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. The project proposes a City wide 100 fOOl brush 
management zone aJnsisting of3S' of Zone One &nd 65' of Zone Two. Project 
implementation 00 City property is proposed to be initially funded by a grant from 
the Ofli~ of EmCTgency Services (OES), Federal EmCTgency Management 
Agency (FEMA), which is being applied for by the City of San Diego P!Ilk and 
R«uation Department The ~ject is 1000ted within die City of San Diego, 
public and private lands and mdudes the City of San Diego Multi-Habitat 
Planning Area. (MHPA). Applicant: Ci ty of San Diego, Fire-Rescue Department. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

This Draft Sul»equent Environment.al lrnplM Rcport/EnvironmentuJ A_ment (SErRIEA) 
addresses the potential impacts resulling from, or relilted to, revising the brush management 
regulations conlilined ill Municipal Code Chapla-12, Anicle 2, Division 4. The current brwlb 
management regulations in the Land Development Codo (t DC) wac developed in colljunction 
with the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). The regulations were approved by 
City Coundl in N"ovcmbCT 1997 and by the California Coaslal Commission in Novembtt of 
1999. They were made effective with the entire Land Developmenl Code on January 3, 2000, 
Spt('ifically, the SEIRIEA addresses public (including Right-Of-~llY Pennits) and privllte 
activities thai would implement the ordinance on exist;ng developed property; not for 
undevdoped propelty. 

The primary foem of the 1997 changes was to simplify regulations, to improve pmlictability, to 
make them more enforceable, and to coordinate brush management requircmenlS wi th !he City's 
goal to preserve environmentally !la\siuve habitat. Changes to the regulations included 
replacement of thc complex three 7.OIle system of brush management of varying widtlu (50' to 
110') based upon classifications of fire severity with a two zone system based upon the location 
of the propc1ty'slocarion west or eaSt ofInterstlile 805 and EJ Camino Real. The dividing line of 
Interstate 805 and El Camino Real wu selected based upon anal)"is ofhislorica1 fin: data in and 
outside areas of climatic coastal inDucnce. However, analysis of tile Cedar Fire indicates that if 
the Santa Ana winds had continued, it is likely thai the fire could have burned all the way 10 the 
ocean. The cl imatic aJastal influence would not have been a factor in this event. Tbis has 
prompled!he Fire-Rescue Depamnenl to re-evaluate the eWTCllt distinction and propose a single 
citywide brush managemenl system, 



Brush Mamgcment Zone On~ is the area adjaL'1ln t to structures and consi sts ofpavelllcnt and 
rt:rman~ntly irrigat",,1 ornamCT1.tal plantings. Brush M~nagement Zone Two is an area ofnativc 
plant matcnal thinned 10 rcdllCc fuclload . 111e width of Zone One "'I.Irr\."l1tly varies from 20 fCo..1 
to 40 feet WCSI of Inlerstale 805 and EI Camino Re:lI. and 30 fect to 45 fOOl ea5l-. Zone Two 
currently v~ries from 20 (CCI IO 30 feet west of IntCl"5tate 805 and 101 Camino Rcal, and 40 feet to 
50 flXl1 further eas!. 

Cum:m brush management rcgulatioll5 in the Land De\<c!()pment Code ( LOC) weft: dcvdoped in 
conjunction with the MSCP. Since the adoption of the MSCP in 1991. brush rnllllagt:mem zone 
one associated with new development has been Icx:ated within th~ d~vclopment footprint and is 
not allowed within the MHI'A. With the prol'0s~d revisions to the LOC, m ne one would be 
increased to thirty-live feet. For wme existing strudurcs, zone one may 1101 be able to expand to 
thirty-five feet without impacting native habitat. In lieu of eJlpaooing zone one inlo nath'c 
habitat . the proposed code BmeOOmcnts would increase the width 7.<)nt: two one foot for every 
one foot of zone one that could not be pn)\"ided, unless the Fire Chief approved a modification on 
a case-by-<.:ase basis. 

In light of the size ~nd sevCTi ty of the Cedar fire, and other ",,,ldfires in CX10ber of2003, tbe Fire 
Chiefi~ recommending a City wide 100 foot brush management area consisting of3S feet of 
Zone One and 6S fcet o f Zone Two. In addition, it is proposed that Zone Two would he 
upanded accordingly to achieve 100 feet of brush management where Zone O!l( is less than 3S 
feet from (Xi~ling struCtures. A standard 100 fOOl brush management wile would allow for a 
~ . ... defensibJ", ~p6CC Bgainot impendinG lir~ 

Under the existing Municipal Code §. J 42.0412(i). the Fire Chiefh~5 lhe abil ity to enforce 
modification 10 tbe brush management regul~tions for purposes of fi re protection on a ease-by
case basis. As II result of the Cooar Fire, the Fire Chief is recommending implementation oflhe 
100 fll(lt l:ity,""ide brush lllunagcm~'TJl re,,'ulations on a volunteer basis, until the proposed 
revisions to the brush m anagement regulations can be con~idered for adoption by City COl.lncil. 
In the Coastal Zone. final tldoption of the proposed revisions would require approval by the 
California Coaslal Commission to modify the City's Local Coastal Progmm. 

Project implementation on City propcny would init iall y be partially funded by the: Office of 
Emergency Services (OES). via a Federal Emergency ~anagcrnenl Agoocy (FEMA) grant that is 
currently being appl ioo for by the C ity of San Diego Pari: and Recreat ion Department . Ba>ed on 
the results of the Initi al Study and the proposed usc ofFEMA funds. ~ the Environmental 
Analysjs Section (EAS) has determined that ajoint SEIRIEA shall be prepared and circulated for 
public review in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (t\'EPA) Ellld California 
Em"ronmoolal Quality Act (CEQA) to ticc off of the l.and Dew/opmt'1I1 Code EIR. LOR No. 96· 
0333, Seh ~o. 96081 056. The S EIRIEA shall adequately address and ilIJIIlyze potential impacls 
in the areas of; Lund Usc. Biological RC!IOIITCClI, HydrologylWatcr Qual ity, and Neighborhood 
ChamCleri Aesthetics. 

lnl~I I'lRemali8n Bf IIIB rFSflBf!1I ~ lili.!illlieR, Ml1Rite,ing Bnll !/;efl8f1;I1~ PFe!ifil1R (' 1M!/; II) , ..... lIi~1l 
j,;;...j1l6lull~tI Ie iHlilis StiIR,'!;A, ""BlOlti F@BIO~B &11 eflhe @!WiF8RfRenlal Bt:r~~1~ arrha ~fejeat. 
illiBBfll laRiI ~se anti hi I) ltll!\ieal re~ll ... r~es. Ie bele" a I ~,d Bf sigFIifi sanee, The evaluation of 



cnvironrn.:ntal issu~ arc,u in thi~ SEIR/EA concludes thai impICllu:nt3tion of thc Projoo would 
result in significant impa(,;ts to the fllllowing i:;suc areal! : lAnd IIS~ An~ biological reoouTccs, 
related to ooo-oovqW ffiCCics located outside the ~HPA. The signifiC<lIlt impact:! associ.ttd 
with ~ this i!>Su~ are sign ificant and unmilii\1lted. The projoo docs oot propose any 
mitjgation mca~uros in the form oiB Mitigatjon Moujwriog and Rc!!Orting Program (MMRPl. 
SIIII1.18 IUIAililly It'l il i8il'" ~ 18 be ll", II Ie' 'el 8f lIigllifi 001198 thl'(l ll~ llIiligaltSR ltl~a.lIH'8~ a<l1lin eil 
ill the SEIIIJeA IIBd Mili~lieR MB!UW ARg IIRd RepettiR" ~gF!IIR (~H IR,J» . The Projoo would 
nol teSu1l in significant impacts or contribute to significant cumulative impacls to: land lISC. 
goology/soi ls, hydrolollylwater quality, air quality, aesthetics. agricu ltural Tcsollr~es, hazards and 
hazardous matcrials, mineral resources, populalio!llhousing. public .ss;I'vicc:s. recreation. 01 
utilities/services systerns therefore. no mi tigation is required for these iSSlle' areas. 

STGNIHCA"" U:'OMTTlGA TED IMPACTS; 

The significant impucI~ identified in the SEIRIEA could be partially mitigated In below a level of 
significance through mitigation measures outlined in S!I!.1ion V ,8 uf the SEIRIEA aRt! M(ti8tllieR 
HeAileARg lIfIiI M I~ B AiAg PAlgJillR (H) IRP). he .... ",,!, the 8111"1i_t kit') Aet 1181 e ed Ie Y1e5~ 
IAlas_ s. +herefe . ... How£\,er, Impacts associated with 1~Ail1I5e &l1~ biological resource$. related 
to non covered specjes located outside thc MHPA. would remain significant and unmitigated. 

AL T ERJI,' ATIVES FOR S IG;o;oa' ICA"" t:llPACTS: 

Alternatives tluu would avoid andIor reduce signifieant direct impacts are as follows: 

N" Pro ject Altcmatjv~. PUm/ant to CEQA. the No Development Altmlativc. the existing brush 
management zones would remain in eff!l!."'l CUTTent brush managclOL'Tlt re~lulation state that the 
width o f tOne one varies from twenty feet to thirty-five feet west u rlnterslllle 80S and El Cami!!O 
Real, and thirty feet to Cuny-five f~'CI on the east. Zone IWO currently varies for twenty feet to 
thirty feet west oflntCl"State 80S nnd El Camino Real, and forty rcci to fifty fect on the east, 

In the absence of implementing My of the act;\' ities associated wi th the proposed brush 
mnnagcment revisions, none ofth .. L'Tlvironm~'Tltal impacts described in SectiOn V would dire<..1ly 
_c. 

:olo Action Altemali"e. 1'\EPA requires that the No Action Altemati"e he described. The No 
Action Alternative as~umcs thai there would be no foderal funding pvallable for tiM: 
implemen tation ofthc brush manallement revisions within City ownod open space areas and as a 
result, no fcderalllCtioo IU approve. The proposed brush management revisions (:QuId ~til1 be 
implemented by the City; however, funding would need to be acquired fi'om different source:\!. 
This alternative would not achieve the objectives of the projoo ofploriding additional d(f~'Osiblc 
space from structures to vegetation because the City does not havt alternati ve sources of funding 
for the proj~1. 



Clear and Re-lIlant zone two Alternative Undl:r A.l!efHRli,-~ 1 this alternati vSi oomplete clearing 
would occur in zone two and would he fe-planted with low height native or naturalized plant 
types. !'roper planting protocol would be to lightly scarify the soil surface befOTt planting for 
better sccd!$Oil oontllCt. Temporary irrigation would be installed for II paiod of Ill' to two years 
for plant cstahlishment . The assumptioo associated wi th thi~ alternative is lhut the irrig..tion 
would not be installoo or monitored properly thereby allowing runofflO occur down slopt: of 
ZOfle two. This can be ~ub:stantiated by evidence that irrigation runoff is the primary source of 
water in C it y drainages during the summer. 

L.:nder thi s uhemativc, significant impacts to biological resourccs in zone two would not occur w; 

the habitat being TepJacod would he native or natumlizod, non-invasIVe and low_growing. 
pot<':lltial ly significant impa~ to the habitat down slope of zone tWO could result from irrigation 
runoff from the temporary irrigation lines. This would include th~ ~stabljshment of plant types 
that thrive in wetter soil oondition~ as II result of the runoff. In addItion. impacts to sensit ive 
speci~ i.e. grlatcatcher would remain significant as the clusting habitat would be completely 
removed. 

The dear and re-plant allemativc would util il.e temporary irrigation for a period of up to two 
ye3r.l1o allow plant ~tablishmenl in :Wile ~"O. Based 011 the 3llsu.mplioll noltlcl above, 
monitoring of irrigation is !lOt anticipated and would thell'fore creale a significanl impact 10 soil 
erosion down slope of zone two du.e to runofflrom the temporary irrigation lines. Potentially 
significant impacts associated with Wlter quality would also occur from the runoff which carries 
sill and sedimem down slope and could po.>tentially iT(l]»Ct lilly off-~itc water body. Impacts 
US50Ciated with t:Tosion and water quality would be oon~idcrerl sien;fi,,~nt Rnd unmitigal ~d. 

1ncrcasinW Bujld jng Regulations AlTernative. Under this alternative, proposed changes to the 
building regulalions would occur thereby reducing the nted for increased hn.lsh managcmeot 
zones. Revisions to the bui lding regulations could include fi re walls which would be constructoo 
at the boundary between zone two and open space. Additional building regulations could indude 
ahemative architectural features for ruucrures where brullh managcmerot would nonnally be 
required. 

While the propo.>sed projcx.1 allows dc ... dopn11!1l1 features as an alternative 10 or in addition to 
reduced brush management zones., under this ahemative thin would be no impacts 10 biological 
rcsouru:s or sensitive species because hrush management would oot occur. The building 
regulations would reduce the firt hao!ard tu structures and the habitat on site would remain 
undisturbed. This al temative would Taluire that increased building regulations he implemented 
and would rIOt give citizens the choice of either providing 1.(1nc two brush munageml!llt or 
providing alternative IIrchitcctural features to structures as is the case with the current 
regulatiol1$. No impacl8 to hydrologylwaler quality/erosion or neighborhood chl!l1lclcriae!;tlu!ties 
would result from this alternative. 



'liTIGATION, MONITORING AI'ID REPORTI ... G PROGRAM INCORPORATED 
INTO THE PROJECT: 

In an effort to r.,duce or avoid those impacts iden tijkd as potentially signi ticam with 
implementation of the proposed project to below a level of significance, the following mitigation 
measures have been incorporated into Brush Management Revisions to the Land Development 
Code and Federal Gram from the Office of Emergency Services. FEMA Project. 

Biological Resources: Tke tkillllillg aaa ~F\millg 8[68I1sili' '8 kaaikll V'8\lJa ae aSlIe al allY l iRle 8 f 
tRe yNf Bila IR"'~ "'~tlltl ae lie r~slfinieAs aURAg tR~ al ~etliAg s~a>~n. Titi> wel>1tl resl>lt in 
siglli Ii 6;mt ilflpBets Ie solFl~ili\'e Sj'Ie~ies, Sj'Ie€;He.ally tlie (elifurnia gnlileB\€Ii€lf_ IfIlt'a6t:; 
BoSSBeiated v'ilk tile Califurnia gR81ealsker aeHI~ Be reaHse;! 18 aele"- a 1~'eI8fsigt'liFisll!lee ay 
ae~\liFing !Ill affi~l>flt ef OOfl:la~. a~~r8l1iRlalely 198 acrBs ~ef l!ibl~ V,b 4 iA IRe Bielegi<Oll 
r~se\lF6es so~tiall. ef efjual gR<II~IiI~hef h<tlJ it<ll €I' (. ... a lime t'dfi"tl \8 he !leteFlfl;lIed by Ihe City 
MiiFlager. Sf Ii,. reslReting liRlillg ef Illinnillg 8eli\~li~s aHIsja~ the gRatsstehef aFeBdiRg ssa,an. 
This lniligatisA lIiW FIel ae~A agre~a Ie by the a~jllieEHlt 

Limiting brush management activities within thc MHPi\. would mitigate impacts to gnatcatchers 
to below a level (lf~ignificance. and is proposed by the applicant. Brwsh management activjtjes 
w[)uld he limitoo to occur outside oflhe California gnatcatcher breeding season (March I 
August 15). Since brush management activities will be limited. direct impacts to gnatcatcher 
nests would not he significant: therefore. mitigation is not required_ 

In order to mitigate "ignificrult impacts to non -covered species locmed outside the :vtHP A. a 
mitigation mCilsW'c hilllagiOitI fO~e<lr6eS a~ it .e~ ldt efllle establishmellt ef illva~i"e s~e~ie8 ill 
Ilrulill RlBnBgeAu1I1 ;lase tll'a aRd flas"il!l~' ~awll defle, III~ Lalld Qe..-e18~Rli!lll Gaile ~IR 
iaeRiiFi@8 Illal m;tigliliell would be required to the same extent as brush management zone I . 
based on the mitigation rati[)s per habitat type identified in the City [)fSan Diego Biology 
Guidelines . This mitigation howev"", is not proposed. 

