 and other Conservation and
Open Space Element policies.

Finally, the commenter correctly observes, as is discussed in the
FEIR in subchapter 2.9, that project construction and development
over the 10 to 12 year development phase will cause irreversible
changes to the project site.

C1c-150 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with
Conservation and Open Space Policies 2.1 raising concerns about
growth inducing impacts to the MSCP. Regarding growth
inducement, the FEIR in subchapter 1.8 thoroughly analyzes various
factors, including project density, additional housing, roadway
construction, public facilities, fire and emergency services, schools,
and water and wastewater services, and concludes the project could
be growth inducing due to the intensification of uses on-site, lower
fire response times to the vicinity, and expansion of water and sewer
infrastructure. However potential impacts are too speculative for
evaluation in this FEIR because the specific nature design and timing
of future projects is unknown at this time. Moreover, the project
places development in the less sensitive upland areas where no
significant populations of native species have been located. The
more sensitive wetland habitats are preserved in existing drainages
onsite and because this site design places a significant complex of
wetlands immediately adjacent to the proposed preserve (PAMA)
envisioned in the Draft North County Multiple Species Conservation
Program (NC MSCP) the loss of the most sensitive natural habitat on
the project site is minimized. See FEIR, subchapter 2.5 Biology;
Specific Plan, Section II.C. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a
thorough discussion of project consistency with COS Policy 2.1 and
other Conservation and Open Space Element policies.
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C1c-151
The commenter questions the consistency of the project with
Conservation and Open Space Policy 2.2 (COS-2.2) raising
concerns about project consistency with LEED-ND with respect to
biological resources protection. Please refer to Global Response:
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough
discussion on this topic.

C1c-152 For example the project will permanently protect and enhance 104.1
acres or one-sixth of the biological and wetland resources on the
site. Moreover, the project Biological Open Space plan assures the
permanent conservation of wetlands and associated riparian and
upland habitats, the restoration of degraded wetland habitat, and the
provision of opportunities for wetland enhancement, in accordance
with an approved and funded Resource Management Plan that
meets rigorous wetland conservation and mitigation criteria required
by local, state, and federal natural resource agencies. For example,
the County RPO limits impacts wetlands, wetland buffers, and
sensitive habitat lands and requires a wetland buffer where
development is adjacent to wetland areas. According to the
Biological Resource Report, current wetland buffers, as contained
within the designated limits of the proposed biological open space
areas are a minimum of 50 feet wide for the preserved wetlands, with
some wetland buffer widths exceeding 100 feet for limited distances.
The project, in total, will mitigate for all impacts to wetlands and
associated riparian and upland areas, onsite and offsite, through the
following mitigation: coast live oak woodland (preserve 3.3 acres on-
site; purchase 1.2 acres off-site); coastal sage scrub (preserve 2.9
acres on-site; purchase 39.4 acres off-site); coastal/valley freshwater
marsh (preserve 0.5 acre on-site; create 0.3 acre off-site); southern
coast live oak riparian woodland (preserve 22.8 acres on-site;
create/purchase 4.8 acres off-site); southern mixed chaparral
(preserve 27.1 acres on-site; purchase 26.9 acres off-site); southern
willow riparian woodland (preserve 4.2 acres on-site;
create/purchase 1.5 acres off-site); southern willow scrub (preserve
5.8 acres on-site; create/purchase 1.8 acres off-site); mule fat scrub
(create/purchase 0.3 acre off-site), open water/freshwater wetland
(create/purchase 1.5 acres off-site); and disturbed wetland (preserve
0.3 acre on-site; create/purchase 0.3 acre off-site). In addition, the
project will create 6.0 acres of wetland and enhance 12.0 acres of
existing disturbed wetland resources on-site to help offset a portion
of the creation/purchase of wetland habitat mitigation off-site.

C1c-150
cont.
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C1c-151 and C1c-152 (cont.)
The project is required to monitor and maintain the on-site and off-
site open space in accordance with the County’s Resource
Protection Ordinance. Conceptual Resource Management Plans
have been prepared that prescribes the protection and maintenance
of wetland areas and associated riparian and upland habitats being
preserved on the site.

See FEIR, Ch. 2.5, Biological Resource Report, Attachments 15
(Wetlands) and 16 (Biological Open Space). These plans require,
among other measures, the removal of invasive species and fencing
and signage to prevent site disturbance and degradation. As stated,
the final Resource Management Plan must be reviewed and
approved by local, state and federal resource agencies and meet all
sensitive habitat and wetland regulatory standards including no net
loss of habitat functions and values. Therefore the project would be
consistent with this goal. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a
thorough discussion of project consistency with Conservation and
Open Space Element policies.

C1c-153 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with
Conservation and Open Space Policies 3.2 raising concerns about
edge effects and stormwater impacts to wetland protection areas.
Concerning protection of biological resource area protection from
edge effects, please refer to response to comment C1c-148.
Regarding stormwater management, the FEIR at Subchapter 2.7
discusses that the project would include on-site drainage facilities,
including water quality treatment BMPs and three hydromodification
basins (one per existing drainage basin), to protect against
sedimentation and erosion resulting from storm water runoff. The
project’s impermeable surfaces will not have an impact on the open
space in terms of stormwater runoff negatively effecting the riparian
area, as disclosed in the FEIR analysis that is supported by
Stormwater Management Plans, Drainage Studies, and a
Hydromodification Management Plan in Technical Appendices U-1,
U-2, and U-3, respectively. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a
thorough discussion of project consistency with COS Policy 2.1 and
other Conservation and Open Space Element policies.
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C1c-154 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with
Housing Element Policies H-1.3, H-1.4, and H-1.8. With regard to
Housing Element Policy 1.3, the project is consistent with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2 where housing will be located within close
proximity to the town center, providing job opportunities, public
services and infrastructure. In addition, the project will provide a site
for a regional transit stop, as described in the Global Response:
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2. With regards to
Housing Element Policies 1.4 and 1.8 the project includes a wide mix
of housing types, including 1,000 square foot units, work/live units,
and other forms of housing that support housing for different ages
and incomes. The project also includes special senior housing, group
facilities, and a senior center. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for
a thorough discussion of consistency with project-applicable Housing
Element policies.

C1c-155 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with
Housing Element Policy H-1.8. The Lilac Hills Specific Plan includes
nearly 26 percent of its residential units within a Senior
Neighborhood dedicated to providing senior citizen housing with
individual homes for seniors and necessary facilities and amenities
including a senior community center, assisted and communal living
properties within a private gated active adult community are included
in the project. As shown in FEIR Figure 1-4, a commercial-mixed use
area is located within the Senior Neighborhood that would be
dedicated to the needs of the residents. Thus the project is
consistent with Housing Element Policy H-1.8. Please refer to FEIR,
Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of consistency with project-
applicable Housing Element policies. In response to the commenter’s
concern about senior being able to walk or bike to community
ammenities please refer to response to comment C1c-20 for a
thorough discussion of project walkability with respect to its
residents, including the senior community.

C1c-153
cont.
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C1c-156 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with
Housing Element Policies regarding affordable housing. Specifically,
the project has been designed to ensure that the full number of
homes will be constructed. As shown on Figure 15 of the Specific
Plan, certain areas within or adjacent to the Town Center and central
Neighborhood Center will provide opportunities for housing at
densities of 25 units per acre. The County does not have an
ordinance requiring developers to provide affordable housing. Please
refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of consistency
with project-applicable Housing Element policies.