Chris Zirkle 
Assistant Deputy Dirtx-'1or 
Development Services Depanment 

Analyst: ~ Black 

May 25. 2004 
Dale of Draft Rcpon 

September 23, 2004 
Date of Final Report 



PUBUC REVIEW: 

The following individuals, organi~ations. and agencies received a copy or nOlke of the draft 
SElRIEA and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency: 

Federal Government 

U.S. Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Environmental Planning Division (l2) 
Marine Corps Ai r Station, Miramar (13) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (19) 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23) 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (25) 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (26) 
Federal Emergency Management Agency. Office of Emergency Services 

Native Americans 

Ron Cllristman (215) 
Louie Guassac (215A) 
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 
Native American Distribution (225 A-R)· 

State of California 

California Department of Transponation (31) 
California Department of Fish and Game (32) 
California Integrated Waste Management Board (35) 
California Environmental Protection Agency (37) 
California Department of Parks and Recreation (40) 
Resources Agency (43) 
California Regional Water Quality Contro l Board (44) 
State Clearingllouse (46) 
California Coastal Commission (47) 
Native American Heritage Commission (222) 

County of San Diego 

Department of Planning and Land Use (68) 
County Water Authority (73) 
Hazardous Materials Management Division (75) 

City Government 

City of San Diego: 
Mayor Murphy 
Councilmembcr Peters. District I 
Councilmember Zucchet, District 2 



Councilmembcr Atkins , District 3 
Councilmember Lewis, District 4 
Councilmembcr Maienschein, District 5 
Councilmembcr Frye, District 6 
Councilmembcr Madaffer, District 7 
Councilmemoor Inzunza, District 8 
Development Services Department (78, 78A) 
Engineeri ng & Capital Projects Department (86) 
Historical Resources Board (87) 
Library Department (81) 
Metropolitan Wastewater Department 
Park and Recreation Department, Ann Hix, Deputy Director, MS 804A 
Fire-Rescue Department, Samuel Oates, Fire Marshall, MS 603 
Planning Department - MSCP (MS SA) 
Police Department 
Real Estate Assets Department (65) 
Transportation Department 
Water Department, Nicole McGinnis, MS 501 
Community Forest Advisory Board (90) 
Wetlands Advisory Board (171) 
Otay MesaINes!or Community Service Center (236) 
Cilliremon! Community Service Center (247) 
Golden Hill Community Service Center (261) 
MId-City Communlly ~erv!ce Center (1,}~) 
Navajo Community Service Center (337) 
Carmel Valley Communi ty Service Center (344A) 
North Park Community Service Center (365) 
Peninsulll Community Service Center (389) 
Rancho Bernardo Community Service Center (399) 
San Ysidro Community Service Center (435) 
Scripps Ranch Community Service Center (442) 
Central Community Service Center (451) 
Market Street Community Service Center (45 1 A) 
College/RoJando Community Service Center (455A) 
Tiermsanla Community Service Center (460) 

City of Chula Vista (94) 
City of Del Mar (96) 
City of EI Cajon (97) 
City of Escondido (98) 
City of Imperial Beach (99) 
City of La Mesa (100) 
City of Lemon Grove (lOl) 
City of National City (102) 
City of Poway (103) 
City of Santee (104) 
City of Solana Beach (105) 



Other Org~nizatiQns and Interested Indi~iduals 

Uni~crsity of California. San Diego (134) 
San Diego Association of Governments (JOS) 
San Diego Unified Port District (109) 
San Diego Transit Corporation (112) 
San Diego G~s and Electric (114) 
Metropol i tan Transit Development Board (115) 
San Dieguito River Park ( I 16) 
Del Mar Union School District (119) 
Poway Unified School District (124) 
San Diego Unified School District (125. 132) 
Solana Beach School District (129) 
South Bay Unified School District (130) 
San Diego Apartment Association (152) 
Building Industry Federation (158) 
San Diego River Park Foundati nn (163) 
California Native Plant Society (170) 
Sierra Club (165, 165A) 
San Diego Audubon Society (167) 
San Diego Regulatory Alert (174) 
Center for Biological Diversity (176) 
Emlang.m:u Habitats u:ag"" (182) 
Surfridcr Foundation (183) 
Dave POller. Community Planners Commi1tee (194) 
Jerry Schaefer, Ph.D. (208A) 
South Coastal Information Center, San Diego Sta1e University (2iO) 
San Diego Historical Society (2 1 I ) 
San Diego Archaeological Center (2 12) 
San Diego Natural History Museum (213) 
Save Our Heritage Organization (214) 
San Diego County Archaeological Society (218) 
Ctay McsaINcstor Community Planning Groop (22S) 
Tijuana River National Estuarine Reserve (229) 
Janay Kruger (233) 
Otay Mesa Planning Commiuee (235) 
Claircmont Mesa Planning Commiucc (248) 
University of San Diego (251) 
Tecolotc Canyon Citizens Ad~isory Committee (254) 
Friends of Tecolotc Canyon (255) 
TecolOle Canyon Rim Owner's Protcction Association (256) 
Claircmont Town Council (257) 
Greater Golden Hill Planning Committee (259) 
Golden Hill Communi ty News (260) 
Kearny Mesa Town Council (263) 
Serra Mesa Planning Group (263A) 



Serra Mesa Community Council (264) 
Kearny Mesa Plann ing Group (265) 
Linda Vista Community Planning Cnmmittee (267) 
Marian Bear Natural Park Recreation Council (267 A) 
San Diego Mesa College (268) 
La Jolla Shnres Association (272) 
La lolla Town Council (273) 
La lolla Historical Society (274) 
La Jolla Community Planning Association (275) 
La Jolla Shores PDQ Advisory Board (279) 
La lnllans for Responsible Planning (282) 
City Heights Area Planning Comminee (287) 
Rolando Community Council (288) 
KensingtonfTalmadge Planning Committee (290) 
Normal Heights Community Planning Cnmmittee (291) 
Nonnal Heights Community Association (292) 
Normal Heights Community Center (293) 
Oak Park Cnmmunity Council (298) 
Webster Conununity Council (301) 
Eastern Area Planning Committee (302) 
Marshall Community Council (304) 
Darnell Community Counci l (306) 
Midway Community Planning Advisory Committee (307) 
Min. Me,,", Cummunity Planning Group (310) 
Mird Mesa Town Counci I (311) 
Friends of Penasquitos Preserve, Inc. (313) 
Mira Mesa Branch Librnry (315) 
Mission Bay Park Committee (320) 
League of Conservation Voters (322) 
Citizens Coordinate for Century ill (324A) 
Miss ion Beach Precise Planning Committee (325) 
Mission Beach Town Council (326) 
Mission Hill s Association (327) 
Mission Valley Community Council (328C) 
Friends of tbe Mission Valley Preserve (330) 
Mission Valley Unified Planning OrganiZation (331) 
River Valley Preservation Project (334) 
Friends of Adobe Falls (335) 
Navajo Conununity Planners 111C. (336) 
San Carlos Area Council (338) 
Mission Trails Regional Park Citizens Advisory Commiuee (34 1) 
Carmel Mountain Ranch Community Cou11Cil (344) 
Carmel Valley Community Planning Board (350) 
ClII"ll1Cl Valley Trail Riders Coalition (35 I) 
Cannel Mountain Conservancy (354) 
Arroyo SOITCnto Homeowners Association (356) 
Los Penasquilos Canyon PreseT'iC Citizens Advisory Committee (360) 



Dcl Mar Mesa Community Planning Board (361) 
Greater North Park Planning Committee (363) 
Burlingame Homeowners Association (364) 
North Park Community A&SOCiation (366) 
Ocean Beach Planning Board (367) 
Ocean Beach Town Council.lnc. (367A) 
Old Town Community Planning Committee (368) 
Pacific Beach Town Council (374) 
Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee (375) 
Crown Point Association (376) 
Rancho Penasquitos Community Council (378) 
Torrey Pines Association (379) 
Rancho PenasquitoS Planning Board (380) 
Friends of Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve, Inc. (382) 
Rancho Penasquitos Town Council (383) 
Los PenasquilOS Canyon Preserve Citizens Advisory Committee (385) 
Sunset Cliffs Natural Park Recreation Counci l (388) 
Peninsula Community Planning Board (390) 
Rancho Bernardo Community Council, Inc. (398) 
Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Boord (400) 
Sabre Springs Planning Group (406B) 
Sabre Springs Community Planning Group (407) 
Carmel Mountain Conservancy (408) 
The San Dieguito Lagoon Committee (409) 
San Dieguito Planning Group (4 12) 
San DieguilO River Park Citizens Advisory Commillee Project Review Commillee (415) 
Friends of San Dieguito River Valley (4 19) 
San Dieguito River Valley Conservancy (422) 
San Dieguito River Park Joint Powers Authority (425A) 
San Pasqual-Lal::e Hodges Planning Group (426) 
San Ysidro Planning and Development Group (433) 
United Border Community Town Council (434) 
Beeler Canyon Conservancy (436) 
Scripps Ranch Community Planning Group (437) 
Miramar Ranch North Planning Committee (439) 
Scripps Ranch Civic Association (440) 
SkylinelParadise Hills Planning Committee (443) 
Sorrento Hills Community Planning Board (444A) 
Southeastern Development Corporation (448) 
Southeastern San Diego Development Committee (449) 
Encanto Neighborhoods Community Planning Group (449A) 
Central Imperial Redeve lopment Project Area (452) 
College Area Community Council (456) 
Malcolm A. Love Libl1U)' (457) 
Tierrasanta Community Council (462) 
Murphy Canyon Community Council (463) 
Mission Trail Regiooal Park, Citizens Advisory Commiuee (465) 



Tomy Pines Community Planning Group (469) 
TolTty Pines Association (412) 
Crest Canyon C itizens AdviSOl')' Commillcc (475) 
Univef'llity Community Planning Group ( 480) 
Univef'llity City Community Associ~tion (486) 
Uni vef'llity City Libntry (488) 
Unive~ity Heights Community Association (497) 
Uptown PJanncl1i (498) 
Hillside Protection Association (SOl) 
Allen Canyon Commillee (504) 

Mr. Jimmy Ayala 
C/O Pardee Homes 
12626 High Bluff Drive, Suite 100 
San Diego,CA 92 130 

Mr, Mikf Singleton 
3916 Normal Street 
San Diego, CA 92\03 

City of Poway 
Planning DepartmentlMr, Jim Lyon 
l332S Civic Center Drive 
Poway, CA !l2064 

County of San Diego 
Planning Departmcnt-MSCPlMr_ lllomas Obcrbaucr 
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite 8 -5 
San Diego, CA 92106 

• Noticc only 

Copics of the draft SEIRIEA, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and any 
technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Land Development Review Division or 
purchased for the cost of reproduction. 

RESULTS OFPUBUC REVIEW: 

( ) No comments were received during the public input period. 

() Comments were received oot the comments do I10t address the acculllCY or 
completellCss of the environmental repon. No response is necessary and the 1cIlCl1i an: 
an&ched at the end of the ErR. 

(X) Comments addressing the .ecur-'Cy or completeness of the EIR were received during 
the public input period. The letters and responscs follow. 
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EXECUTIVE SL~Il\1ARY 

A. BACKGROIDD AND PRo.mer DESCRIPTlOl'l 

The current brush management regulations 1)) the Land Development Code (LDC) were 

developed in conjunetlO11 with th~ Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). Th~ 

regulations were approved by City Council in November 1997 and by the California Coastal 

Commission in I\'ovember of 1999. They were made etIectivc with the entire Land Developmc:nt 

Codc Update on JanLlluy 3, 2000. 

CWTently, Brush Management Zone One IS the area adjacent to ,tructures and consists of 

pavement and permanently irrigated omam~ntal plantings. Brush Management Zone Two is an 

urea of native or naturalized plant material thumed to 50% to redllce fuel load. The Wldth of 

Zone One ~urrentlyvaries from 20 feet to 40 feet west ofInterstat~ 805 and EJ Camino Real, and 

30 feet to 45 feet east. Zone Two currently varies from 20 feet to 30 feet west of Interstate 805 

IIIld EI Crunino Real, and 40 feetlu SO I~et further east. Under the current Land Development 

Code Section 142.0412(h)(6), property owners arc respoilllibic tor maintaining brush 

management zones to include v.-eediug within brush management zone two. 

Since the adoption oflhe MSCl' in 1997, brush manag",ment zone one associated ""ith new 

development.has been located w1thin thed~velopmenl footprint and is not allowed within the 

M1lPA. With the proposed revi~ions to the LDC, ZOlW one wOl.lhl be increased to thlliy-fivc feet. 

:For some existing structw"es, zone one may not be abl~ to expand to thirty-five fect withont 

impacting native habitat. In lieu of expanding zonc one into native habitat, the propo~ed code 

amendments would increasc tbe width zon~ two one foot for eW1Y onc foot of zone one that 

could nut be provided, unless the Fire Chid" approved a modification on a case-by-case basis. 

The proposed activlties would be accomplished in accordance with the San Diego \1unicipal 

Code Chapter 14, Articlo 2, Division 4 and also proposed revi~ions to Chapter 4, Article 4, 

Division 3, Section 44.0307. et seq. These revision8 to the regulations are proposed to address 

mimsterial action~. Brush management thinning activities in '~one two Could be done by 



live~wck (goats). This would involve U~lllg goats as a supplement to existing crews to carry out 

blUsh management zone two thinning. l1linning of vegetation would include fencing the !!rea to 

be thinned, bringing in a herd of gl>uts, which would then fced on the vegetation, thereby 

reducing the fuel load and creating the defensible space for fire protection. The gout ht;ll{\ would 

remain in the fenced arca for two to three days then bc moved to another area. Thi~ rotltional 

grazlllg is referred to as controlled grazing, compared to continuous grazing which allows 

grazing w occur over the same plot ofland without rotation. Thinning wO(lld occur as the goats 

feed on the vegetation. Goats do not have a spccific diet and will feed on mo~t any type of 

shrubbery or vegetation. Studies ha\'e shown that they wlll ",at plants almo~t to ground level but 

leave the roots and g:r;ue un the lower branches of1arg~ trees and ~hrlJbs. 

The SEIRIEA is for public (including Right-Of-Entry Pennits) and private activities on already 

developed properties; not for future brush management to facilitate future development. Zone 

two brush management would continue to be exempt from ESL; therefore, private brush 

management activities do not nonnallyreqUlre a pennit. 

It is enrrently prohihited to use goats to thin vegetation III Brush Mllnagement Zonc 2. However, 

thc "prOJe~1" for purposes of this SEIRlEA mdru:1e~ u proposoo code amendment to allow Zone 2 

thinning with goaL~; th"refore, the impacts anal ysis inc! udes llnpacts attributable to using goats, 

B, EI\VIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

Implementation ofthc propl>sed Project would rcsnllm ~ignificant impacts 10 the following 

issue areas: 

_band Use 

• Biological ReSOLJrces 

LallE! Cse 

The l*a~88~s flWieieH" Ie the 13fU,1i l'Haoo:gl!El1ent fegu1ati8H" ',v8",ls ee 66HSistent '.VH13. 91.1 eflka 

9j3jllie!!l31e jllansiHg a€l€OOleHi:s, la1J£1 tise ]'11_ ana regulatiens willi the eKbeptieH sf !lit! 

J;;wHenm9llt!!lly geHSitive L9!I~ fsgHlatisSB sf tIle Laad De, eI€I]'Iffiffit cese. ,\8 J.isi>lIssea in 
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8eelisIl J I.f!. Ilieiegieal Res8ll!'ses, the flftl!38&ed fe"isi8f\~ zeul~ re~"lt ill iffij'Jaets to3 the 

CalifeRlia gaateateaer bf~e~iag s~aseH. This v. euW oot be 6GESi~"),t wi.tk ilie J?,!;b r~g<l'.oM<m!\, 

th~f8 refiblltillg iH a gi~€lI!Illll!la llse iHlfJ""{. ~ 4eas~s MB a"'aiia~I8 18 J-UfEgIHe ili<.lSe 

iHlfJ!l6ts, R8wever th<o "flflliellllt h.; oot agFeeH te tllsm. Tlterefere, >i.gWH6aAt imfIaab 

<lB5eeial8~ v,~!l.i laRa us~ we1il1~ remaiH llllfniligatea. 

Biological Resonrces 

The propmed projcct would impact biological resourcl'S as a result of the e:;wblishment of 

invasive plant types once bru.~h management activitie~ havc been conducted, Thinning in zone 

two would allow for tile invasive plants to establish in --:one two. City staffconducled site visits 

on a number of parcels and conduded thatrOLltine weeding as required by the code i~ not being 

implemented, The introduction of invasive plants in zone two woLlld result in II sigmficant 

impact to native habitat and sensitive biological resources. Invasive plant types would be 

introduced into <lone two as a result ofthc thinning, creating a significant impact. Furtller, as 

goats digest certain plant types containing seeds, the goat feces could also spread invasive 

plants within ;>:one two as the seeds could take hold in the soil and sprout. Measura, are 

available to mitigate impacts to native habitat, however the applicant has not agreed to them. 

The EIRJEIS tor tho MSCP concliJded that impacts to CQvered species and thcir habitats 

[rom brush managemenl were _~ignifi,ant bm mitigated to below a Ievcl of significam:e 

wiLh the implementation of preserve n13nagement and planning guidelines identified in each 

City's MSCP SLlbarea Plan and associated implementing regulations. A~ documented in 

this SElRIEA, impacts to biological resources that could result from implementation of the 

proposed brush management revisions would be signiticant in that the projlX-1: would 

expand tlIe area within which invasive weeds e~tablish. In that the increase impacts would 

occur within the 200-foot edge affected area located within the MHPA. This SEIRIEA 

concludes. like the EIR for the Land Development Code, that the impacts are rendered less 

than significant by implementation of the MSCP except for impacts oceurring outside the 

MHPA for significant impacts to non-covered species. Therefore, significillil impacts 

associated with biological resources would remain significant and ullmitigated. 
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the CalifeERia g-Mleatehef. BRIaR mtIflagemllffi m;R$Hgin lene twe eellid imfaet th~ 

gnmeatellers ~e Ie in"idenW iHlf!aets Ie t1e~(,iI,gbiRh and f~~6tiBn efSHitaele Ilabitlt eyefllsll 

thlnailli5 ,'fithiR lf1e efeediag Se9SeA eAlrm.ds .,., iHlliI tH~ J>.'lHPA 114HigaFislI ill tB~ ferffl sf 

aSljliiFiAg a.flllF9J[iltlateiy 19~ El£FIlb ",f 8f/1olal "'Illitl gnateatOOer Ha~ilat ""erna ltIial;;"<Ite ifflpaalg Ie 

t'hs ga~teat€IIBf Ie e~16w a level e I mg!!: fi.eanse; However tOO ti!lplis8fit Ilas IIA! >IgI'~ed Ie ft. 

Impacts to sensitive vegetation as~ociated with the goat grazing would he significant as 

identified in the pTOpOSed project. Thl~ would also result in a significant impact to biological 

rcsourceg. g 811,'itil'e sf!Beies imfliwt:. WfHtle alse ~e sigaiaeallt as idEmtiHed iii the pfellBsed 

prsj eet. Tile Galifomia galltsalsl10r .,., ", .. Ie else be impEls/ea s'j' "egetaliell fuiHfting sy geat~ 

er ~aIlS that sawd pH:;,sisally i1tlflaet a IiRS!. The Miligati8fl 8atli.nea in S8oo8B V . .Q. 

wealS. FeEhse illlj'laetB *S bislegisai resaW-eBB i8 bels\'! EI is¥sl 8f aigm fi~iffi"9: HSWW!8I' 1fl8 

af!f!lisaRIlnts fKlt agre8s. 18 it TlUjlaets assseiat.@9.w:-la!he E!!!I;a\3E5"km<ml; '3f ;·!e;MWQ l'~anW 

""'8~ld remME signiasa.nl alia _itigat6El. Impacts to non-covered species outside the 

MHP A would remain significant and unmitigated. 

HvdrolGQ'/Water QunlitylErosion 

Implementatioll of the proposoo blUllh management re\~sions would not change the cour~e of 

surface water rJow or result in the long-term change to hydrologyiwater quality. The minimal 

erosi011 and sedimentation aN!<Odated \,~th surface disturbance would not be significant. 

Further, auy haud held land'lCuping equipment (i.e. weed whacker) that would operate within 

open space, plivate lands or other environmentally sensitive lands cOlJld release fluid or other 

~uh~tallce>. Due to thc limltoo quantities ofsubstanccs and typical di~tances for water qUality. 

uo impacts to water quality are auticipated. 

Aceordingto the Biological resources report prepared for the project, two out of25 ~ites that 

were observed show evideuee ofcrosion. The erosion "ithin the brush management areas can 

be attributed to the s;mdy soils on the slope and, in one case, the way the slope was constructed. 

In both cases, there i8 not clear association between bl"lJ.'lh mWlllgement and the erosion on the 

site. Based on the nature of the proposed brush numagement revisions, impacts to erosion are 

not expected to occur. 
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Neighborhood Character! Aesthetics 

Tmplementation oflhe proposed Bruih Management ",visions would serve to improve the 

amount of defensible ';pace from strlJdures 10 vegetution. The bru,h management revisions 

wouldhdp avoid large blUSh fires, like the recent Cedar Fire ofO<.:tober 20m, thereby avoiding 

impacts to neighborhood character/aesthetics. 

There is the potential that private land owners could impact matwe trees with the proposed 

blUsh management revisions. However, tho current blUsh management rcglJlations require that 

trees be thinned, not removed flum brush management zones one and two. Therefore, the 

proposed brush management revi~ions would not result in a significant impact to neighborhood 

character/aesthetics. 

c. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS SUl\-lMARY 

Based on the resulls of the environmental analysis contained in Section Y, implementation of the 

proposed project would have significant impacts related to Itma <l88 EIflE! hiological re..'l<Jurces. The 

discus~ion of altemativcs 13 intended to "substantially reduce significanl impacts." 

No Project Alternativll 

Under the:'<Jo Project Alternative, tho existing brush management zones would remain in effect. 

Current brush management regulation state that the width of zone one v;uies from twenty feel to 

thirty· live feet west of Interstate 805 and El Camino Real, and thirty tiole! to forty-live feet on the 

ca,t. Zone two currently varies for twenty feet to thirty !iolet west ofTnterstatc 805 and El Camino 

Real, and forty feet to fifty feet on the east. 

In the absence of implementing any of the activities associated \vith the proposed brush 

illmJagemcnt revisions, none of the environmental impacts described in Section V would directly 

occur. However, Ihe Fire Marshall could still reqLrire thinning beyond the present Zone Two. 

s·, 



N {I Action Alternative 

NEP A requires that the No A~iion Alternative be described. TIle No AClion Altemative aRsume~ 

that there would be no fi:deral funding available fllt the implementation of the bri.1sh management 

revisions wIthin Clly owned open space areas and as a result, nn redera\ action 1-0 approve. The 

propo~ed hrush management revisions could still be irnplementw by the City; howevtlr, funding 

would need to be acquirtxl from different sources. This alternative would not a~hieve the 

objectives of the project of providing additional defensible space from stn.lctures to vegetation 

because the City does not have altornative sources offunding for the project. 

Increasing Building Regulations 

Under this alternative, proposed changes to the building regulatious would occur thereby 

reducing the need for increased brush management zones. Revisions to the building regulations 

could include fire walls which would be constructed at the boWlUary between zone two and open 

space. Additional building regulations could include alternative architectural features for 

structw..,s whet.., brush management would nonnallybe required. TIus revision to the Land 

Development Code regulations is included in the proposed ordinance which is attached to this 

SElR/EA as Appendix C. 

While the proposed project allows development fcatures as an alteruative to or in addition to 

reduced brush management zoncs, under this alternative there would be no impact5 to biological 

resources o[ sensitive species because brush management would not occur. The building 

regulatioilll would reduce the fire hazard to structures and the habitat on site would remain 

undisturbed. 

Ko impacts associated with hydrology/water quality/erosion, land use or neighborhood 

character/aesthetics would occur \"ith this alternative. 



D. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 

Eduention/Training Alternative 

The Educ~tionltraining alternative would rdy on existing or expanded infoollatlOn whidJ i~ 

available to the publie for theptuposi;l1; ol'brush manugemelll and creating defensible spu~e 

around structures. Much of this educatIOnal infunllatiull is readily available to the p<Jblic via tI,e 

City of San Diego websitc, brochtLre~ and Jlyers which are available through the Flre-Res~ue wul 

Park and Recreation Departments Then: has been a substantial amoWlt ofpubh~ outreu~h on tlle 

subject of brush management. This alteniative is unreasonable due to the fact it is ""sumed that 

not everyone who requiros bTllsh management on tl,eiI site would necessarily partuke in any of 

the educational materials and/or conduct brush management per the rcquired procedures in the 

regulations or as required in any development permit conditions. 

Under this alternative, based on the assumptions mentioned above, there would be a significant 

impact to non-covered species located outside the MHP A seru:iti'!e hiele!;ieal FeS8"111'8BS !!!3 a 

f8lffili sf the esi;ahlishmefl( efflea lllIIive !'11m S!'leeiS8 is Z9se FNB MIa aA" B slBI'B Rf "~"B P"~ 

In a~~iMes, ~aets te the Califsrnia gaaWIII6aBr welJill sesur as the aSSl;lfill'tieR is !;hat 8l'1olSa 

fflWlEl@MHeateelJialikelyeeemawing tlle llFe~aiHg SeaDSR. if~aels aSfBeia,ee with ir.YlIsive 

1'1aB1 sllesiS6 weals reJJlais signitieitat itns lIfflRitigateEi; tberefore. this alternative is rejected. 

Prescribed Burn Alternative 

T~nder thi:. alternative, prescribed burning ofvegetatiol1 would be allowed within or hevund brush 

munagenlent mne two to allow fuel load redlictlOn. Prescribed burns can be used to cr~at~ a 

mo:.mc of au-e-classes of shrublands; reducing fuel load adjacent to structures; protecting o<lk and 

conifer woodlands through understory b<JI11Jllg; and removal ofunwantcd or exotl'-' species. The 

effectiveness of prescribed bums lS questionable. Research indicates that this type offuel 

management maybe effective at controlImg fires that burn under moderate weather conditions, 

but ineffective at controlling fires that ignite uuder severe weather conditions (i,e .. Santa Ana), It 

has been suggested that multiple prescribed burns to create a mosaic offuc1loads in the 

shrublands is not practical and focus should be 011 the interface between developments md native 

h<ibitat areas. 



Prescribed burns creates a significant liability issue. and can only be eondul-ied at certain times of 

the year based 011 humidity, wind. fuclload and uvailability ofrcsponse crews to suppress 

unwanted burns. An incomplete assessment of an" factor for a presetib\ld blJfU eSlllead to los:, 

ofpropenvand life with serious liability questions to both the landowner and the one respOl18ible 

for the burn. TIlls alternative is rejected be~ause it is not supported by the City of San Dlego 

Fire-Rescue Department. 

Clear lind Reo-plant ZoneTwo 

Under this alternative complete cleating would occur in zone two and would be re-planted with 

low height native plant types. Proper planting protocol would be to lightly scarify the soil surfaee 

before planting for better seed/seil contact. Temporary irrigation would be installed for a peried 

(lfur to two years for plant establishment. The assumptions associated with this alternative are 

that the irrigation would not be install\ld or monitored properly thereby allowing nmoffto ooour 

down slope of zone two. This can be substantiated by evidence thut irrigation runoff is the 

primary source ofwlltl-' in our drainngcs within the City dUE iw; III" "UIIlIIl~r. The nev,ly planted 

vegetation would he 8uccessful in reducing impacts to weed invasion. This alternative would 

have a signi Ikant impact on scnsiti ve habitats; therefore. fhis alternative is rejected. 

Thinning bv Plant Type 

Under this altemalwe. thinnin~ ofvegeturion would occur bas~d on the plant type810cated within 

brush management mne tw(l for fuel load rednction. The first plant types to be thinned would be 

the most flammable und the most invll8iYe within the sptleifi,-, brush management zone two area, 

Next, the more flammable native or naturalized plants would be thinned. Finally the least 

flammable and more sensitive native or naturalized plants would be thinned for a total reduction 

in ground cover to 50% The offectiyeness of thinning by plant type is gueSl1Onable. Thinning 

the most flammable and the most invusiye plant types first would address the most hannful plant 

tYptlS, but these plant types could establish themselves rather quickly after the initial brush 

management occurs. This alternative is rejected because it is not potentially feasible to assume 

that everyone who reqnires brush managcmont on their propertvwould be able to identifvJill 

. I 



plant types located in zone two brush managed areas. 

E. CL'l\IULA TIVE llHPACTS 

Land Use 

As dl>cussed in Section V.A, implementation orthe proposed brush management revisions is not 

expe~ted to result in land usc impacts, wit;li Ifls eX""'l"tiell sf G~'ll"it"teH.? \'11.[1: tlJ~ 

Em lfflllIBealaIly §l Bfl("la, e LaHJ~ fi.¥WruiSHS a~ it rlllat~8 Is tft~ J>Clatsatsller llre~tIiHg SSft~8fl. 

These impacts when considered with other reasonably foreseeable projects aTe not considered to 

he ~umulativc1y ulflslderable. 

Biological Resources 

CGBsiaers<l IS "98 eumlilati\'81y sigfliii6aill !ilia Iile sCllllri"BHliaB sf IhB fS\~~e€l1JfII!iI! lllIIHag61'lJJ~at 

regwatisBli is eea~iaeTaiJIB "~<l ,lwr~fu." sig<>iii"aat. Since the project is mltiguted by the 

implementation of the MSCP. there are no cumulative impacts to biolocical resources Vvith the 

proposed project. 

Hydm)ogy/Water Quallty 

A, discussed in Section V.C, implementation ofthe proposod brush management re~isions 1.~ not 

expected to require any groundwater dewatering. Based on the nature of the proposed brush 

management rcvision~, impacts (0 growldwater quality arc not expected tn oeew', Based on the 

nature oflhc propnsoo blUsh management reyi$ions, impact~ to erosion ar~ not expected to occur, 

Therefore, it is anhcipated that the proposed brush management revisions would not contribute to 

the cumulative] y significant hydrology/water quality/erosion impacts. 