C1c-157 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with
Housing Element Policy H-2.1 raising concerns about project
consistency with the General Plan, the Valley Center Community
Plan, and specific criteria of General Plan Land Use Policy LU-1.2.
Please refer to Global Response: Project Consistency with General
Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W for a thorough discussion on
these topics. Moreover, Lilac Hills Ranch will expand the variety of
housing opportunities available to residents of the unincorporated
area in a well designed Village and will be constructed in accordance
with a comprehensive set of design guidelines. This will not degrade
or detract from the character of homes in the area. Such homes
range from expensive custom homes on large lots to older, small,
modest residential structures modeled on homes built in past
decades. Open space along project boundaries will provide a buffer
in other areas. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough
discussion of consistency with project-applicable Housing Element
policies. See also response to comment C1c-158.

C1c-155
cont.
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C1c-158 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with the
Valley Center Community Plan, raising concerns about protecting the
community character goals. The project would amend the community
plan to state that the community would include three Villages. This is
described in the FEIR in subchapters 3.1.4.1 and 3.1.4.2. Please
refer to response to comment C1c-136 for a discussion of how the
project is consistent with the VCCP community character goals and
policies. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough
discussion of consistency with all project-applicable Valley Center
Community Plan policies.

C1c-159 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with the
Valley Center Community Plan, raising concerns about protecting the
land use goals. Please refer to Global Response: Project
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W for a
thorough discussion on these topics.

Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of
consistency with all project-applicable Valley Center Community Plan
policies.

C1c-160 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with the
Valley Center Community Plan, raising concerns about amending the
Village Boundaries Map. The Regional Categories Map and Land
Use Maps are graphic representations of the Land Use Framework
and the related goals and policies of the General Plan. (Chapter 3,
page 18.) The General Plan states that it is intended to be a dynamic
document and General Plan Policy LU-1.2 permits new villages that
are consistent with the Community Development Model and meet the
requirements set forth therein. Therefore the language in the General
Plan clearly allows for future amendments to the Land Use Map and
Regional Categories Map. Please refer to Global Response: Project
Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough
discussion on related topic. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a
thorough discussion of consistency with all project-applicable Valley
Center Community Plan policies.

C1c-157
cont.
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C1c-161 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with the
Valley Center Community Plan, raising concerns about rural
compatibility such as upholding community design standards.

The Specific Plan is used to apply development standards and
design refinements to a specific project consistent with the General
Plan and the Valley Center Community Plan. The General Plan
articulates countywide land use policies while a Specific Plan
implements the plan in a particular land use context such as the
project site.

Chapter I.J (Relationship to General Plan) of the Specific Plan text
provides: “The San Diego County General Plan, the Valley Center
Community Plan, and the Bonsall Community Plan provide the
overall planning policy framework for the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific
Plan. Section V of this Specific Plan text and Chapter 4 of the
General Plan Amendment Report and Appendix A provides detailed
analysis regarding how and why this Specific Plan is consistent with
the goals and policies of the County General Plan. The Lilac Hills
Ranch Specific Plan is intended to further implement the policies of
these documents as set forth in the standards and guidelines
provided herein.

The Specific Plan includes site level details regarding design and
operations that will govern the project as it is implemented during
successive site plan approvals to achieve the goals of that plan. For
example, the project Specific Plan has specific landscape (e.g., plant
pallets) and architectural design standard (e.g., California bungalow,
historic 1930s village). The site plan approval process (implementing
the Specific Plan) would incorporate the Valley Center Design
Guidelines, as applicable, following the special process set forth for
applying the “V” setback regulator and the “D” Special Area
Designator requirements as described, in Ch. IV of the Specific Plan
in p. IV-7. Please refer to Appendix W for a thorough discussion of
the project and its consistency with the Valley Center Community
Plan and General Plan. The Specific Plan would not replace the
Valley Center Design Guidelines with the design guidelines of the
Specific Plan and would in fact be required to be consistent with the
design standards of the Valley Center Design Guidelines. With
regards to concerns about project grading please refer to response
to comments C1c-141 and C1c-142. With regards to concerns about
topography, please refer to response to comment C1c-144.
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C1c-162 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with the
Valley Center Community Plan commercial goals. The commenter is
incorrect to state that commercial uses may not exist outside the
existing villages in Valley Center. The policy referenced prohibits
strip commercial outside of the two existing villages. The project
does not propose or include strip commercial. Furthermore, to
assert that the Community Development Model can only be applied
to those villages that have been established by the current General
Plan would prohibit the County from amending its General Plan in
the future to allow for the establishment of any new villages. While
the General Plan does state that villages are intended to grow in
compact land development patterns, the General Plan also
recognizes the need to accommodate future growth by planning and
facilitating housing. (Page 2-7) For further discussion of this topic
please refer to response to comment C1c-14. Please refer to FEIR,
Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of consistency with project-
applicable commercial goals of the Valley Center Community Plan.

C1c-163 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with the
Valley Center Community Plan agricultural goals. The project is
consistent with the Valley Center Community Plan agricultural goals.
For example, the Specific Plan allows agriculture uses in any zone
within the project site. An additional 20.8 acres of agriculture, outside
of the biological open space, will be conserved throughout the
community. The project would also preserve and enhance continued
and future agricultural operations at a more optimal location, by
mitigation measure M-AG-1 that requires the purchase of an
agricultural conservation easement for 43.8 acres of prime and
statewide importance soils at a 1:1. Finally, the FEIR Agricultural
Resources Report includes additional measures where deemed
necessary to ensure that no significant unmitigated impacts to
existing agriculture will occur, such as: 50-foot-wide buffers planted
with two rows of citrus, avocado, or olive trees (M-AG-1); Installation
of 6-foot-high fencing to protect adjacent agricultural activities from
unwanted intrusions by people and domestic pets (M-AG-2); and
prohibition of habitable structures near the project buffer (M-AG-3).
Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of
consistency with project-applicable commercial goals of the Valley
Center Community Plan.

C1c-161
cont.
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C1c-164 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with the
Valley Center Community Plan mobility goals. The project is
consistent with the Valley Center Community Plan mobility goals,
specifically Policy 12. The Lilac Hills Ranch circulation network
includes an interconnected network of private roads that provide
multiple internal connections. Lilac Hills Ranch includes four
connecting points to existing roads, ensuring that both local and
surrounding residents have alternate routes. Please refer to FEIR,
Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of consistency with project-
applicable mobility goals of the Valley Center Community Plan.

The commenter also states concerns regarding which design
standards apply to the project, which is discussed in response to
comment C1c-161. Regarding the provision of two separate legal
access points to public roads, see Global Response: Easements
(Covey Land and Mountain Ridge Road). The Reduced Intensity
Alternative (FEIR subchapter 4.6) evaluates a project alternative that
considers “weather other public roads within the proejct would be
needed to provide a clear circulation that benefits the entire
community,” and in which grading for West Lilac Road would be to
County standard 2.2C through the northern portion of the project site.
This alternative was rejected because the Reduced Intensity
Alternative would not reduce the significant and unavoidable visual
quality impacts associated with the project. Due to engineering
constraints associated with this alternative, smaller lots would be
placed adjacent to the northern project perimeter, visual impacts to
views along the existing West Lilac Road would be greater under this
alternative than for the project. For additional discusion relating to
the rejection of this alternative, see FEIR subchapter 4.6.3.
Regarding project grading, FEIR Table 1-4 shows grading quantities
for the project. As shown in FEIR Figure 1-18 and discussed in FEIR
subchapter 1.2.1.10 grading has been designed to minimize impacts.
Both cuts and fills are proposed within each grading area. Fill
material would be transferred between the areas as required. Overall
grading would be balanced on-site with an estimated 4.0 million
cubic yards (cy) of balanced cut and fill (less than 2,300 cy per
home), without the need for export or import of soil. Regarding
topography and the integration of natural features, this is thoroughly

C1c-163
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C1c-164 (cont.)
discussed in response to comment C1c-144. As stated previously,
the commenter correctly observes, as is discussed in the FEIR in
subchapter 2.9, that project construction and development over the
10 to 12 year development phase will cause irreversible changes to
the project site.