Neighborhood Character/Acsthetics 

As discussed in Section YD, implementation of the proposed brush management revisions would 

serve to minimizc any potential impact.~ to mature trees, and any individual thinning projects on 

private lands, open spacc or other environmentally sensitivc lands arc not anticipated to result in 

changes to neighborhood charactemtics or aegthetics during thinning activities. 1\0 mature trees 

will be removed with the proposed brush management zones. As such, the proposcd brush 

management revisions wuuld not contribute to any cumulalively significant neighborhood 

chmacter/aesthetics impads. 

F. GROWTH INDUCE:\IIENT 

The proposed brush management revisions involves ongoing thinning activities located on 

private lands, open space and other environmentally sensitive lands that would serve to maintain 

the proposed 100 foot wide defensible space between struetures and vegetation. The proposed 

brush management revisions would not havc the potential to directly or indirectly induce growth 

or otherwise foster the potential for growth. Further, this SEIRIEA does not address brush 

management impacts that might result from futuro: development. Therefore, no growth inducing 

impacts, direct or indirect, are anticipated to occur as a result of the implementation of the 

revised brush management regulations. 

j.!o 



Subsl'Ijuent EIRIEA 

SECflONI 

INTRODUCTION 

This document is a Joint Subsequent Environmental Impact ReportlEnvironmenlal Assessmcnt 

(SElRlEA) for Brush Management Revisions to the City of San Diego Land Development Code. 

The SElRiEA must cOmply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as 

amended (42 U.S.C., §4325 et seq.) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 

1970, as amended (Public Resources Code, §21000, et seq.) and tiers off of the San Diego 

Municipal Code Land Dtn'elopment/Zone Code Update, WR No. 96-0333, SCH No. 96081056, 

Purnuant to CEQA Guidelines, the NEPA format is used in preference to the City of San Diego 

CEQA Guidelines and City of San Diego Environmental Impact Report Guidelines (Revised 

September 20(2). However, all mandatory CEQA sections are included and, where in addition to 

NEPA sections, follow the City of San Diego preferred fonnat. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15162, a Subsequent EIR may be prepared when substantial changes are proposed in the 

project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new 

significant environmental effects or a suootantial increase in the severity of previously identified 

significant effects. 

The advantages of a SUbsequcnt ErR for this project include, but are not limited to, consideration 

of cumulative impacts that may not have been considered m the previous ElR; reduction in 

paperwork; avoidance of duplicative reconsideration of basIc policy considerations; and use of 

the subsequent and previously approved EIR ducuments in evaluating subsequent activities. 

The proposed project involves increasing the width of thc current Bru8h Management Zones. 

Current Brush Management Zone One is the area adjacent to structures and consists of pavement 

and pennanently irrigated ornamental pluntings. The width of Zone One currently varies from 20 

feel to 40 feet west of Interstate 805 andE! Camino Real, and 30 feet to 45 feet east of 1-805 und 

El Camino Real. BlUSh Management Zone Two is an area of native or naturali:red plant material 
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thinned to 50% to rednce fuel load. Zone Two currently varies from 20 feet In 30 feet west of 

Interstate 805 and EI Camino Real, and 40 feet to SO feet further east. 

In light of thc siw and severity of the Cedar fire, and other wildfires in October of 2003, lhe Fire 

Chief is recommending u City wide 100 foot brush Illilnagement area consisting of 35 feet of 

Zone One and 65 feel of Zone Two. In addition, it is proposed that Zone Two would be 

expanded accordingly to achicvc 100 feet of brush management where Zone One is less than 35 

feet from exiMing structures. A standard 100 foot brush management zone would allow for a 

greater defensible space against impending fire. The project is located within the limits uf City 

of San Diego, and includes tho City of San Diego Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) of the 

Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), City of San Diego Open SpacB Lands, private 

property, and lands within the California Coastal Commission jurisdiction. 

Since the adoption of the MSCP in 1997, brush management zone one associatcd with nBW 

development has been located within the development footprint and is not allowed within the 

MHPA. With the proposed revisions to the LDC, zone one would be increased to thirty-five feet. 

t'or some eXIsting structures, zone one may not be able to expand to thirty-five feet without 

impacting native habitat. In lieu of expanding zolle one into native habitat, the proposed code 

amendments would increase the width ~one two one foot for every one foot of zone one that 

could not be provided, unless the Fire Chief approved a modification on a case-by-case basis. 

The City of San Diego Park and Recreation Department is currently responsible for maintaining 

brl.lsh management in city·owned open space areas within the City of San Diego. ~jecl 

implementation on City property wOl.lld initially be paJtially funded by the Office of Emergency 

Services (OES), via a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) grant thal is currently 

being applied for by tho City of SanDiego Pmk and RecreatIOn Department, l!Ihicl1 i, the basis 

for including NEPA analysis in this SEIRIEA. 

Based on a review of the proposed project by the Lead Agency [City of San Diego Development 

Services Department (DSD)], and pursuant to CEQA Sections I5063(a) and 15081, as amended, 



it has been detennined that the proposed revisions to brush management zones may have a 

significant dIect on the environment. The preparation of a dmft Subsequent Envirol]mentai 

Impact Report (SElR)/Envirmunental Assessment (BA), therefore, are required. 

A. CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

This SEIRIEA has been prqmn:d in accordance witl1 the requirern{)Jlt8 ofCEQA (California Public 

Resoun.'e5 Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines, as amended March 29, 1999 

(California Code efReglilations Section 15000 et seq.), City of San Diego l.ruJ.d Development Code 

(Sections 69.0201- 69.0218) and the City of SanDiego ElR Guidelines (Revised September 

2002). 

In accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the City of San DiegoDSD has circulated a 

Notice of Preparatlon (NOP), dated Mareh 9, 2004, to all interested agencies, groups, and 

individuals. All comments received were considered during preparation of this SEIRfEA. The 

NOP and comments receive<l are attached in Appendix A to this SEIRfEA. Through the 

SElRIEA sooping process, four environmental issue areas were identifiod Ilnd are addressed in 

this SEIRfEA. They include: (1) hmd use; (2) bJOJogical resontces; (3) hydrology/water quality; 

and (4) neighborhood character/aesthetics. Other CEQA·required sections, such as Summary; 

Environmental Setting; Background and Description of Programs; Growth Indm:cment; 

Cumulative Impacts; Alternatives; Effects Found Not to be Significant; Significant JrroversihJc 

Environmental Changes That Would be lnvolved in the Proposed Action, Should it he 

Implemented; Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts; lind Individuals and Agencies 

Consulted, are also included. 

Issues that were determined 1I0t to be significant lind rtmsons for the nOli-significance concl usions 

are identified in Section VIII of this SElRIEA and include: Agriculture ResourcelllNatural 

ResollICestr.tineral Resources, Air Quality, Energy, Historical Resources (Archaeology), Human 

Health/Public Safety, UghIiGlare!ShlIding, Noise, Odor/Nuisance, Recreooonll! Resources, 



Paleontology, Population and Housing, Public Serviccs and Utilities, Transportation/Circulation, 

and Water Conservation. 

Subswucnt ElK Assessment Method 

The proposed revisions to Brush Management Zones that are addressed in this S£IRIEA were 

identified through the application of a Geographic Information System (GlS) by overlaying a data 

layer lhat specified structures within the City of San Diego with a data layer that delineated ~as 

adjacent to but outside of existing urban development (i.e., areas outside of development Ihut 

would be open space, MHPA and other environmentally sensitive arcas). Acrial photographs 

(digital orthophotos) were then carefully reviewed to confum or refine the GIS mapping. All 

structures withm the City of San Diego were reviewed to determine an average amount of 

defensible space for properties within the City of San Diego. Due to the nature of the data used 

to identify the averuge width of defensible space between structures and vegetation, the potential 

exists for structures to huve more or less defensible space than of those idetltified in this 

SEiRIEA to be identified Within environmema!ly se~sitive lands. 

Given the large number of open spuce, private lands, and other environnwntally sensitive lands, 

impact analysis in the Subsequent EIRfEA is based on exi.~ting data such as Geographic 

Information System (GIS) data developed in 1995 for the Multiple Species Conservation 

Program (MSCP) and GIS data developed by the City of San Diego relative (0 land use plans. 

For the review and analysis orthe SElRlEA an assumption has been made regarding future 

implementation of the proposed bruso management revisions. Ci\y staff has assumed that all 

property owners woo will perform brllsh !l1<lI1agcment on their property will perform the lX)rre<:\ 

amount of thinning, blit it is flet liltaly l\lllt tlt~ tiffiiflg sf !Be bfush fflall"&geRlBfl! will foe ift 

lIee0f&!ftS6 witll !he bFea~ !I6!16<lft sf the CIHi~a gaaleil!MBF and that brush management 

activitie-s wi.\l be perfonned outside of the California gnatq\cherbreeding season Ovl!![Ch 1 

August 15) as outlined in the proposed revised ordinance. 



C. APPLICABLE LAND USE PLANS 

The following planning documents are applicable to the proposed Brush Management revision~: 

City IIf San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 

Community, Park!Preserve, and Other City Area Plans (See Section IV.A Lund Use for 

complete list) 

City of Soo Diego Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 

City of San Diego Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan 



SECTION III 

BACKGROUND AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. BACKGROUl'.'D OF BRUSH MANAGEMENT 

Historical Development of Brush Management 

The current brush management regulations in the Land Development Code (LDC) were 

developed in conjunction with the Multiple Species Conservation Progrmn (MSCP). The 

regulatiens wen' approved by City Ceuncil in Nevember 1997 and by the Califemia Cou~tal 

Commissien in November or 1999. Tbey were made effective with the entire Land Development 

Code Update on January 3, 2000, 

The primary focus of the 1997 cbanges was to simplify regulations, to improve predictability, to 

make them more enforceable, and to coordinate brush management requirements with the City's 

goal to preserve environmentally sensitive habitat. Changes to the regulation:; induded 

replacement of the complex three zone system of brush management ot varymg widths (50' to 

110') based upon clasmfications of firc sevcritywith a two zone system based upon the locahon 

ofthc property's location west or east ofintcrstatc 805 and El Camino Real (Figure 2). TIle 

dividing line ofTnlerstatc 805 and El Camino Real was sc1ecwd based upon amllysis llfhiMoncal 

fire data in and out~ide areas of climatic coastal influCllcc. Thc recent Cedar Fire has prompted 

the Fire-Rescue Department to re-evaluatc the current distinction and propose a single city""ide 

brush management system. 

Currently, Brush MallugelJlent 7AJne One i~ the area adjacent to structures and consists of 

pavement and pennanently inigated omamental planl1ng.~. Brush Management Zone Two is an 

area of native or naturalized plant material thinned to 50% to reduce fuc1load. The width of 

Zone One currently varies from 20 feet to 40 feet west of Interstate 805 and El Camino Real, and 

30 feet to 45 feet east. Zone Two cunently varies from 20 fOOt to 30 feet west ofinterstatc 805 

and El Camino Real, and 40 feet to 50 feet further east. Under the current Land Development 

Code Section 142.0412(h)(6), property owners are respensible for maintaining bmsh 

management 7.oncs to includc weeding within brush management zone two. Site visit~ 
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performed by City Staffimlicate that this current regulation h.w not been adhered to and that 

invasive plant species are able to grow within thillIling brush management wne two areas, 

Additionally, the LDC allows for alternative compliance to brush management in tbe form of 

architectural features which can be included as permit conditions for projects requiJ.ing II 

development pcrmit. 

Development of the Brush Management revisions 

In light orthe size and severity of the Cedar fire, and other wildfires in October of2003, the Fire 

Chiefi~ recommending a City \vide 100 fool brush management area consisting of35 feet of 

Zone One and 65 feet of Zone Tv.·o. In addition, it is proposed that Zone Two would be 

expanded accordingly to achieve 100 feet of brush management where Zone One is less than 35 

feet from existing structures. A standard 100 foot brush management zone would allow for a 

greater defensible space against impending fire (Figures 3 and 4). 

"Cnder the existing Municipal Code § 142.0412(i), the Fire Chicfhas the ability to enforce 

modification \0 the brush management regulations for purposes of fire protection on a case-by_ 

case basis. A8 a result of the Cedar Fire, the Fire Chief is recommending implementation of the 

100 toot citywide brush management regulations on a volunteer basis, until the proposed 

revisions to the brush management regulations can be considered for adoption by City Council. 

In the COiWtul Zone, final adopl1on of the proposed revisions would require approval by the 

California Coa~tal Commission to modiJY the City'.~ Local Coastal Program. 

B. PROJECT PESCRIPTION 

Brush Management Revisions 

Brush Management Revisions consist of a City wide 100 toot brush managemeni area consisting 

of35 feet of Zone One and 65 feet of Zone Two. In addition, it is proposed that Zone Two 

would be expanded accordingly to achieve 100 feet ofbru~h management where Zone One is less 

than 35 feel from existing structure!!. Brush management activities would occur outside of the 

California gnatcatcher breeding season (March I August 15), The proposed activities would be 

accomplishDd in accordance with the San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 
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4. These revisions to the regulations are proposed to address ministerial a~tions. The issuance of 

a Right-of-Entrypenmt by the Park and Recreation Department would be required for property 

owner:; to perfonn brush management in accordance with the regulations on City property. Since 

the adoption of the MSCP in 1997, brll~h management zone one associated ,,·ith new 

development has been located within the development tootpnnt and is not allowed within the 

:MH1' A With the proposed revisiol18 to the LDC, zone one would be increa8ed to thirty-five feet. 

For some exi~ting structures, zone llne may not be able to expand to thirty-five fed without 

impacting native habitat. fn lieu of ~xpanding zone one into native habitat, the proposed cod~ 

amemJm~nts would increase the width zone two one fool for every one foot orzonc one that 

could not be provided, unless the Fire Chief approved a nmdlfication on a C<j,e-by-case basis. 

Per the revised brush management ordinance, the fire Marshall could expand the total v"idth of 

brush management zone one and two to exceed 100 feel. However, the SEillJEA assumes a 100 

foot average impact. 

For any new· discretionary project8, impacts will be assessed and mitigation required in 

Rccmd"moe ,,~th th" City of San Diego Biological resources guidelines. 

Procedures 

For My orthe brush management methods described above, there are a nwnher ofsters tll<lt 

oc~uy berore, during. and after brLL~h management activity. The following describes the t)1Ji~a1 

seqllencc of steps in the impkmenting the proposed brush management revisions. Variations to 

thes~ ~teps may sometimes occur based on site-specific characteristic>. Further, the reb'lllutious 

are silent on mcthods for pruning and thinning. Pruning and thinning can he <lone by using hand 

held power tools, basic non-pllwered garden tools or goaL~. 

Preliminary Site Evaluation: Before beginning bru8h management, verify where the 

property boundaries arc to insure that the improvemenw YOll make are on the property. If 

brush management reconnnendations cal)not he accomplished completely on the property 

and the adjacent property is City-o"ned open space or park land, contact the Park and 

Recreation Department Brush Management Section to review options to accomplish 

brush management req lIiremcnts. 

"" 



Brush Management Implemeutation: Based on the information collected thrOllgh the 

preliminary site cvalliution, a brush management plan is prepared. The plan idontifies: 

locations of zone one and zone two; the thinning/pruning mdhod(s) to be nscd; 

equipment type; proposed measurcs to avoid or minimi~.e impads to sensitivo resources; 

and clcarances and approvals reqnired. 

Permits and Clearances: Based on the nature, location, and exteni of activities in open 

space and other environmentally sensitive lands that need tn be completed, thc necessary 

permits and clearances are obtained, inehlding those from any appropriate regulatory 

agencies (specifically the Park and Recreation Department Right of Entry pennit). A 

Right of Entry pennit from the Park and Recreation Department is required for any work 

taking place on Park and Recreation Department property. 

Controlled Grazing 

Brush management pruning and thinning activities in zone two ~ould be done by goat~. 