C1c-165 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with the
Valley Center Community Plan fire protection goals. The project is
consistent with the Valley Center Community Plan fire protection
goals. For example, a FPP for the project was prepared in
accordance with the DSFPD Ordinance No. 2010-01 and County
guidance, and referenced material in the 2011 Consolidated Fire
Code, Guidelines for Determining Significance. (See Appendix J to
the FEIR) The FPP evaluated the level of potential fire hazard
affecting or resulting from the proposed project and the methods and
measures required to minimize that hazard. The FEIR in subchapter
2.7 analyzes and discusses the potential fire hazards and mitigation
to reduce threats to less than significant levels. Please refer to the
Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a thorough
discussion of this topic.

Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a thorough discussion of
consistency with project-applicable fire protection goals of the Valley
Center Community Plan. The comments described above are out of
date and do not reflect the new comment letter provided by DSFPD,
dated July 28, 2014, that states its position with respect to providing
fire services to the project. Please refer to the Global Response: Fire
and Medical Services for a thorough discussion of this topic.

C1c-166 As stated in correspondence dated October 30, 2014 to Mark
Slovick, the Bonsall Unified School District has stated interest in
using the proposed school site to further their district’s needs. With
respect to the potential for the site to contain additional residential
uses, subchapter 3.1.5 acknowledges that if neither a public or
private entity obtains the site, it may be considered for an alternative
use. If this site is not needed for a school use, the site could be used
for RU uses including residential development by transferring
unallocated units to the school site as provided for in the Specific
Plan. Any proposal to add residential units above the 1,746
authorized by the plan would require a General Plan Amendment.



LETTER RESPONSE

Community Groups-130

C1c-167 The project’s park system is designed to provide both active and
passive recreational opportunities,open tofcommunity residents and
the general public, including a public park. As further discussed in
FEIR subchapter 3.1.6, overall the project will inlcude a total of 11
public and private park areas (of which the private parks in Phases
1-3 are open to the general public, with the exception of P-4).

The project is required to provide a minimum of 15.09-acres under
the County’s Park Lands Dedication Ordinance (PLDO). As shown
on Table 4 of the Specific Plan and as discussed in FEIR Chapter
1.0, the project exceeds the County PLDO by providing a total of
19.1 acres of PLDO park land, which includes the required public
park (P-7). The project is not subject to the 10-acres per 1,000
people, as that is a regional county goal.

Contrary to the comment that 350 homes will be occupied
before any parks are constructed, section III-M.14 of the
Specific Plan discusses park phasing, which states “The developer
shall complete construction of all the private parks located in a
particular construction sub-phase (shown on Figure 15(b) as 1A, 1B,
and 1C) prior to issuance of 50% of the building permits located in
that sub-phase (1A, 1B and 1C) or within two years from 1st building
permit issuance in that sub-phase, whichever comes first.”
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C1c-168 The commenter makes a concluding statement which is
acknowledged. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and is
included in the project’s Final FEIR for the decision makers to
consider.

C1c-167
cont.
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C1c-169 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator that the
project is not consistent with the County’s General Plan. Please see
comment C1c-79.

C1c-170 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator only. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental
issue, no further response is required.

C1c-171 The commenter makes statements about the FEIR not analyzing
physical impacts resulting from the project General Plan
Amendment. This comment mischaracterizes the analysis framework
of the FEIR and statements found in the FEIR. Please see comment
C1c-79 above.

C1c-172 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator only. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental
issue, no further response is required.

C1c-169
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C1c-173 The commenter raises a concern about project phasing and Specific
Plan implementation. The commenter is correct in that there is no
requirement that all phases of the project will be constructed at a
certain point in the project and that the town center be operational
within a specific period of time.

Specific plans are described under California Government Code
Section §65450 et seq. The purpose of a specific plan is the
“systematic implementation” of the general plan. (§65450) It is similar
in nature to a zoning ordinance in that it implements the General
Plan through the use of development regulations and standards.
While there are certain requirements for the contents of specific
plans there are no specific requirements related to phasing.

The contents of the project’s Specific Plan are consistent with the
requirements of California Government Code Section 65451 (a). The
Specific Plan contains detailed development standards, distribution
of land uses, infrastructure requirements, and implementation
measures for development of the project. These development
standards and regulations implement the Specific Plan through all of
its phases. As each individual proposal is submitted for approval, the
proposal must be found consistent with the Specific Plan and its
zoning regulations and design criteria.

With respect to the comment that there is no guarantee that the Town
Center would ever be built and that just residences at village densities,
this scenario would not meet the intent of Policy LU-1.2 (please refer
to Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-
1.2 for a full discussion relevant to these issues.) Walkable
communities are distinguished because they have multiple land uses
within ½ mile of all the housing. The Project has multiple land uses,
some of which are in the Town Center or Commercial Nodes (such as
retail, commercial, civic, school, recreation) and some of which are
adjacent to the Town Center and Commercial Nodes (such as the
parks, trails, recycling center, equestrian staging area,etc). As a
result, the Specific Plan ensures that the overall project meets LU-1.2.

Finally, whether through the adoption of a zoning ordinance or a
specific plan, there is never a guarantee that a specific geographic
area would be built within a specified period of time, since
development is ultimately the function of market demand. Rather the
purpose of such planning tools are to assure that when such

C1c-172
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development occurs it is consistent with the goals and policies set
forth by the legislative body.

The project is designed so that each phase of construction would
trigger specific mitigation measures that are tied to the physical
impacts that would result from that phase of development; As
detailed in the Specific Plan, Part IV Implementation, the project
phasing provides for flexibility to allow for market variability. The
Specific Plan, Section IV Implementation includes a Community
Phasing Plan on page IV-1. Construction of the project is anticipated
to occur over an eight to twelve year period in response to market
demands and to provide a logical and orderly expansion of
roadways, public utilities, and infrastructure. The five phases of the
project are shown in Figure 15a of the Specific Plan and phasing
would be implemented through the recording of the Final Maps.
Actual construction of dwelling units could occur in any order. For
example, Phase 3 may be constructed after Phase 1, followed by
Phase 2, etc. The project’s phasing plan is discussed at DEIR FEIR
subchapter 1.2.1.10.

The applicant would be required to meet various commitments prior
to approval of each Tentative Map or Tentative Parcel Map such as
providing landscaping, street improvements, parks, open space
dedications, and satisfying the mitigation measures included in the
FEIR. As a result, regardless of the order of phasing, the
environmental impacts would be fully mitigated prior to the impact
occurring and be consistent with the requirements set forth in the
Specific Plan.