This would involve using goats as a snpplement to existing crews to carry out brush 

management zone lWO thinning. Thinning of vegetation would incllJde fencing the aroa 

to·bc thinned, bringing in a herd of goats, which would then teed on the vegetation, 

thereby reducing the flJelload and creating the defensible space for fire protection. The 

goat herd would remain in the fenced aroa for two to three days then be moved to another 

area. This rotational grazing is relerred to as controlled grazing, comparcd tn continuous 

grazing which allows grazing to o~~ur over the same plot of land withont rotation j!§ 

rcicrenccd in Appendix G. 

It is currently prohibited to nse goats to thin vegetation in Brush Management Zone 2. 

However, the"projecf' for pUIposes of this SEIRIEA includes a proposed code 

amendment (Appendix G) to allow Zone 2 thinning with goats; therefore, the impacts 

analysis indlJdes impacts attributable to using goats. 

A pilot project within the City of San Diego has recently occuaed on a site ncar the 
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Mission Trails Regional Park, which includes approximately 40 goats OIl one- third of an 

aLTe of land. Two additional sites have bcon added to the pilot program. It has been 

e5timated that the goats can clear as much land as a human erew at less than half the cost. 

There have heen cases in California, in Alameda and Contra Costa counties that have 

been efl"ectively Llsing goats as a tool for fire preventien since 1983. Additional cities in 

Califomia which use this methodology include Laguna Beach, Malibu and Glendale. 

Goats bwught in temporarily for brush management purposes will be regulated through 

the San Diego Municipal Code, Chapter 4, Artlc\e 4, DlVislOn 3, Section 44.0307. et seq, 

which addresses the usc of livestock within the Clly of San Diego. This section is in the 

process of being amended to oermit the use of goats for brush management in non

agricultural areas, if certain Very specific criteria are met. 

Goats will be permitted to browse during the day, and will be moved along as the amount 

of vegetation thinned reaches the 50% level. They \'vill be fenced with electric fencing. 

and will be .. t .. density of no more than 75 goats per acre. At night. goats will be penned 

in a small ~taging llyell, which is required to bc cleaned daily, and the goats droppings 

disposoo ofpr\lperly. GoalS many not be used in coastal sage scrub habitat during 

gnatcatcher nesting season. betwcen March I and August 15. 

C. OBJEClIVES Olf BRUSll MANAGEJ\.IENT REV1SIONS 

TIle objectives of the brush management revisions can be summarized as follows: 

• To complete in a timely and comprebenslve manner the rcvisions to current brush 

management regulations. 

• To identify and implement efficient, effective, and environmentally sensitive 

means to accompliill the revised brush management zones one and two. 



• To provide for effective and environmentally s"'n~itive long-tenn maintenance of 

brush managemt;lnt zones in open space, private lunds and other e)1Virornllentaily 

Nensitive lands. 

• To refine tht;l \egulation~ that provides <Il1 ucceptabl0 risk ((l :;tructures and fire 

personnel ii-om wildfire'>. 

D. DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

City Permits 

City Council approval of the proposed brush management revisions to the City's Land 

Development Code is required to implement the proposed brush management revisions ",ity wide. 

Other applicable regwatiollS of the City's Land Development Code include Best Management 

Practices (Sections 142.0101 & 142.0201) and erosion control in the Landscape Regulations. 

With approval of the J1ropoR~il nwisions and certification ofth1S SEIR, an amendment to Chapter 

[4, Article 2, Di1,.ision 4, ofthc San Diego Munkipal Code by amending section 142.0402; 

142.0403; and 142.0412 would be implemcll1ed and also amendments to Chapter 4, Article 4, 

Divi~ion 3. sections 44.0307.1. 44.0307.2 and 44.0307.3 and 44.m07.4. The SEIRIEA is for 

puhlic (including Right-Of-Entry Ptmnits) and private activities on already developed properties: 

nol fol' future brush mllllagement to facilitate futllrt;l development. Zone two brush management 

would continue to bt;l exempt from ESL; therdort;l, private brush management activitit;ls do not 

normally require a ptlrmit. 

E. HTSTORY OF PROJECT CHANGES 

Since the ordinance was onginally drafted by City Staff, the SEIRIEA ha~ been modified as 

follows: Thor~ hav~ l3eElfl prajest sllallges fur the pFefl8beEl13Flisdi lIIoallagtlment ie'.~si8I!B. lJ 

Added to this DFaft gEIRiEA the project was the assumption that no impacts to wetlands would 

occur. llDeleted from llii& DFaft gEIR'EA tho prOject is the ability of the Fire Marshall to 

expand the width of zone two brush management. liThe text of the proposed revisions was 
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changed to delek the word "deaTed" and replaccd with "thinned", 4,1 Time of year restrictions 

arc included in the revised ordinance which prohibits brush mana.rement activities WIthin coastal 

sage sClub dW'jng Cali/omia gnatcatcher breeding season (March 1 Atlgust 15). 

F. PROJECT ASSUMPTIONS 

For ptlrposes of this SETRIEA the fullowing assumptions have been made with respect to the 

proposed revisions to the bft1~h management regulations: 

• Ilr~.'lllB&Ha.g~m~nt "fill Be €€lIffilelee iffiY lil'll~ l) I' :119 yaar. This is Ba;<;ee sa"llie faot that 

Park all~ RSeFeElliisll ±:lSllartHlsilt lIeees te ~ef)tI>Le: llr~!'11 managilHleffi any time ef"llie 

year. AEiEiWisIIWI,<, as IBlfI!le!'~S gel w,m'l'Hl£ r9GfJle tess. ts tiliak abeet Ike fllfeat--e.f 

firs oos. 60f1<llilet 6resa ffiEffillgBHlBflI. 

• The site visits conducted by City staff revealed th~t weeding consistent Yvith the 

reglilations is not occurring in brush management /.One two. 

• Brush management \~ill occur consistent with the regulations in terms oftbinning and 

liill~ ufyear lestflctions within coastal sage scrub habjtat. 
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SECTION IV 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This s~dion includes the l\'EPA-lt'ljuired brief description of the affected environment, including 

the population, social, and economic characteristics providing enough dctailto understand the 

cll'e~-w of the Proposed Action and other a1tematiHl$. The location and environmental setling for 

the proposed action is requiwd by CEQA is also provided. 

A. LOCATION 

The San Diego region covers over 4,200 squure miles in the southwest comer of the continental 

United States, bordered by Mexico and the Padfic Ocean. The region includes 18 incorporated 

cities and many uninootporated communities. TIle 18 cities and over 90 percent of the 

population are located in the western half of the region. The City of San Diego covers nearly 330 

square miles and is located in the southwestern oorner ofCalifurnia. 

B. BACKGROUND 

The current brush management reg[]l~ti(ln. in the Land Development Code (LDC) were 

developed in conjunction with the Multiple Species Conservation Program (l\I!SCP). The 

regulations were approwd by City Council 10 November 1<)97 and hy the California Coastal 

Commission in :'-Iovomber of 1999. They were mude effective with the !;lnti,e Land Development 

Code Update on January 3, 2000. 

The primary focus of the 1997 changes was to ~implify regulations, to lmpruve predictability, to 

make them more enforceable, and to coordinate brush management rr.quirements with the City's 

goal to preserve enviromnentally sensitive habitat. Changes to the reglliations included 

replacement of the complex three zone system of brush management ofvlU)1ng widths (50' to 

110') based upon classifications of fire severity with a two zone system uased upon the location 

of the property's location west or east oflnterstate HOS and EI Camino Real. The dividing line of 

interstate HaS and El Camino Real was selected based upon analysis of historical fire data in and 

outside areas of climatic coastal infl uence. 
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SECTION V 

ENVIROl'\MENT AL ANALYSIS 

This section of the SEIRIEA pwvides a ddailed di~cu~sion of~l!hject area~ that \H)uld he 

significantly impacted by the propll~ed aLiion a~ well a~ a de~cription nfthc propn~ed mitigation 

mea~u:res. Thi~ includes information devcloped during the lnitial Study process and the response 

ptlliod ror the Notice of Preparation. It includes a discussion of impacts as they relate to all 

Spceific Impact Categories lI.'l a requirement of:JEPA!!lId discLl~~ionllfany additional 

considerations nece,slU)' to satisfy CEQA gLIidelines. 

A. LAND USE 

EXiSTThG CO:-.!DITIONS 

Existing Land Use Setting 

Thc San Dicgo region has one of the most biologically diverse environmenw in the continental 

United St~tes, supPDIting a variety ohpecies and habitat twes. This i~ pama11y due to the 

region's varied topography, climate, and soils. Thc region supports many types of environmental 

area~ ~uch as deserts, coasts, mountains, and maritime communities. The various topography 

affects all type, of development on canyon rims and adjacent to other natural open spa~~~. Older 

developments have lots that run to tlle botlollll>fthe adjacent C<lnyulJs. MUTe =~nt 

developments reqwre ","d~en)ent8 in the canyons. For the most part, larger canyon areas found 

throlJghout the City are city owned. Each ofthcsc areas supports a uniqlle assemblagc of plant 

and amma1 species. There are approximately 1,700 species of plants, 80 of mammals, over 400 

of bird" 75 of reptiles and amphibians, J 25 ofhutterllies, and over 10,000 terrestrial and aquatic 

invertebrates known to occur within the region. 
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Relevant Planning Documents 

City of San Diego C-.eueral, Community, Park/Preserve and Other Plans 

Land use regulations are b'llided by the City orSan Diego Progres~ Guide and General Plan (City 

of San Diego 1979). The Progress Guidc and General Plan provide overall land use goals, 

objectives. and recommendations for the entire City. 

On Octobtll· 22, 2002, the City Council adopted the City of Villages - Strategic Framcwork 

Element (SFE). a new [ong-lcnn grov,1h strategy that wowd r~pla~~ the existing chapter 

"Guidelines for Future Development" within the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General 

Plan. The SFE provides polides to direct future growth as San Diego shifts from an era of 

building upon abundant open land to one of reinvesting in existing communities. 

In addition TO the Progress Guide and General Plan, there are 38 commwrity plans in San Diogo, 

as well as a number Of adopted area planning documents for parks, special resource areas, and 

specific plan areas. 

Community llIld Other City Area Plans 

Cannel Valley (J\01ih City West) Community Plan 
Clarrcmont Me~a Community Plan 
Del Mar \1esa Specific Plan 
Easl :\1<;lSa Precise Plan, Balboa Park 
Elliot Community Plan 
Fairbanks Ranch Country Club Specific Plan 
Golden Hill Community Plan 
Greater North Park Community Plan 
Keamy Mesa Community Plan 
T.a Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program CLCP) Land Usc Plan (Draft) 
Linda Vista Community Plan lind LCP Land Use Plan 
Mid-City Communities Plan 
Mid-City Design Plan 
~dway Pacific Highway Comdor Community Plan 
M:ira Mesa Community Plan 
Miramar Ranch North Community Plan 
Mission Valley Community Plan 
Navajo Community Plan 
Ocean Beach Precise Plan and LCP Addendum 
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Old To\\'Il San Diego Community Plan 
Dilly Mesa Comll1W)ity Plan 
Olay Mesa-Nestor C01nmlmily Plan 
Pa<"lfi~ Beach Community Plan ilnd LCP Land Use Plan 
Pacific Highlands Ranch Subarea Plan 
Peninsula Community Plan and LCP Lund Usc Plan 
Rancho Bernardo Community Plan 
Rancho Penasquitos Community Plan 
Sabre Springs Commune!y Plan 
San Pas\jllill Valley Plan 
San Ysidro Community Plan 
Scripps MiranlilT Ranch Community Plan 
Serra :vIesa Community Plan 
Skyline-Paradise Hil\~ Commlmity Plan 
Suuthtmslern San Diegu Community Plan 
Tierra~allla Community Plall 
Tijuana River Valley LCP Land "(Sse Plan 
Torrey Highlands Subarea Plan 
Torrey Pines Community Plan 
University Community Plan 
Uptown Community Plan 
Via de la Valle Specific Plan 

Park/Preserve and Other Plam 

Balboa Park Master Plan 
Balboa Park Mn~ter Plan Amendment 
Chol1a.~ Creek Ellhancemenl Program 
Famosa Slough Enhancelll~nt Plan 
First San Dlego River lmprov",ment Project Natuml Resource Vlanagement Plan (Draft) 
Los PenllSquitos Canyon Preserve Ma~ter Plan 
Los Penasquito~ Canyon Preserve Natural Resource Management Plan 
Marian Bear Memorial Park Natural Resol.lll:e Management Plan 
Mls~inn Bay Park Master Plan Update 
Mission Bay Park !'Iamral Re>omcc .'vIanagement Plan 
Mission Traih Regional Park Master Development Plan 
Otay Valley Regional Park Concept Plnn 
San Dicguito River Park Concept Plan 
Tecoloie Canyon Natural Park Master Plan 
Western Olay Valley Region<ll Park Natural Resource Management Plan (Draft) 
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City of San Diego Local Coastal Program 

The City's Local Coastal Program (LCP) governs the declslOns that determine th", ~hOTt- and 

lllng-Ioon con~ervution and usc of the City's coastal resources, The LCP consist, oJ'two 

oomponents: the land lkle plan (LL'I') and the implementing ordinances found in the zoning and 

land development sections of the Luml Development Code. The City of San Diego has elected to 

divide their coastal zone jurisdictions into twelve segments. Thus, tlleJ"e are twelve LUPs that 

make up the City's overall LUP, Policies and r",~omul<;ll)dati()nl that m<lke up the various LUPs 

are inchlded and inwrporated into the community plans and/or other planning documents for the 

segn""nt area,. The folillwing LUPs and associated community and other planning documentl 

maybe affected by, or relevant to, the implementation of the Brush Management Revisions: 

• ::-.!orth City LUP - (Carmel Vallcy (North Clty West) Ccmmumty Plan, Los Penasquito:; 

Canyon Preserve Natural Resource Management Plan, :Mira :Mesa Community Plan, 

Pacific Highlands Ranch SLiharea Plan, Torrey Pines Community Plan, University 

Community Plan and Via de la Valle Specific Plan) 

• La Jolla/La Jolla Shores LUP (La Jolla Community Plan and LCP Land Use Plan) 

• Pacific Beach LUP (Pacific Beach CnmmLinity Plan and LeT' Land Use Plan) 

• lvlission Bay LUP (Mission Bay Park Ma~ter Plan Update and Linda Vista Community 

Plan and LCT' LWld esc Plan) 

• Peninsula Ll."'P (peninsula Community Plan and LCP Land Use Plan) 

• Otay M~~alNtlStor LUP (Otay Mesa/Nestor Community Plan) 

• Tljuana Riv~r Valley LCP Land Usc Plan 

An twelve of the City's LUPs have been certified by the Califomia Coastal Commission; thus, 

the City is the governing agency for lSSUanC'" of Coastal Development Permits. However, there 

are some "areas ohuspended certification" within variolk~ coastal %One segments that await 

resolLition by the Conuuission. Within these suspended certification areas, the California Coastal 

Commission is the governing agency for the issuance of Coastal Development Pemits. 
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City of San Diego Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

Thtl purpoStl ofthtl Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Rcgulations (San Diego land 

Development ('AIde, Chapler 14, Article 3, Division \) is to protect, preserve, and, wherc 

damaged, restore the environmentally senSltive Jands of San Ditlgo and the viability of the 

species supported by those lands. The ESL regulations serve to lmplenlent the MSCP by pladng 

priority on the preservation of biological resources within the MHPA. 

ESL regulations apply to all proposed development whtm any of' the following envirolUnentally 

sensitive lands are present on the project area: sen~itl ve biological resollr"es; ~te"P hillsides 

(defined generally as all lands that have a slope with a natural gradient of25 percent or greater); 

coastal heaches; sensitive ~oastal bluffs; and 100-year floodplains. 

All proposed developments that eneroach into environmental1y sensitive lands O1I.l"t obtaiJ.l either 

a Neighborhood Development Pennit or a Site Development Pennit. If development is proposed 

in the COrultal Overlay Zone, a COMtal Dwdopmcnt Pcnnit is alse required. Limited =ccptions 

to ESL regulations, including Zone Two brush management, apply in certain circum8tances. 

Thc ESL regulations contain development regulations for each type of sensitive land (sensitive 

biological resources. steep hillsitles, coastal heache8 etc.). Wlthiu the Coastal Overlay Zone 

(Figure 5), the ELS regulations generally establish a 25 percent allowable development ;]Tea in 

steep hill~id~ areas, ulthollgh development of up to 40 percent is permitted under certain 

circumstances for certain types of development, including public utility systems. Additionally, 

the ESL regulations for projects occurring within the Coastal Overlay 7.on", (<;l<.juire a 100-foot 

buffer to be maintaiJ.led around all wetlands, as appropriate, to protect the r,mctions and value~ of 

the wetland. A les~er or greater buffer may be warranted based on consultation with the 

resources agencies (i.e., USACE, USFWS, and CDFG). 
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effective on July 16, 1997, and allows the City to issue Incidental Take Authorizations for listed 

species under the provisions of the MSCP without having to obtain separate pennits from the 

~tate Or federal govemments. Applicabk stat~ and H:deral pennits are ~till required for wetland~ 

and listed species that are not covered by the MSCP. 

The MSCP also provides protection for narrow endemic species, Narrow endemics arc species 

with restricted geographic distribution, soil affinities, and/or habitats and are considered sensitive 

bioiol<ical resources. Narrow endemic plant species have been identified in the City of San 

Diego's MSCP Subar",a Plan (P.l061 and indude Aca>lthomintha i[;ci(,,!ia (San Di'lli-Q 

lhommint). Agave s/mwil (Shaw's agave), Ambrosia pumila (San Diego ambrosia), Aphanisma 

blitoides (aphanisma), Astragalus tener var, tit! (coastal dunes milk vetch), Deinandra conjugens 

(Otay tarplant). Dud/eva blochmaniae sso, brevifOlia {short-leaved dudlev!!}. Dudleya variegata 

(variegated dl.ldleya). Navarrelia {assails (Prostr<l.te navanetiu). 0m>llia parry; VaT. serpentine 

(snake cho11a), Orcuttia califamica (California orcutt grass). Pogogyne ahram';; (SM Diego 

mesa mint), Pogogyne >ludiuscula (Otaymesa mint), Baccharis vanessae (Encinitas baccharis) 

and .v;rvngium aristu/alwn var, parishii (San Dicgo button celery). 

Thc latter roio species were added during the final MSCP plan (p. 3-27) or identified in Table 3-5 

of the City of San Diego's MSCP Subarea Plan. Table V.A-l provides infonnation on the 

vuriuu;, narrow endemics. their lifefonns. flowering period;. mid habitat a~sociations, 

T bl V AlB' I , , ~ 100 , ill h c aracten,tics 0 

Species Lifeform 

A hanisma I Annual herb 

San Diego 
Annual herb 

thornmint 

San Diego 
Perennial herb 

ambrosia 

Shaw's agave Leaf succuknt 
Coastal dunes milk 

Annual herb 
vetch 

fC" ;ltyO fS D' ., leg) 
, Flowering 
I Period 

A r-Ma 

Apr-May 

Mav-Oct 

Sep-Mav 

Mar·Yfay 

VA? 

MSCl' d narrow en ermcs. 

Habitat 

Southern foredunes 
CSS, Chaparral. ~ative 

grassland 

CSS 

Southern Maritime, ess 

Southern foredunes 

"""",,,,,,,!.d"iw, 
I""n'" 



on """"II,",n. """"., " " " 

" 

Species Lifeform Flowering Habitat i 
Per'od 

Encinitas baeeh' , Decid us sluub Sep-Nov em. alTaI 

Short-kaved 
Pcremllal herb Apr-lun 

Open ar~as within 

dudleyu eha arnu 

Variegated 
PerClmial herb May-Jun 

Open area~ within 

dudlcWl 'haparral or CSS 

am ,,, lant Annual herb Mav-lull ess Gras~land 

, Prostrate 
, AnnuW herb 

navam;;ti~ 
Am-lun Vernal Pool~ 

Cahromia or~'ult 
Annual herb Mav-Jul Vernal Pools 

grass , 
Snake eholla Stem succulent A r-Mav Chaparral CSS 

San Diego mesa 
Annnalherb Apr-Jun Vernal Pools 

mint 

Ota' mesa mint Amlualherb Mav-Jnn Vernal Pollis 

, Sun Dicgo button Annual/perennial 
Mar-July Vema! Pools. Grassland 

celerv herb 
('..ss ~ CgMla1 ~."O Scmb 
<;o,,~~' Much'DID Mo. C.lifimua ~at;"c Plant >OClOW "OM 

Inside the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) ofthe MSCP. narrow endemic species requirll 

avoidance: outside the MHP A theymUllt be avoided. managed. enhanced. or transplanted a8 

appropriate (p, 105 of City orSan Diego Subarea Plan). 

The subregional :NISCP Plan (Augwt 199~) specifically addresses fire management (section 

6.3.4) and acknowledge8 that blush management is nece8s3ry for human safety, protectlOll of 

property, and hazard r~duetion. The Subregional Mscr Plan allows the fuel management zone 

betlvcen devc1oplU~nt and th~ preserve to vary ill width and to be within the preserve. Fire 

management for human safety was to be implemented ill a manner that i" compatible with the 

eo:nservation of biological resource~. To accomplish thi~ ohjective, a Wildlandfl;rban Interface 

Task Force was assembled to draft oountywide planning and construction standards and fuel 

modification standards. The Task Force wnsisted of the San Diego County Fire Chiefs' 

Association, USFWS, CDFG, California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF), U.S. 

Forest Services, and staff from various jurisdictions. The City of San Diego is a member of the 

San Diego County Fire Chiefs' Association, A Memorandum ofUnderstauding (MOU) among 
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these partle> Wall developed with the purpose to manage fire hazards in con~ert with habitat 

protection. The MOU was signed by all parties in February 1997. 

The purposc ofthc MOU Wall to estahli8h guidelines so that CDF, Fire Chiefs anJ the Districts 

could continue to protect live, and propert)' frum the threat of fire through the abatement of 

flammable vegetation pursuant to State Law, County and District ordinances and Citil;llS' 

municipal ~odes. Also, it was to establish a cooperativt' mechanism whereby the USFS and 

CDPG could a8SI;lISS, minimize, anJ help account for poitmtial adverse impad8 to sCllsitive 

species and habitat~ rt'sulting from vegetation abatement actlvities. fhrough th~ MOU, the 

USFWS (under Chapter 1.5 Division 3 of the Fi8h and Game Code) authorized t~ke ohpeeies 

listcd as tlu-eatened or endangered, or candidate species (under Chapter 1.5 of Division 3 of the 

Fish IlIld Game Code) for management purposes necessitated by or incidental to thosc measures 

ne<.:e58ary to implement mininnun fire safety standards rclated to defensible spaC<;l. 

The MOU allow> property owners, their. lessees, CDF, fire districts, and cities to thin all 

flammable vegetation within a olle hundred (100) foot Tadius of all structures using method>. 

such as mewing and trimming that would leave the plant root structure intact to stabilize the soil. 

The MOU requires that the fire agencies develop guidelines for the public which include 

directions as to the limits for brush management and acceptable thinning methods. Additionally, 

thc MOU ~tates that wetlands 8hould bc avoided, unless vegetation ahatement is deemed 

necessary by the Fne Chief. 1f deemed necessary, then <Xln8ultation with the USFWS and COFG 

shall be required ten Jays prior to any wetland abatement achvities. No wetlands impacts are 

anticipatoo to occur "vith implementation of the proposed changes to the LDC, brush 

management TegulatiollS. 

On Jl.Ille 6, 1997 the 'C"SFWS issued a Biological and Conferenctl Opinion (Biological Opinion) 

on Issu.unce ef an Incidental Take Permit to the City of San Diego pursuant to the MSCP (1-6-

97-FW-47). The Biological Opinien anticipated that impacts from development could include 

direct take such as killing or injuring individuals, or damaging plants, harm resulting frem 

habitat loss, and/or harassment due to edge effects. The Biological Opinion detennined that the 

biological integrity of habitats adjoining developrnellt could be diminished by adverse edge 
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within the MHP A. The Subarea Plan, section 1.4.3, addresses the adjacency of cxisting and 

planned land u~es to the MHPA. TIle Land "Cse Adjacency Guideline, include drainage, toxies, 

lighting, noise, barriers, invasiV(l$, brush management, and gradingfland devdopment. The 

adjacency guidelines arc addressed during the approval process for proposed plIblic and private 

projects. 

In accordance with the City'~ current regulations and policies bnl~h management zonc two is 

allowed year-wrmd within the MHPA and elsewhere and is considered impact neutral (not 

C()nsldered an impact and not considered acceptable as a mil1gation area), Per Section 143.0110 

of the Land Dcvelopment Code (LDC), a Neighborhood Development Permit or Site 

Development Permit is no! required for Zone Two brush management activities if the brush 

management cornpli(l$ with Section 142.0412 ofthe Land Development Code (Brush 

Management) and thc City of San Diego, Biology Guidelines. The following are the current 

requirements for brush management zone two; the only revision proposed to these requirements 

in changing the word "cleared" to "thinned": 

• 50 percent of the plants over 18 inches in height shall be cut and cleared to a height of6 

il)che~ 

• all pJanL~ rcmaimng after 50 percent are cut and cleared :,hall be pruned to reduce fuel 

loading 

• no non-native plant material may be planted inside the MHPA or adjacent tu areas 

containing sensitive biological resources 

• no permanent irrigation is allowed 

• Zonc Two shall be maintained on a regular basis by pruning and thinning plants, 

controlling weeds, and maintaining any temporary irrigation system 

A three zone system of brush management, consistent wlth Unifunn Fire Cude Appendix IIA, 

with widths varying from fifty to one hundred and ten feet was in effect when the MSCP was 

adopted in 1997, The current brush management regulations (Land Development Code, Section 

142.0412) were developed in conjunction the MSCP. The regulations were approved by City 

Council in November 1997 and by the California Coastal Commissiun in November of 1999. 

The current code is a two zooe system based upon the property's location west or east of 
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Interstate 805 and El Camino Real. The width of Zone One currently varies from twenty feet to 

thilty-live feet west oflnterstate 805 and Rl Cammo Real, and thilty feet to forty-five feet on lhe 

ea:st. Zone two e\lrrently Vane, for lwenty feet to thirty feet west ofJnt~tale go5 and El 

Camino Real, and furty feet to fifty foct on the cast. Under the <.um;ll1l LDC regulations, there 

arc no restricti,1l1s on the timing of brush management activ)lies aRa HS eHE!Hges are ~feJlBse<l 

'!~Ifi this ]9rej~et and the proposed brush lllaIJagemeni reviSlOns do not allow brush management 

activities tn oeeUl during Califomia gnat~akher breeding season (March I A"gu:;t 15), 

As a result of the Cedar fire and other wildfIres in October of2003, the Fire Chief is proposing a 

city-wide one hundred foot brush lllanageIllent area consisting of a thirty-five foot brush 

mmmgement ZOM one and a sixty-five toot brush management zone two. 

Water Qualirt' Regulatory Framework 

The regulatOly framework for water quality includes the 1972 Clean Water Act, which 

established the :'-Janonal Pollutant lJJ,charge l:!hmtnation System tNPDESJ permit program tn 

regulate the discharge of poll "tants from mdustrial, conunercial, and instit"tinnal procegses, and 

pnint sources to waters of the United States, and the Porter,Cologne Wutor Quality Act and the 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 which require that Water Quality 

Control Pluns (Basin Plans) be prepared for th~ nine slate-designated hydrologic ba:sin~ in 

Caii/ilrnia, inchulmg the San DIego Region basin. The water quality regulatory framework is 

more fully des<.TIbed in Section V,E, Hydrology and Water QLW.hty. As Indicated in Section 

V.E, the City nfSan Diego has prepared llll Urban R"nnrrManag=cnt Plan (URMP- adopted 

by the City CounL~l on JanuaTy 28, 2002) as parl ofthc City of San Diego'~ Slnrmwaler 

Pollution Prevention Plan (S\VPPP), and tho Standard Urban Stonnwaler Mitigation Plan 

(SUSMP - cOlIlplcted by the San Diego co-permittees on February 7, 2002), in accordance \'vith 

requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board J\"1'DES pennit procedure, These 

doelUllent~ address the process that the City willlllJdertake to improve water quality, In addition 

to the URMP and SUSMP, protection of surfaoe water quality is also provided tlrrough the 

J\"1'DES General Construction Pennit for the Statc ofCalifomia. 

vAIL 
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ISSUE STATEMENTS 

1. Would the projrcl resul! in a cnnjlict with the purpose and inlet!! oj" any Gurren! planmng 

process or adopted environmen!al plans or policies in the City of San Diego, including lands 

within the Cali/omw. Coastal Commissionj~isdiction? 

2. Would Ihe proposed pr(~;ect result in a conflict with Ihe purpose and intent oj the 

Hnvironmenlally Sensilive Lands (ESL) regulations oflhe Land Development Code (LDC)? 

J. How is Ihe project consislem with the region.'s Multiple Species Conservalion Program 

(MSCP) and the City v.{San Diego· MSCP Subarea Plan? 

""PACT 

Criteria for Significance Determjnation 

The following criteria were used to assist in making detennmations of significant land usc 

impacts (Clty of San DIego, 2001) 

I. Inconsistency/eonflid with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelmes or a 

community or general plan. 

2. rnconsisten~y/oonflict with an adopted land use de~ignation or intensity and 

indirect or secondary environmental impacts occur (for example, development of 

a designatcd school or park ~ite with a more intensive land use cowd reswt in 

trafiic impacts). 

3. Substantial or extrcmc use incompatibility, for example, a rock crusher in a 

residential area; Conditional Usc Pcrmil, sOlllctimes create impacts because 

conflicting uses are proposed. 

4. Development or conversion of general plan or comrnunityplan designated open 

space to amore intensive land nse. 

5. Inconsistency/conflict with adopted environmental plans for an area. For 

example, development of a non-designated use within the boundaries ofa park 

master plan wonld fall into this category. 
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Analysis of Impacts 

The proposed revisions to tho Land Devc1opmont Codo relatcd to brush management, zone two 

would result in an estimated L'ity-wide impact of 2,880 acres. Of this total, 715 acres would be 

within the MlIP A, of which 242 aeres would be within the core biologicul ureas und hubitut 

linkages. TIle MHPA will preserve 52,012 acres, which includ~s 35,648 a~"e> within th~ <:Ofe 

biological and hablla( hnkages area~. Therefore, lmpacls lrom the lhmning and pn111ing activities 

associuted with zono two brush management wOllld potentially impact 1.4 percent ofthc MHPA 

and 0.7 pcrcont of the core/linkages areas. Thc following Table V.A.-+l further identifies the 

anticipated impacts that would occur habitats by Tier (see Biological Resources Sectillil V.B. for 

a full discussion of biological impacts}. No impacts to wetlands are expected to occur with 

inlplementation ofthc proposed LDC code revisions, because no brush management is required 

within wetland areas. 