C1c-174 The commenter raises concerns about regarding project growth
inducing impacts. Regarding growth inducement, the FEIR in
subchapter 1.8 thoroughly analyzes various factors, including project
density, additional housing, construction, public facilities, fire and
emergency services, schools, and water and wastewater services,
and concludes that the project could be growth inducing due to the
intensification of uses on-site, lower fire response times to the
vicinity, and expansion of water and sewer infrastructure. However
potential impacts are too speculative for evaluation in this FEIR
because of the specific nature, design, and timing of future projects
is unknown at this time. The balance of the comment expresses the
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C1c-174
opinions of the commentator only. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to
a final decision on the proposed project. See also comment C1c-173.

C1c-175 The commenter expresses general concern about the project
straddling two community planning areas. Comment noted. The
comment does not provide any explanation, information, specific
examples, or other support for the comment. Nevertheless, there is
no county prohibition against a community straddling two planning
areas. See also comment C1c-121.

C1c-176 The comment addresses general subject areas, regarding the history
of community planning in Valley Center, which received extensive
analysis in the FEIR and raises the concern of adding another village
to the community planning area. The comment does not raise any
specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more
specific response can be provided or is required. However, the
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
Please also see response to comment C1c-161.
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C1c-177 The statement references a checklist sent by the Planning and
Development Services to the Applicant as a part of its processing of
its application for this project and have been addressed thorough out
the process. The letter predates the public review period of the the
prior draft of the project’s EIR and the FEIR. CEQA requires that
comments on a draft EIR should focus on the sufficiency of the
document in identifying an analyzing the possible impacts on the
environment and ways in which the project’s significant effects might
be avoided or mitigated, especially specific alternatives or mitigation
measures. (Guidelines 15204(a).) Since the attached letters were
written before FEIR was out for public review, the letter goes beyond
the scope of CEQA and does not raise any environmental issue with
respect to this document. Therefore, no response is required.

C1c-178 The commenter asserts that the Community Character Goals and
Policies, Goal 1 A, which aims at preserving and enhancing rural
character by maintaining a pattern of land use consistent with
regional categories is not analyzed in the consistency analysis
matrix. However, this is incorrect. The project is proposing an
amendment to the Valley Center Community Plan Goal 1 A to add a
third Village consistent with the Community Development Model.
Goal 1 B and Goal 1 C are not applicable because the project would
change the Regional Categories to Village. The project is consistent
with Policies 1 and 2 as explained in FEIR Appendix W. The Lilac
Hills Ranch Specific Plan provides as one of its Goals and Policies
that it will “… further implement the policies and development
standards set forth in the County General Plan, and the Valley
Center and Bonsall Community Plans.” (Page I-2.) Site Plan
approval is required for all development within the project to
determine conformance with the Valley Center Design Guidelines.
Also, community landscaping will require compliance with the
applicable requirements of the Valley Center and Bonsall Design
Guidelines.

C1c-176
cont.
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C1c-179 The project would amend the community plan to state that the
community would include three Villages. Please refer to response to
comment C1c-79.

C1c-180 The commenter questions the consistency of the project with the
Valley Center Community Plan, raising concerns about amending the
Village Boundaries Map. The Regional Categories Map and Land
Use Maps are graphic representations of the Land Use Framework
and the related goals and policies of the General Plan. (Chapter 3,
page 18.) The General Plan states that it is intended to be a dynamic
document and General Plan Policy LU-1.2 permits new villages that
are consistent with the Community Development Model and meet the
requirements set forth therein. Please refer to Global Response:
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough
discussion on related topic. Please refer to FEIR, Appendix W, for a
thorough discussion of consistency with all project-applicable Valley
Center Community Plan policies.

C1c-181 The commenter expresses concern about the consistent application
of design standards to the project.

Chapter I.J (Relationship to General Plan) of the Specific Plan text
provides: “The San Diego County General Plan, the Valley Center
Community Plan, and the Bonsall Community Plan provide the
overall planning policy framework for the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific
Plan. Section V of this Specific Plan text and Chapter 4 of the
General Plan Amendment Report and Appendix A provides detailed
analysis regarding how and why this Specific Plan is consistent with
the goals and policies of the County General Plan. The Lilac Hills
Ranch Specific Plan is intended to further implement the policies of
these documents as set forth in the standards and guidelines
provided herein.”

The Specific Plan contains the required design standards to
successfully implement the project consistent with the General Plan.
For example, the project Specific Plan includes specific landscape
(e.g. plant pallets) and architectural design standards (e.g., California
bungalow, historic 1930s village) and has operational standards for
infrastructure facilities (e.g. low flow showerheads, solar oriented
building siting). The site plan approval process would incorporate the

C1c-178
cont.

C1c-179

C1c-180

C1c-181



LETTER RESPONSE

Community Groups-143

C1c-181 (cont.)
locally formulated Valley Center Design Guidelines, as applicable,
following the special process set forth for applying the “V” setback
regulator and the “D” Special Area Designator requirements as
described, in Ch. IV of the Specific Plan at p. IV-7.

The application of design standards is thoroughly discussed at
response to comment C1c-161. The project’s consistency with the
Valley Center Community Plan regarding grading and topography
are also thoroughly discussed at response to comment C1c-161.

Further, the project’s consistency with the Valley Center Community
Plan Goal 4 (Mobility) is thoroughly discussed in FEIR Appendix W.

The project is consistent with this Rural Compatibility Policy 5 since it
will adhere to the Valley Center Community Right of Way
Development Procedures, as applicable, as indicated in the Specific
Plan on page II-26. Regarding Rural Compatibility Policy 4, grading
guidelines ensure natural topography on the site is adhered to,
wherever possible, by applying refined grading techniques, including
curvilinear and undulating shapes. The proposed roads would follow
the natural topography and minimize grading for roads to the
minimum necessary without compromising safety. Where required,
the installation of curbs, gutters, and sidewalks will be according to
County and State standards. The Specific Plan includes a thorough
discussion of Road Landscaping design standards and regulations in
Subchapter III.D.3 starting on page III-18. The Specific Plan
illustrates on Figures 25 through 53 the typical street cross sections,
with parallel community pathways featuring trees, shrubs, rustic
fencing, permeable surfacing, such as decomposed granite, which
promotes a rural, rustic atmosphere. Thus, the project is consistent
with Rural Compatibility Policy 5.

The project is consistent with Rural Compatibility Policy 6 since the
project is consistent with the Community Development Model which
includes feathering at the project boundaries to create a seamless
transition to the surrounding Semi-Rural land use. Furthermore,
there are no uses as the project periphery which would create heavy
traffic, noise, odors, dust, or unsightly views. The project periphery to
the east would be fully landscaped with trails, and 50 foot wide
orchard buffers; project features to the west would consist of
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biological open space and parks. Please refer to Global Response:
Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough
discussion on the application of “feathering” techniques, such as
positioning open space and trails at the project perimeter, under the
Community Development planning model. Please also refer to
Appendix W for a thorough discussion of this topic.

C1c-182 The commenter expresses concern about project consistency with
Rural Compatibility Policy 9. Lilac Hills Ranch is located within an
area where existing or planned infrastructure can service and
support the project. It is located a quarter-mile from the Interstate 15
corridor in the unincorporated area of San Diego County with
freeway access at the Old Highway 395 Interchange. The project is
also within the boundaries of the Valley Center Municipal Water
District and the Deer Springs Fire Protection District. A Capabilities
Assessment was prepared by Dudek and Hunt (2014) that shows
there is capacity to serve the project at build out. There is existing
water infrastructure on- site including transmission lines to the site,
numerous meters, and two water tanks. The Water Supply
Assessment approved by the VCMWD confirmed that the
Community’s imported water use will be equal to or less than the
imported water use after project implementation. Furthermore, as
discussed in response to comment C1c-97, the VCWMD has
provided Project Facility Availability Forms from the VCMWD for
both sewer and water, which indicate that the project is in the
district, eligible for service, and facilities are expected to be
available within the next 5 years. Thus, the project is consistent with
Rural Compatibility Policy 9. Please refer generally to Appendix W
for a thorough discussion of this topic.

The commenter adds a statement about the project in relation to
SANDAG regional growth forecasts and planning efforts. Refer to
comments C1c-6 and C1c-117 for a related discussion.

C1c-183 The commenter questions consistency with the Commercial Land
Use Goal Policy 1, concerning potential commercial development
on Valley Center Road and Mirar de Valle. The project proposes a
new Village which would contain commercial development. This
policy would not apply to this project in the event of the
establishment of a new Village. Please refer generally to
Appendix W for a thorough discussion of this topic.

C1c-181
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C1c-184 The commenter questions consistency with the Commercial Land
Use Goal Policy 8, asserting that the project would contribute to
blight in existing commercial areas within existing villages. While
economic and social effects ordinarily need not be discussed in an
EIR, physical changes, such as blight, are secondary impacts that
must be analyzed if they are significant. The potential for
commercial uses in the project blighting other parts of the
community planning areas is too speculative. The commercial uses
intended for the project will be sized to meet the needs of the
project. The Specific Plan Design Guidelines for the Town Center
and Neighborhood Centers discourages big box type commercial
uses within the project area. The Design Guidelines for the Town
Center encourage architecture reminiscent of rural, early 20th
century, California mixed-use villages, where the store fronts have
varied heights, parapets, flat and pitched roofs, entry motifs, and
other features providing a small town feel. (Specific Plan,
Subchapter III.C.2 on page III-12. Conceptual illustrations are found
in the Specific Plan on Figures 74 through 93. Thus the project is
consistent with Commercial Land Use Goal, Policy 8. Please refer
generally to Appendix W for a thorough discussion of this topic. See
also response to comment C1c-183.



LETTER RESPONSE

Community Groups-146

C1c-185 The commenter questions consistency with the Agricultural Land
Use Goal, Policies 1 and 3.

The project meets Policy 1 by supporting and complementing
agricultural uses and activities through the Goals and Policies in the
Specific Plan. Sprcifically, the proposed zoning and land uses within
the Specific Plan include agriculture as an allowed use within much
of the project site including edge buffers, common areas, open space
areas and manufactured slopes. HOA-maintained agricultural open
space would be permitted, including groves of orchard trees, such as
avocado and citrus. Other agricultural-related commercial uses may
be established by the project within the C34 zoned areas and would
include such uses as farmers markets and wineries which support
the local agricultural industry. Please see Appendix W for response
to Policy 7.1, which discusses protection of agricultural lands with
lower denisty land use designations that support continued
agricultural operations.

The project proposes to amend the General Plan Semi Rural Lands
land use designation to create a new Village. While the project
would increase the density allowed and convert existing agricultural
lands to non-agricultural uses, the project would still comply with the
intent of Policy 3 in the following ways: (1) The project would
preserve approximately 43.8 acres of agriculture off-site through the
purchase of PACE program mitigation credits or through the
preservation of off-site agricultural resources based on the County's
Guidelines for the Determination of Significance for Agriculture
(CEQA). (2) The site is not located within a Williamson Act Contract
or an Agricultural Preserve. (3) Approximately 20.3 acres of
agriculture would remain on-site within the biological open space and
agricultural buffers (See Exhibit A - Agriculture to Remain), and
agriculture could be established within the manufactured open space
areas, which could include community gardens (page II-19 of the
Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan). (4) Impacts to off-site agriculture
would be less than significant through the implementation of
mitigation measures, including agricultural buffers, fencing, and fuel
modification zone restrictions. (5) Other compatible agricultural

C1c-184
cont.

C1c-185

C1c-186

C1c-187



LETTER RESPONSE

Community Groups-147

C1c-185 (cont.)
uses would be allowed by the Specific Plan, such as farmers'
markets (page III-62 of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan),
community gardens (page III-55 of the Lilac Hills Ranch Specific
Plan) and vineyards (see Vineyard Park P-9 in the Lilac Hills Ranch
Specific Plan).
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C1c-186 The comment addresses discussion in the Consistency Analysis
Matrix about the private roads within the project community and how
they may be modified in accordance with the County’s policy for
Roadway Exceptions. Approval of any such street exceptions for the
project would still be consistent with Policy 2 of the Valley Center
Community Plan’s Mobility Goal relating to rural character. Chapter
III.B.2.a of the Specific Plan establishes special standards for
development of the project’s private roads to ensure they “reflect the
traditional character and rural theme of the Community.” Further, a
number of Specific Plan Policies require roadways in the project to
be designed in a manner that would minimize impacts to significant
biological, environmental, and visual resources. Policy 8 of the
Specific Plan limits disturbance and development to only those areas
shown in the Specific Plan. Policy 9 of the Specific Plan requires a
safe and efficient circulation system that supports the project, links to
regional transportation elements when appropriate, and minimizes
impacts to residential neighborhoods and environmentally sensitive
areas. The Specific Plan also sets forth project road design
standards, as well as the site plan processes, to ensure consistent
application to the project. All internal roads are designed to reinforce
the rural atmosphere of the community by reducing design speed
and retaining two lanes.

Also, no claimed inconsistency with Policy 4 of the Mobility Goal
would occur if clear space easements referenced in the comment
were not granted. If the clear space easements were not granted,
the County would acquire the easement area by eminent domain
with funds provided by the project applicant as discussed at FEIR
subchapter 1.2.1.4. The project would therefore still be consistent
with the sight distance criteria stated in Policy 4.

The project is also seeking to change the Mobility Element
designation for West Lilac Road from a Light Collector 2.2C to a
Light Collector 2.2F from Main Street to Road 3 (Running Creek
Road) to ensure that it remains compatible with the character of the
area and minimizes impacts on adjacent residences. In addition,
exceptions have been requested as part of the project approvals
including a segment of West Lilac Road along the project frontage
which does not meet public road standards that would avoid
significant grading of steep slopes and disruption of existing
driveways.
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C1c-86 (cont.)
The project’s consistency with the Valley Center Community Plan
regarding grading and topography issues referenced in the comment
are also thoroughly discussed at response to comment C1c-161.