Table V.A42 

Habitat Impacts from Proposed Rcvisions to Brush Managemont Reb'lllations 

Habitat Type City,vide Impacts MIIP A hnpacts Core/Linkage lmpacts 

r 75 46 30 

II 708 312 81 

lIT 465 222 81 

IV 1632 , 135 50 

TotQls 28811 
! 

715 242 

A majority of the impacts from the proposed revisions to brush management zone two would 

occnr ,vithin smaller urban canyons and would not be part ofthc larger core biological areas and 

linkages. Impacts to the core biological and linkages areas would be limited to 0.7 percent (242 

acrcs). Additionally, all impacts would be within the 200-foot buffer identified in the MSCP 

EIRiEIS for edge effects. No impa~1:s to narrow endemie species are expected to occur be~ause 

these species are general1y less than eighteen 10ches 10 height and would not be subject to 
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thinning per the brush management regt11mions. The exception would be Encinitas baecharis, 

which has an average height of e:tghly inches; however no known locations of this spccies arc 

within the propo:,ed brush management zone two areas. ,Vhere hrush management conducted by 

hnmans could avoid impa<..1~ to narrow endemics, it is conceivable (hat goat.> could 

indis~1iminately gra:>:e on narrow endemicB. 

The areas identified for expanded brush management activities ar~ not lo~uted within any of the 

nurrow endemi~ spe~ies' mujor population areas discussed in the MSCP Plun Table 3.5 'details 

for the rutionale for ldentifyinf! species as covercd.' Additionally, the MSCP databu~e identifie~ 

no nUlTOW endemic spceies locations within the areas identified for cxpanded brush mUTlaf!emen!. 

As discussed above. impacts to nurrow endemics within the MHPA must be avoided, and outside 

the MHP A thcy must be avoided. managed, enhanced, or transplanted as appropriate. 

As proposed, brush management wOlild he prohibited from (:\1arch I August 15) in gnateateher 

habitat (i.c., coastal sage scrub and southem maritime scrub), This period coincides with the 

flu"cring pcrimb u[,mmy llUITUW CIl!lo'IIli~ 'p~ci~" .. TIle prohibition on brush management 

activities during the gnatcatcher breeding season would eliminate impact,> on llalTOW endemics in 

eoa~tal 8age "crub and southern maritime scrub during this time. 

Vernal pools were extensivelv mapped bv thc Citv in 2002-2003; nu vernal pools are located in 

the proposed brush management urea. A8 such. no impacts on vernal pool narruw ~ndemic 

spe<.'1e~ would result from the propo,,~d project. Potential impacts on narrow endemi~s from the 

proposed project would be less than slglliJkanl. 

Since potential project impucts would bc within the 200-fullt bl.lifer analyzed in the MSCP 

ElRJE1S for edge effect8, no additional impacts to the preserve configllrution, structural diversity 

and hubitat interfaces of the "MHPA would occur. Impacts would generally be limited to areas 

outside the core biological areU8 and would not impact major habitat linkages or wildlife 

corridors, therefore, the conservation of oovered species would be maintained and there would 

not be a significant increase in the likelihood that an unoovered species will meet the criteria for 

listing under either the tederal or state Endangcred Species Aet. TIle propused IOO-foot brush 
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manag=ent zones would be conSlstenl with the ),IOU between the USFWS, CDFG, Wld various 

Fire agencies as well as the MSCP Subregional Plan und MSCP SlIbamu Plan. 

Th" MSCP SlIbarea PIUll (Table 3"5) and City of San Diego Biology Guidelines places 

restrictions on grading, thinmng, ami grubbillg during the breeding season of,even sensitive 

species. Six of these species would not be arTe~kd by the propo~ed chang~ to the brush 

management regulations because either they occur outside !lfthe areas proposed for bmsh 

manag~ment (e.g. b",,~h areas) or the habitats they occur in will not be impacted (e.g. wetlands). 

These species include western snowy plover, southwestem flycatcher, least tern, cactus wren, 

least bell's vireo, and the tricolored bla"k bird. For the remaining species, the California 

gnatcatcher, no timing restrictions apply outside the MHPA, Within the MHPA, restriction8 Oll 

grading, thinning, and grubbing acti~ities apply during the breeding season (March 1 - August 

15). 

l}nder the current LDC regulations, there are no restrictions on the timing of brush management 

activities, anEi as sltaflges are preresee with this flf8jB2t however, this project proposes to restrict 

brush management activities during the Calilornia gnatcatcher broodmg s~a.<,on (March I 

August 15). The MOL' (page 2) between the USFWS, CDFG, and various Fire agencie~ allows 

for take of ~pecies (und~r Chapter 1.5 of Division 3 of hsh and Game Code) listed as threatened 

or endangered, or candidate species for management purposes necessitated by or incidental to 

fire protection measures, including fire safety standard~ relUl.ed to d~fensible ';pa~e and does not 

limit the funing of tile brush management activitie~. The MOU i~ referenced in the ~ubregional 

:\1SCP Plan (~ectlOn 6,3.4) and Biological Opinion (page 68) for the City's MSCP Subarea Plan. 

Additionally, as addressed ahove in th~ MSCP land use adjacency !,'llidelille5 discussion, 

potcntiallloise impacts from the additional brush management activities would be less than 

significant. 

Compatibilitvwith Snrrounding Land Uses 

Land uses within the City of San Diege are currently guided by the individual community plans; 

the plans for areas along the coast also serve as local coastal plans. The Strategic Framework 

Element (SFE) of the City's General Plan and Progress Guide, a ncw city wide 
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growth/development ~trutegy, was adopted by the City Council on Q"wber 22, 2002. The SFE 

also known as the City of Villages, is a vision for the continuing growth in the City through 

urhan in fill and redevelopment, and it attempts to focus future mixed use development along 

establishcd, major transit corridors ,md combines intensified urban land uscs with walkahility, 

public open space:., and enhanced urban de~jgn. The adoption of the SEE and its accompanying 

Action PlWl also ,iart, the process of updating the variow dements of the City's General Plan 

and Progress Guide. AR purt oftlus elements update proccs~ in addition to tlweommunity

specific land usc policies and de~ignations in the individual Cflmmunity plan~, a new Land Use 

Element will be written. This proposed Lund Use Element would provide city wide guidance for 

the implementation of the City of Villages strategy. 

Consistency with City Planning Docwnents 

The following discussion includes proposed revisions consistency with relevant planning 

documents. 

The consi.ten<oy of the proposed <oily wide, expanded brusll llllUH');"""'llL LUll~~ t" city wide land 

use policies/regulations was analyzed with a survey of the adopted, individuul community plans 

and a fcw appropriate precise or spe~lfic plans for planning areas either containing OT adjoining 

large naturally-vegetated open space urea~. These areas include slopes of the San Dieg(1ito River, 

Gonzales Canyon, Torrey Pines Preserve, vriS~lOn Trails Regional Park, l3Iack Mountain Park, 

eUi;tern MCAS MIramar, ~outhem slopes and side eanyon~ ofMis8ion Valley, Chollas Creek 

dralnages, Teeolote Canyon, San Cl",mente Canyon, Penasquitos Canyon, Deer Canyon. Rose 

Canyon, Beeler Canyon, Murphy Canyon, Derlllery Canyon, Spring Canyon, Crest Canyon, 

Switzer CWl)'On, Ku\tl Sessions Park, canyons orvrl. Soledad, Otay River, canyons of Balboa 

Park, ~Iop~~ along Martin Lu.ther King Freeway (SR 94), and the w;;ter~heds of Chollas Lake, 

Lake Murray, and Miramar Lake. 
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CUy u,(San Diego [,oed Coastal i'rof{ram 

A~ indicatoo previously, the pohcles anu recommendations that make up the vurious LUPs ofthe 

City's OVer>lll LCP are induded and inCOI}Jorated into the goals, objectivcs, and 

recommendations orlhe community plans and/or other area planning documents. 

City of San Diego Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations 

Although the pnJPosed revisiollS to brush management zones would be designed to avoid or 

minimize impacts to environmental sensitive lands, SOIl1~ bfIJsh management zonell arc expected 

to ~ncroach upon sensitive lands, including thosc that contam sen,jtive biological resources, 

steep hillsides, <md IOO-yearfloodplains (please refer to Section V.B, Biological Resour~es, for a 

diseusslon of potential impacts to sensitive biological re5ources). Some of the brush 

management zones may also en\..Toach onto coastal beaches and/or sensitive coastal bluffs. As 

liSL fegilla1'i8n~ Additionany, there is thc potcollal that some indhidual projects within the City 

ofSau Diego would notbc consl,tent with the allowed encroachment percentuges into steep 

hillsid~ ifhrmh management zone one would be located within opco space or other 8ensitive 

lands descrihed in the ESL regulations. 

City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Prugrum (MSCP) Suharea Plan 

The proposed project would be located within the limits of the Dty or San Diego, and would 

include locations within the MHPA, City of San Diego Open Space Lands, private property, and 

lands \,~thin the Coastal Comnllssionjurisdict:ion. Current brush management regulalion~ in the 

Land Development Code (LDC) were developed in conjunction with the MSCP. Since the 

adoption of the MSCP in 1997, brush management zone one a:;>ociated with new development 

has been located within the development footprint and is not allowed within the MHPA. With 

the proposed revi,ions to the LDC, zonc one would be increased to thirty-five feet. However. 

r.,,;,_,",,' ./k,~.", 
I "<·1 (.' .. ~ 



.. for some existing structures, zone one may not be able to expand to thirty,five feet without 

impacting native habitat. In lien of expanding zone one into native hahitUi, the proposed code 

llmendments would increase the width ~.<.l11e two one foot for evcry one foot of~A)l)e one that 

wuld not be provided, unless the Fire ChiefappToved a modification on a casc-hy-ease haslS. 

Aeeordmg to the SnbreglOnal MSCP Plan, Section 6.3.4 und th~ City of San Diego Biology 

Guidelines, brush management ..:one two is allowed within the MHPA and i8 ,-,onsidered impact 

neutral. The CUlTent regulations were approved by the City Council in November 1997 lind by 

the California Coastal Commission in November of 1999, They were made effectIVe with the 

enhre LDC on January 3, 2000. 1he Table V, A..;l;J bdow depict5 impacts from the proposed 

additional brush management zone two requirements. The proposed proje~i would increase 

brush management requirements zone two within the MHP A by 715 acres. Of that acreage, 

impa~is to core habitat and linkage areas would be limited to 242 acres . 

. TABLE V.A..;l;3 

Impacts from Proposed Revisions to Brmh Management Regulations 

Region Citywide Impacts J\.IHP A I mpllcts CoreJLinkage Impacts 

Coastal Zone 413 acres 102 ucres 70 acres 

We~ton-805 1148 acres 223 acres 50 u<:res 

(outside of Coastal zone) 

East of 1-805 1319 a<:res 390 acres 122 acres 
, 

Tufals 2880 acres 715 acres 242 acres 

In the EIR/EIS, a numher of assmnptions were med to evaluate whether the proposed MHPA 

preserve would result in adeqllate coverage of species and habitats. The assumptions included 

factors snch as proposed habitat couservation (am01mt and spatial configuration) managemenl 

actions, and eXl~ting, local, state, and federal regulations and policies that wonld ('.ontinue to be 

applied both within and outside the preserve, A minimum edge effect of200 feet along the 
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inside boundary of the preserve was assumed for 111djrecl impacts. The EIRiEIS evaluated 

indiroctlmpucts that could potentially occur within and adja~~nt to the prestrrv~. Indirect 

impacts could include, but are not limited to, human intrusion, toxic chemicals (fertilizers, 

pesticides, herbicides, and other hy.uTdou> materials,), noise dust, lighting, soil erosion, exotic 

plants and ;miJnal~, fire managemcnt, and hydrologlC and drainag~ changes. The EIRIEIS 

assumed a 200-foot wide ~trip along the insidc edgc of the regIOnal preserve boundary, U8 much 

as 20% (34,000 acres) or greater, could be subject to existing or future edge effects. The 200-

foot buffer area for the L'ity of San Diego MHPA would total 17,634 acres. 

The ElR/EIS ddermin...u that indirect impacts to covered species, nncovered spe;"ies, and 

sensitive vegetation comm<.lnitieslhabitats would result from permittcd nses within the preserve, 

edge effects from uses adjacent to the preserve, and increased development pressure outside the 

preserve. These impa~1s were considered significant. The City's MSCP covers eighty-five 

targeted animal and plant 8pecies and their habitat ineludmg tifteen narrow endemic species. 

The EIR/EIS dctennined indirect impacts to covered species and uncovered non-wetland 

sensitive specieslhabitats would be mitigated to below a level of significance with 

implementation of preserve managemcntlplanning gnideline8 identdied m the MSCP Subarea 

Plan and the City's associat...u ordinances (i.e. Rcsouree Protection Ordinance, Environmental 

Sensitive Lands). The MSCP Suharea Plan specifically addresses brush managemcnt in section 

1.4.3, Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. 

The City Council directives related to blush management were incorporated into the MSCP 

Subarea Plan, Land Use Adjacency Guidelinl'S (se~iion 1.4.3). A three zone system of brush 

management with /()tal widths varying from fifty to on~ hWldred and ten feet was in effect when 

the MSCP Vias adopt....u in 1997_ 1be Policy direction regarding brush manag~ment was 

incorporated into the Land Development Code under section 142.0412 brush management 

regulations and became effective on January 1, 2000, Other issnes addressed in the \1SCP Land 

Use Adjacency Guidelines are addressed below: 

Drainage: The current reglllations 8tate no pennanent irrigation is allowed within 7-0ne two. If 

ncw plantings occur within zone two, the plantings shaI1 be temporarily irrigated until 
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established. The overspray and runoff from the irrigation shall1Jot drift or How into adjacent 

areas of native ornmuralized vegetation. There are no changes proposed to these reqUIrements. 

therefore no impacts due tll {h'uinuge would occur from the project proposal. 

Toxies: Bru<;h management zone two involves the thinning fmd pruning ofvegelation am! would 

not mtrodllce toxies into the MHPA. 

Lighting: All work would occur within daylight hours; therefore no impacts related to lightmg 

would occur. 

Noise: Thc propo~al would include an incremental increase in zone two brush management 

activities. The increased width in zone two would range from twenty-five to forty-five feet 

within or adjacent thc MHPA. Currently, there are no timing restrictions on brush management 

activities and no changes are proposed with this project. Brush management, zone two would 

involvc thinning and prWling ofvegctation. Hand tools and small mechanical tools, such as 

weed whackers or goats would be utilized. Brush management activities would likely occur 

everyone to thrcc years and la~t for on~ to two days. The principal concern relating to indirect 

nOl>e and adivityimpaets is the potential tor disturbance of nesting that would result in nest site 

abandonment for periods long enough to effect eggs or young through ~hi1ling, predation, or 

starvation. Due to the short duration of the work and localil.ed aetivitie~ associated with hrush 

management ~one two, it \5 no! anticipated that a significant noise impact would occur during the 

breeding sea,;on of sensitive Spe<.o1~~. 

Barriers: The ad]acen<:y guidelines require that al1 new development provide harriers along the 

MHPA boundaries to dired public access to appropriate locations and reduce domestic animal 

predation. Iropl=cntation of zone two brush manag=ent activities would not conflict with 

these re\jllirements or provide additional public access to the MHP A. 

lnvasives: Current regulations require that no non-native plant material may be planted in zOne 

two either inside the MHPA or adjacent to areas containing sensitive biological resources. The 

current regulations are consistent with the MSCP adjacency guidelines and there are no changes 
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proposed to these requirements. Furthermore, the proposed city-wide one hundred foot brusll 

munagcment area would be well within tlle two hundred foot hLdfer identified in the MSCP 

ElRIE1S for edge effects. Edge eHects mcIude indirect impacts from thinning and pnming 

fletivities as~oeiatcd with fire management activihes. 