C1c-187 The commenter raises concerns about regarding consistent
application of design standards with respect to Mobility Goals and
Policies, Policy 12. The project is consistent with Policy 12; The Lilac
Hills Ranch circulation network includes an interconnected network
of private roads that provide multiple connections. Lilac Hills Ranch
includes four connecting points to existing roads, ensuring that both
local and surrounding residents have alternate routes. The mitigation
measures listed on Table 10.5 of the project’s FEIR, would reduce
impacts associated with traffic congestion to less than significant
where feasible. All of the roads within the project will meet the
requirements of the Consolidated Fire Code. The Specific Plan sets
forth project road design standards, as well as the site plan
processes, to ensure consistent application to the project. Please
also refer to responses to comments C1c-161 or C1c-181 for a
thorough discussion of the application of design standards to the
project. Concerning illegal access points, please refer to the Global
Response: Road Easements (Covey Lane and Mountain Ridge
Roads) for a thorough discussion of this topic.
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C1c-188 As detailed in the Draft FEIR Chapter 1.0, the project proposes the
development of a sustainable village, which would provide
infrastructure, utilities, and the availability of goods and services
intended to serve the village. The project would be responsible for
the construction and improvement of roadways and provision and
extension of public facilities, which would be sized to serve the
project’s population. See also the discussion in the FEIR regarding
the transportation system network, sewer and schools at
subchapters 2.3, 3.1.7, and 3.1.5 respectively and Appendix W
regarding General Plan Policy conformance

C1c-189 The commenter questions project consistency with Fire Protection
Goals and Policies, Policy 1 and Policy 3. Fire hazards associated
with the proposed project are discussed in FEIR subchapter 2.7.2.4.
Mitigation for potential wildland fires is provided in subchapter 2.7.5.
Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1 provides alternative measures, including
obtaining off-site permission to clear, or include additional ignition-
resistant construction methods and other non-combustible features,
or construct fire barrier walls that would achieve the same level of
protection from potential wildfires as the 100-foot buffer. This
Mitigation Measure would reduce impacts of wildland fires to less
than significant. DSFPD currently experiences relatively low call
volumes (1.4 calls per station per day including Station 15). This is
described further in the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) and is detailed in
both Appendix L to the FPP and the Lilac Hills Ranch Fire Service
Response Capabilities Assessment (Capabilities Assessment),
attached as an Appendix to the Specific Plan. Please also refer to
the Global Response: Fire and Medical Services for a thorough
discussion of these topics. Please also refer to Appendix W for a
thorough discussion of this topic. Thus, the project is consistent with
the Fire Protection Goals and Policies, Policy 1 and Policy 2.

C1c-190 The commenter raises concerns regarding project consistency with
School Facilities Goal and Policies, Policy 1, regarding future
acceptance of students generated by the project. The project will
pay all fees required by state law and/or enter into an agreement
with the school District. Project facility forms are included in the
FEIR, Appendix R and demonstrate that school facilities will be
available to meet the needs of future students generated by the
project. Thus the project is consistent with the Mobility Goals and
Policies, Policy 12.

C1c-187
cont.
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C1c-191 The project is consistent with the VCCPG Sewage Disposal and
treatment Goal. The initial development of the project would be
provided wastewater service by the transfer of wastewater from a
collection point on-site, to the Lower Moosa Canyon WRF, up to a
maximum of 250,000 gallons of wastewater per day. The project
proposes four potential permanent wastewater treatment system
scenarios options which could serve the project. Each option so
analyzed in FEIR subchapter 3.1.7. All options would assure that
necessary infrastructure and equipment required to serve the project
would be upgraded and/or installed. All options include adequate
treatment and processes and implementation of any of the
aforementioned options would provide adequate wastewater service.
All options would be designed to meet VCMWD criteria. In addition
the San Diego RWQCB would need to permit all aspects of the
treatment and reuse for each options. The State Water Resources
Control Board, Division of Drinking Water Health Department would
also need to review and approve all of the recycled water system.
Please also refer to Appendix W for a thorough discussion of this
topic.

C1c-192 and C1c-193
The commenter raises concerns regarding project consistency with
Conservation Goals and Policies, Policies 2, 7 and 11. Concerning
preservation of trees, the FEIR discusses this in the context of the
preservation of 104.1 acre for a permanent on-site biological preserve.
(FEIR, Subchapter 2.5, and Appendix G. Grading for the project
maintains the overall general contour of the property, requiring 2,300
cubic yards of grading per home, which would require a minor grading
permit on an individual lot basis). This is consistent with projects of this
size. 99.7 percent of all steep slopes are retained in open space and
private roads are used that reduce grading by reducing the design
speeds and overall development foot print, and following the contours
of the property. Please refer to response to comments C1c-141 and
C1c-142 for a thorough discussion of this topic. Concerning
preservation of site topography, please refer to response to comment
C1c-144. Thus the project is consistent with Conservation Goals and
Policies, Policies 2, 7 and 11.

C1c-190
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C1c-194 and C1c-195
The project is consistent with the VCCPG Open Space Goal. Project
parks and trails are integrated with the dedicated 104.1 acre Biological
Open Space. EIR, Figure 1-9 (Open Space and Parks) illustrates the
adjacency of the open space to four parks, including the largest
Community Park and to the school site recreational area (Policy 2).
Additionally, EIR, Figure 1-4a (Lotting Study) and Figure 1-8 (Trails
Plan) show the integration between the developed areas, the 104.1
acre open space and the 23 points of access to the 16 plus mile trail
system. The trails plan also shows three links to the regional trail
system (Policy 5). The 104.1 acre Biological Open Space will be
required to be dedicated and placed in a permanent open space
easement. The easement will be owned by a conservancy, the County,
or other similar, experienced entity subject to approval by the County.
Therefore the project is consistent with all relevant policies of the Open
Space Goal.

The project is also consistent with VCCPG Policy 3 of the Parks and
recreation Goal. The project includes 23.6 acres of parks including 10.1
acres of private parks, and one main 13.5 acre community public park.
The project also includes a 12.0 acre elementary school site. The main
public park and the school site are collocated, as shown in EIR, Figure
1-4a. Maintenance of the public park would be the responsibility of the
HOA in perpetuity and the park must be maintained to County
standards. Therefore the project is consistent with the policy.

C1c-196 The project is consistent with the VCCPG Noise Goal. The project
Noise Report, has been prepared (FEIR, Noise Report, and Appendix
M). Project noise impacts have been analyzed in the FEIR in Chapter
2.8. Twenty measures and practices will be required to minimize
project noise, as summarized in the FEIR at Table S-1. Off-site noise
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable at the locations
identified in the comment. The project is still considered consistent
because noise impacts are minimized to the lowest degree feasible as
required under CEQA and the Noise Goal. Please also refer to
Appendix W for a thorough discussion consistency with the Noise
Goal. Thus, the project is consistent with the Noise Goals and Policies,
Policy 1.

C1c-194
cont.
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C1c-197 There is no legal requirement under state Law to add a Specific Plan
into community plans. A Specific Plan stands on its own and is in
enforecable whether or not included in a community plan (please
refer to C1c-173 above). Nevertheless, the community plan is
proposed to be amended to include a description of the Lilac Hills
Ranch Specific Plan and to add the proposed project to the land use
map. Please refer to Section IV of the Specific Plan which contains
all requirements for implementing permits.

C1c-198 The commenter asserts that it was onerous to determine the types of
revisions that occurred between the release of the draft EIR and the
FEIR. However, the FEIR was made widely available on the County’s
website and was formatted in strikeout/underline in order to clearly
illustrate text revisions. It is unclear why the commenter found this
exercise time consuming.

C1c-199 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator, but does
not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
Please see Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W.

C1c-200 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator, but does
not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
Please see Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2 and Appendix W.

C1c-197

C1c-198
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C1c-201 The commenter broadly questions project consistency with the
General Plan. Please refer to response to comment C1c-2 and to
Appendix W for a thorough discussion of this topic. The commenter
broadly questions project consistency with the Community
Development Model. Please refer to response to comment C1c-13
and to the Global Response: Project Consistency with General Plan
Policy LU-1.2 for a thorough discussion on this topic.

C1c-202 and C1c-203
The FEIR has been revised to reflect that the project could be growth
inducing. See subchapter 1.8.5. The FEIR acknowledges that the
intensification of land uses on-site resulting from the change in
designation from “Semi-Rural” to “Village,” which would result in an
increase in allowable dwelling units from approximately 110 to 1,746
could encourage similar intensification and conversion of land uses
in the immediate project vicinity. (FEIR, pp. 1-46 and 1-48) As a
result, the FEIR reports that the project could have the potential to
result in adverse physical environmental effects, including impacts to
visual resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources,
and noise. (FEIR, p. 1-49) While not expressly listed, it is evident
from the analysis that the referenced intensification of land uses in
the immediate project vicinity potentially would impact current
agricultural resources, as such uses potentially give way to
residential uses. However, as the FEIR analysis properly concludes,
such potential impacts are too speculative for evaluation at this time
because the specific nature, design, and timing of future projects is
unknown, and any potential impacts would be evaluated at the time
the future projects are identified and processed. (FEIR, p. 1-49)

C1c-204 The FEIR analysis of potential growth-inducing impacts adequately
acknowledged the project's potential growth-inducing effect on
agricultural resources. The FEIR addresses the intensification of land
uses on the project site that would result from project development
and whether such intensification would encourage substantial
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional
housing in the surrounding area, either directly or indirectly. (FEIR, p.
1-46) As a result of this growth, the FEIR concludes that “the
intensification of land uses on-site could encourage intensification in
the immediate project vicinity. As more intense uses are developed

C1c-200
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C1c-204 (cont.)
on-site, existing adjacent less intense or vacant lands may be
encouraged to intensify.” (FEIR, p. 1-46.) Thus, as stated in comment
C1c-203 above, the FEIR acknowledges that the intensification of
land uses on-site resulting from the change in designation from
“Semi-Rural” to “Village,” which would result in an increase in
allowable dwelling units from approximately 110 to 1,746 could
encourage similar intensification and conversion of land uses in the
immediate project vicinity. (FEIR, pp. 1-46 and 1-48) As a result, the
FEIR reports that the project could have the potential to result in
adverse physical environmental effects, including impacts to visual
resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, and
noise (FEIR, p. 1-49) While not expressly listed, it is evident from the
analysis that the referenced intensification of land uses in the
immediate project vicinity potentially would impact current agricultural
resources, as such uses potentially give way to residential uses.
However, as the FEIR analysis properly concludes, such potential
impacts are too speculative for evaluation at this time because the
specific nature, design, and timing of future projects is unknown, and
any potential impacts would be evaluated at the time the future
projects are identified and processed. (FEIR, p. 1-49) Specific to
agricultural resources, while growth in the surrounding areas may be
encouraged due to the intensification of uses on the project site, it is
speculative to assume that such future development would occur on
(i.e., convert) Prime or Farmland of Statewide Importance, the two
relevant soil classifications. (See County Guidelines, p. 40)
Accordingly, even if agricultural resources were expressly referenced
in the FEIR text, such potential impacts, like the other impacts, are too
speculative to identify, at this time.
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C1c-205 The commenter questions project consistency with the General Plan.
Please refer to response to comment C1c-13 and to the Global
Response: Project Consistency with General Plan Policy LU-1.2 for a
thorough discussion on this topic.

C1c-206 The commenter makes a statement about the project in relation to
SANDAG regional growth forecasts and planning efforts. Please
refer to comment C1c-6. The commenter also raises concern about
the designation of a new village in the Valley Center Community
Planning area where two other villages already exist. Please refer to
response to comment C1c-14 for a thorough discussion of this topic.
With respect to the reference that the Downtown Escondido Specific
Plan please see response to comments C1s-11 and C1s-12
(VCCPG-Alternatives 2013 letter).

C1c-207 The County acknowledges your comment and opposition to the
project. The comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
proposed project.

C1c-208 The FEIR has been revised to reflect that the project could be growth
inducing. See subchapter 1.8.5. The FEIR concludes that “the
intensification of land uses on-site could encourage intensification in
the immediate project vicinity. As more intense uses are developed
on-site, existing adjacent less intense or vacant lands may be
encouraged to intensify.” (FEIR, p. 1-46.) Thus, the FEIR
acknowledges that the intensification of land uses on-site resulting
from the change in designation from “Semi-Rural” to “Village,” which
would result in an increase in allowable dwelling units from
approximately 110 to 1,746 could encourage similar intensification
and conversion of land uses in the immediate project vicinity. (FEIR,
pp. 1-46 and 1-48) As a result, the FEIR reports that the project
could have the potential to result in adverse physical environmental
effects, including impacts to visual resources, air quality, biological
resources, cultural resources, and noise. (FEIR, p. 1-49)

C1c-204
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C1c-209 Regarding growth inducement, the FEIR in subchapter 1.8 analyzes
various factors, including project density, additional housing,
roadway construction, public facilities, fire and emergency services,
schools, and water and wastewater services, and concludes the
project could be growth inducing due to the intensification of uses
on-site, lower fire response times to the vicinity, and expansion of
water and sewer infrastructure. The project would make
improvements to existing off-site roads, but would not add additional
travel lanes or construct new roads to serve undeveloped areas.
Road improvements would be made to the degree needed to support
direct and anticipated cumulative traffic. Therefore the project’s
proposed on-site circulation plan and off-site improvements would
not result in the removal of a barrier to additional growth.

With regard to the exceptions being requested for the roadway
improvements, these exceptions were included as part of the
project’s circulation design and analyzed in FEIR subchapter 2.3.
The purpose of the exceptions requests are not to facilitate the
project at a lower cost, rather they are largely to avoid impacts to
surrounding properties and to support traffic calming measures.
Subchapter 2.3.2.3 of the FEIR analyzed the issue of transportation
hazards with respect to the road network design for the project, and
determined that overall the road network design for the project would
provide adequate ingress and egress for residents as well as
emergency access and therefore impacts associated with
transportation hazards would be less than significant. The decision
making body will decide whether to grant all or some of the exception
requests as part of the approval process.

With respect to growth inducement from the redesignation of
Mountain Ridge Road as a public road, this is discussed in FEIR
Subchapter 4.9.1.7. The FEIR discloses that the alternative would
potentially induce growth due to improved fire and emergency
services and the expansion of sewer and water infrastructure.
However, the environmental impacts that may result from growth
inducement are too speculative to address due to the unknown
nature, design, and timing of future projects. In accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, such impacts are not addressed
further herein, but would be required to be addressed at the time
future projects are identified and processed. See also the response
to comment O3g-7.

C1c-208
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C1c-209 (cont.)
The balance of the comment expresses the opinions of the
commentator only. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the proposed project. See also comment C1c-173.

C1c-210 The growth inducing impact discussion contained in FEIR
subchapter 1.8 has been revised from the previous draft EIR.
Potential for growth inducement associated with an on-site WRF is
discussed in FEIR subchapter 1.8.4.3. The FEIR concludes that
while the project proposes facilities sized only to meet the
requirements to serve the project, VCMWD could decide to improve
facilities and/or increase capacity after project approval. Therefore,
the on-site WRF could remove barriers to future growth.
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C1c-211 The commenter questions the adequacy of the analysis of growth
inducing impacts for its alleged failure to deem as growth inducing
members of the public attending public events in the project’s public
park. The FEIR in Subchapter 1.8 analyzes various factors, including
project density, additional housing, roadway construction, public
facilities, fire and emergency services, schools, and water and
wastewater services, and was revised to conclude that the project
could be growth inducing due to the intensification of uses on-site,
lower fire response times to the vicinity, and expansion of water and
sewer infrastructure. However, the public park would be constructed
to support the residents of the project and would be constructed to
meet the needs of project residents. Any public events held at such
park would be temporary in nature and, therefore, would not be
growth inducing.

C1c-212 The commenter questions the adequacy of the analysis of growth
inducing impacts for its failure to include the provision of fire
services. As discussed in response to comment C1c-210,
subchapter 1.8 of the FEIR was revised to conclude that the project
could be growth inducing based on a variety of factors, including fire
protection services. However potential impacts are too speculative
for evaluation in this FEIR because the specific nature design and
timing of future project sis unknown at this time.

C1c-213 to C1c-214
The commenter questions the adequacy of the analysis of growth
inducing impacts for its failure to deem as growth inducing the
provision of a school. As discussed in response to comment C1c-
210, although subchapter 1.8 was revised it still concludes that the
project’s dedication of a school site and the construction of a school
by the district would be growth accommodating and not growth
inducing.

C1c-211
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C1c-215 The commenter raises concerns about project impacts to traffic and
GHG if a school is not built on the project site and children are
instead bussed to local schools. Traffic impacts associated with the
school use are accounted for in the Traffic Impact Study prepared for
the FEIR (see Appendix E). Assumptions are based on trip
generation rates for the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project were
developed utilizing SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular Traffic Generation
Rates for the San Diego Region (SANDAG, April 2002). Specifically,
Table 4.8 of the Traffic Study identifies the project trip generation for
Phase E, which includes a proposed elementary and middle school.
As the proposed on-site K-8 school is intended to serve the Lilac
Hills Ranch project, a majority of the traffic generated by the school
would be internal trips which would not leave the project site. As the
school would serve the community, extensive use of buses on
surrounding roadways is not anticipated.

Section 12.0 of the traffic study contains an analysis of the project
impacts assuming a school is NOT built on the site. Since this
alternative will result in school related trips associated with the site
needing to leave the site, an analysis of the impact of these extra
trips was conducted. Section 12.2 of the traffic study is a summary
of the analysis results and Table 12.3 summarizes the area
intersection operations if the school is not constructed on the site.
Table 12-3 shows that adequate LOS C or better operations are
calculated and no additional mitigation would be necessary under
this alternative. As stated in the October 30, 2014 letter to Mark
Slovick, the Bonsall Unified School District is interested in the
project’s school site for a possible location to operate a new school.
See also response to comment C1g-61.

Traffic impacts associated with the school use (should the school not
be built) are accounted for in the projects Traffic Impact Study (FEIR
Appendix E).

C1c-214
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C1c-216 The commenter raises concerns about the project water and
wastewater infrastructure being growth inducing. The project is
located within existing water and sewer boundaries as plainly
disclosed in the FEIR, Subchapter 1.8.4., p, 1-47 and the Specific
Plan, Part I.E.2.

C1c-217 It is acknowledged that all the permits and issues listed would need
to be addressed by VCMWD to enable the expansion of the Lower
Moosa Water Reclamation Facility as a possible wastewater
treatment option for the project. If these permits cannot be obtained
to the satisfaction of the regulatory agencies then the project would
proceed with one of the other methods for treatment and disposal of
wastewater as directed by VCMWD. Any expansion at the LMWRF
beyond its current capacity would include the addition of tertiary
treatment facilities to allow for recycled water use as a means of
effluent disposal. As discussed in the FEIR subchapter 3.1.7.2, two
options for wastewater treatment for the project would not require
increased capacity for the LMWRF as such treatment would occur
onsite.
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C1c-218 The proposed project is located in the VCMWD which is the service
provider for the project. The County of San Diego Board of
Supervisors Policy I-84 requires the submittal of a Project Facility
Availability form from the facility provider, indicating whether the
facility provider can potentially provide facilities to serve a project.
The forms also allow facility providers to recommend specific
requirements that may be made conditions of project approval. The
VCWMD has provided Project Facility Availability Forms from the
VCMWD for both sewer and water, which indicate that the project is
in the district and eligible for service and facilities are expected to be
available within the next 5 years.

As stated in FEIR subchapter 3.1.7, should either on-site treatment
alternative (Alternative 1 or Alternative 2) be the selected alternative,
the initial development within the project may be provided sewer
service by means of trucking sewage from a collection point on-site
to an existing wastewater treatment plant. This would be a temporary
approach to allow sufficient wastewater flows to accumulate prior to
the operation of a treatment plant. Trucking of sewage would be
required for up to the first 100 homes (approximately three truck trips
per day) to allow for a sufficient minimum flow to operate the facility.
Temporary trucking under Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 would add
three trips per day to the road system and would cease when the
minimum flow (first 100 homes) necessary for operation was
reached. Treated effluent would not be trucked back to the project.
The decision about which alternative will be used is the jurisdiction of
the VCMWD. The impacts of all alternatives are addressed in FEIR
subchapter 3.1.7.

The VCMWD Board approved Preliminary Concept Approval to the
project June 3, 2013. Part of the approval outlines a plan to providing
wastewater treatment whereby the initial phase of LHR expands the
Lower Moosa facility and a smaller on-site facility is constructed
based on the needs of LHR and the Lower Moosa service area.

The WTF would be constructed upon the time its requirement is
necessary to serve the residents of the project. Details relating to the
level of sewer treatment for each alternative, including disposal of
solids is discussed in FEIR subchapter 3.1.7.

C1c-217
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C1c-219 As discussed above, Subchapter 1.8 of the FEIR was revised to
conclude the project could be growth inducing based upon the
expansion of water and sewer infrastructure to serve the project site
because VCMWD could decide to increase capacity at the Lower
Moosa Canyon WRF and remove a barrier to additional growth in the
area. However, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15145, potential
impacts are too speculative for evaluation in this EIR because the
specific nature, design and timing of future projects is unknown at
this time.

C1c-220 The County acknowledges your comment and opposition to the
project. The comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
proposed project.

C1c-221 Please refer to comment C1c-108 and C1c-204.
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C1c-222 Please refer to comment C1c-213.

C1c-223 The commenter questions the adequacy of the analysis of growth
inducing impacts for its alleged failure to include the project’s public
park in growth inducing discussion. The FEIR in subchapter 1.8
analyzes various factors, including project density, additional
housing, roadway construction, public facilities, fire and emergency
services, schools, and water and wastewater services, and was
revised to conclude that the project could be growth inducing due to
the intensification of uses on-site, lower fire response times to the
vicinity, and expansion of water and sewer infrastructure. However,
the public park would be constructed to support the residents of the
project and would be constructed to meet the needs of project
residents. The County can require the development project to
provide public park lands only in relation to the demand that is
generated by that project.

C1c-224 Please refer to comment C1c-119.

C1c-225 The commenter questions the adequacy of the FEIR analysis with
respect to growth inducing impacts. As discussed above, Subchapter
1.8 of the FEIR was revised to conclude that the project could be
growth inducing due to the intensification of uses on-site, lower fire
response times to the vicinity, and expansion of water and sewer
infrastructure. Please refer to responses to comments C1c-206
through C1c-225.

C1c-226 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator regarding
potential growth inducing impacts. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to
a final decision on the proposed project.

C1c-221
cont.
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C1c-226
cont.
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