Gradingil.and Development: No grading wowd occur with the implementation of the additional 

zone two hrLLShmanugcment aehvitics. 

Wuter Quality Regulatorv Frmnework 

As discussed in Section V.C, HydrologyiWatcr Quality, implementation of the proposed brush 

management revisions would not result in the potential for signifiClUlt impacts to erosion in open 

~"pace, private lands and other enviromnentally sensitive lands. The proposed revislons would 

sllppor! the intent, goals, objectives, and polides of the San Diego Basin Plan, liS well as the 

URMP and SUSMP, inprotecting surface water quality within the rcglon. 

SIG~fFICANCE OF IMPACT 

rhc surveyed plans ~howed that while all plans called for preservation of nuturally vegetated, 

open spaces within theirplalming area, there is a wide range oftreatlnent ofbrush management; 

1t varieS fTOm tac1t reference to the City's Land Development Code (thtl municipal ewe) to ~tuted 

reference to thc code to statements reg'll"ding brush thinning and/or tran~ition to open space, and 

to sp~dfic reference to brush management. These references wore found in various places within 

the plan texts including sectlOns dealing Wlth open space, landscaping, fire protection. or a few 

specific bHlsh management seLiio11S. Specific references to brllsh. management were referenced 

in the plans for Clairemont Mesa, Miramar Ranch North, Black Mountain Ranch, Torrey Pines, 

Sorrento Hills, Rancho Penasquitos, and Pacific Highlands (Snhurea lII), Written or silent in the 

indiVl.dual plan text, brush management is a important consideration in city wide lalld use and in 

devolopment adjoining portions of the City which has been designated for natural open space. 

The areas identified for potential villages by the recently adopted citY\vide development und 

growth strategy, the SFE, are mostly LIl"ban infilliredevelopment located along estahlished major 
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transit corridors. Potential villages were identified iUld limlled to those which avoid naturally 

vegetatcd open ~]Ja<:e amlior the MHP A. Therei(,re, brush management should not be an i~~ue 

with this citywide strategy. 

T..i\nd use regulation such as brush management is one of [he police powers which has been long 

upheld as legitimate use by muni~1palitie", in protectingpubhe health and safety. There is a need 

to balance prot",ction of struclllres from \\~ldfires and the prcservation of natural open space. 

This balance has been addressed by the City of San Dicgo (as well as the subregion) ~~idenced 

by its adoption oftbc Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) and by it, continuing 

illlplem~ntation oftbe Multi-Habitat Planning Area (YfHPA), the planned habitat preserve. (See 

following discussion of the MSCP· MHPA and th~ rdated separate biological impact analysis.) 

In a moro practical view, the proposed sufficient brush managmncnt expansion as determined for 

this project, is a. necessity for public safety as well as a tool to not only balance land uses by 

buffering open space and development but also to allow these seemingly divergent land uses to 

coexist side-by-side in our semi-arid dimate. Brush management is a demonstrated need in a 

populated region \\~th prolonged dry, hot summers. 

The proposed brush management expansion would not pose a significant land nse effoct because 

it 1, generally consistent witl! th~ goals and poJi,"~es of community and specific plans of the City, 

it wOllld not impa<:t the regional plunn~d land ",e balance of development and open space

habitat preservation within a urbanizCd area, and it is a demonstrated., needed public saft1.y 

measure. 

The Biological Opinion acknowledged that edge etIe<.;b fmm fire manag=cnt could occur (page 

67) and that direct and indirect effects to the gnatcatcher will be minimized through preservation 

ofiarge, eOIUlected blocks (lfhabitat (page 70). The proposed increase in the brush management 

zone two would have minimal impacts to the core/linkages areas(O.7 percent) and the 12,176 

acres of associated coastal sage scrub habitat (81 acres/O.5 percent). Per the regional vegetation 

database developed for the MSCP, only 5 sites out 377 of known gnatcatcher locations would bc 

potentially impacted by the additional thinning and pruning activities associated 'With the 

increased width of brush management zone two. The proposed project would be in compliance 

h''''_%m· Aw~·'" 
lMdUre 



with the MOU between the USFWS, CDFG, and various Fire agcncie:. and would have a low 

potential io impad gIlatcatchers during the breeding WoI.'\Dn within the "'HPA. 

MITIGA nON, MONITQRlNG, AND JU;PORTll\'G PROGRA'f 

lmpacts to land use would he less than 8ignificant; therefore, no mitigatiDn measures lire 

required. 
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B. BIOI,OGICAL RESOYRCES 

Tho following <.lisoussion is bascd on a biological reSllurces study completed tOT the Canyon 

Sewer Cleuning Program and Long-Term Sewer Maintenancc Program EIR (LDR -:-;roo 6020, 

SCE 1\u. 2002041129) by Merkel & ASSOCIates in December 2002 and a biological tcchnical 

repurt written by Holly Cheong, City of San Diego, MSCP-Plwlllmg starr. A copy of the 

biological technicul report written by Holly Cheong is included as Appendix 13. 

EXISTll\GCONDITIONS 

The el>isting biological resources docwnenied in this section were determined through an 

extensive review of the most current biological literature and Geographical Information Systems 

(GIS) data available for the City of San Diego. Vegetation communities and the distribution of 

the proposed brush management regulations relative to the MHPA and sensitive plant and animal 

species \\fere identified based on the regional vegetation map, prepared by the City of San Diego, 

which is incorporatoo into the MSCP database (SA.NGlS 1995). 

Gcneral flora and fauna species were determined ba~ed on thc identifloo vegetahon communities 

and the species that typically occur in these habitats. Thc presence or potential for presence of 

sensitlVe biological re80urces wa.~ a~ses~ed based on the California )fatural Diversity Databa:se 

(CNDDB 2(02) records and general knowledge of species-sped tic habitat requirements. 

Biological Habitats Illld Commullitie~ 

A hu~t of upland and wetland vegetation communities, defined according to thc current Holland 

Code (HC) da:ssilkation system (Holland 19116) and San Diego COlmty terrestrial vegetation 

community descriptions (Oberbaucr 1996), occur within the City of San Diego. Only those 

communities which could potentially be impact~d by the proposed brush management revisions 

within the prOject area are discnssed. For ea:se discussion, some of the habitats have been 

grouped under broader habitat categories that are specifically addressed within the City Land 

Development Manual- Biology Guidelines (as amended May 19, 2001). Thesc catcgories are 

organized by habitat tiers, as specified in the City's Biology Guidelines, rather than natural 

habitat groupmgs (Table V.B-l). 
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Table V.B_l_ Habitat Types within the City of San Diego 

UFtAND HABITATS 

Tier I: 
(rare uplauds) 

Tier IT: 
_ {~~_~!!~~~J,"!_Ilp'I~_~sL 
TiermA: 
(common uplands) 

----." -- .... 
Tier III B: 

_{~~~~!l.l! .. ~!~~_rJ~l. .. 
Tier IV: 

(other uplands) 

WETLA1'\D HABITATS 

Coastal 

-----------.-
Riparian 

------- --------- - -.------- '---------' ------
Freshwater Marsh 

_.P_~~!_l!!.~~ ~~Qan~ 
Vnvegetated FreshwQter 

----- ----------
Marine Habitats 

Source: Merkel & Associates, 2003 

____ , .f:I~!,i_~~t_JXP_~, __________ _ 
SOUth",Ul Foredunes 
Torrey Pines Forest 
Coastal Bluft' Scnlb 
Maritime Succulent Scrub 
Maritime Chapanal 
Scrub Oak ChaplUTal 
Native Grassl<md 
Oak Woodland ------- ----" ---------
Coastal Sage Scrub (eSS) 

__ -., _C;_S_~!~.~~P_~_~___ _ ______ ..... __ 
Chaparral 
Mixed CbaplUTal 
Chamisc Chaparral 
-Vaiiey-an;rji;;;iliiii-&assi;md~--
!\'on-native Grasslands --.. _- ---.... ------. .. - ------.,,---- ---.,,-----
Urban/Developed 
Disturbed 
Agriculture 
EucalyPtLlS Woodland 

Salt Marsh 
Salt PatUleiMudt1at 
Oak Riparian For"'8t 
Riparian Forest 
Riparian Woodland 
Riparian Scrub/Riparian Scrub in the Coastal Ovorlay 
Zone 

, , ___ ~p_ari~_ ,,-n_4 .I~~!l~llIl.<I!l!Lt!A~ i~.!_ 
Fre~hwater Seep 
Fre~hwater MarshlFreshwater Marsh in the Coa~tal 

____ .Q-"'~}':0>1l~ __ _ 
Disturbed Wetland -.-----------." -- --- .. ,,-------. ,,- -- -- --- -. --- ----
NOll-vegetated Chmillel, Floodway, Lakeshore Fringe 

_____ !:l:!!'0."g~!"-t~_!!A)1_j!~! __ ~_!~~!t_\'!.at~ 
Unvegctated Habitat Estuarine 
Unvegetated Habitat Beach 
Unvegetated Habitat Marine Intertidal 
Unvegetatcd Habitat Murine Subtidal 
Unvegetated Habitat Shallow Bay 
L-nvegetatoo Habitat Intennooiate Bay 
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(;pland Habitllts 

Tier I Habitats Rare Uplands 

Tier I habitats inelude the upland habitats that arc considered to be rure v;ithin the Oty of San 

Diego. l1Jese habitats have suffered substantial historic losses on top of naturally narrow 

distribution patterns, such as in the case of southern foredllnes and Torrey pine woodlands. 

Alternatively, the habitats were once common, as was the ease for native gras~lands, but hi~toric 

land conversion has resulted in precipitous deuJjnes that threaten the continued persistence of the 

habitats in the region. 

Southern Foredune.~ 

Southern foredllnes (HC 21230) are a relatively uncommon constituent oftoday's City beaches, 

but two hUl1dred years ago were widely dispersed at the upper edge ofthe region's oceanie high 

tides where they occupied hummocky areas of srnld and the inter,{itial swales. The most 

common components of this vestigial vegetation are two species of abronia (Abronia maritima, 

A. umbellata), beach evening primrose (Camissonia cheiranthifolia), and beach ambrOSIa 

(Ambrosia bipinnatisecta). 

Torrey Pine.,' F ores! 

Thi~ remnant coniferous forest habitat (HC 83140) is now restnctcd in mamland United States to 

several stands of Torrey pines at Torrey Pines State Park and around the City of De! Mar. It 

appears to rely on moisture supplied by rrequcnt fogs and lS strongly correlated with marine 

sandstone substrate. 

ClHM1al BlufJScrub 

Few native plants can survive on the erosive slopes of San Diego's coastal bluffs. TJ1lically, this 

scrub (HC 31000) is comprised of plants that are adapted to a regime offogs, and a generally 

welter environment that is found a short distance inland, including some succulent-leaved plllllts 

~uch as Coreopsis spp. and coast pincushion flower (Chaenaclis glabriuscula var. orelltliana). 

Other plants are adapted to salt tolerant cOllditions and include species of saltbush (Atripk..,; spp.) 
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and pineapple weed (Chamomilla suaveolens). This vegetation COlIllllUnity is declining as the 

bluffl: erode, where very dlsturbcd weedy mesa vegetation is replacing thc ex.isting co<mtal bluff 

s<'TUb. 

]14Qritime Succulent Scrub 

This scrub (HC 32400) is largely associated ,,,,ilh the flora in Ilorthem Baja California. It OCCUrg 

in the Umted States primarily iu the extreIlle southwestern portions of San Diego County near 

the Mexican border. Dominant sl=bs here typically include jojoba (Simmond'ia chino/sis) and 

flat-top buckwheut (Hr;ogonumfasciculatum). This phase of sage 8crub also includes several 

desert elements such as four-wing saltbush (A/riplex canescens), waterjaeket (Lycium 

anderson;;), and sometimes very unusualwecies for western San Diego County sueh as SlIlOOth

stemmed fagonia (Fagonia lawis) and desert filaree (Erodium texanum). 

M~aritime Chapm7al 

This phase ofcoastal chaparral, .. ,mthnm nlliritime chaparral (He 37C30) i. a vestigial rettulimt 

of the wetter and cooler Pleistocene. It generally is restricted to sandstone substrates and usually 

includes at least one ofthe following ~hrub spe<.-~es·. Del M'M matlZ.mita (Arctostaphylos 

glandulosa ssp. crassifolia), "{uttall's s~TLlb oak (Quercus dumosa), and/or coast white lilac 

(Ceanothus verrncasus). 

Scrub Oak Chaparral 

Scrub oak chaparral (HC 37900) is a dense, evergreen chapan-al reaching up to 20 feet tall. The 

vegetation is dominated by Nuttull's scrub oak (Quercus dumasa), with inclusions ofintcrior 

mountain-mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloide.o val'. beluloides) and a substantial accllmulation of 

leafhtter. This chaparral type typicalIy occurs in more mesic locatIOns, and often at a slightly 

higher elevation, than other chaparral types, thus enabling the vegetation to recover more quickly 

from fire. 

Native Grassland 

Valley ncedlegrass grassland (HC 42110) typically supports extensive stands of purple 

needlegrass (Nasella pulchra) as the indicator species for its presence. A limited association of 
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herbaceous perennials and aIUluals are often found growing among the clumps of noodle grass -

including several rare specie,. 

Oak Woodland 

Oak woodlands within the City of San Diego arc dominated by coast live oak woodlands (HC 

71160). These habitats are evergreen woodlands primarily dominated by coa~t live oak (Quercus 

agrifolia), with a relatively open and low-growing umJerstory that support~ perennial grasslands, 

alUluals, and herbaceous perennials, as well as a mix of shrubs and sometimes"dense thickets of 

we~tern polson oak. Additional characteristic floru species include California blackberry, San 

Dtego sedge (Care:. .'pl.SSa), California cofi"eeberry (Rhamnm californica), California rose (Rosa 

californica), noddingneedlegrass (Nassdla cernua) and large clarkia (Clarida purpurea). 

Dense coast live oak woodland (HC 71162) i8 a dense phase of oak woodland characterized by a 

contiguous canopy of coast live oak with few additional tree or shrub components. Understory 

may be less diverse than one a,so~iated with a less mnture ph""c of oak woodland. 

Tier 11 Habitats Uncommon Uplands 

Coa.l·tal SaKe Scrub 

The most common native vegetati(ln type remaining within the boundaries ofthe City of San 

Diego (MSCP Table of Vegetation Communities 1998) is Diegan coastal sage scrub (HC 32500). 

This phase of sage scrub is a low-lying, relatively 0]1011 serub with desert affinities_ and is 

comprised of soft-woody, drought deciduou~ species thaI provide the majority of the vegetative 

cover. Characteristic flora species include California sag!:lbnlSh (Artemisia calijornica), coyote 

brush (Baccharis pilularis), California enee1ia (Encelia califi>rnica), goldenbush (Isocoma 

mem:iesii), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), foothill need1cgrass (Nassdlalepida), 

lemonadebcrry (Rhus integrifolia), black sage (Salvia mellifera), San Diego monkcyflow!:lr 

(Mimulus aurantiacus), and California briekellbnsh (Brickellia californica). 

A disrurbed form of coastal sage scrub is broom baecharis scrub. This habitat snpports many of 

the same species as Diegan sage scrub, but is typically found as a disturbance following 
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community that is generally best developed along alluvial floodplains and within areas of sandy 

soils. The habitat is dominated by broom haccharis (Baccharis sarothroides). 

Coastal Sage Scrub/Chaparral 

This "hybrid" oflwo common vegetation types (HC 37000) usnally indicates either an area of 

~eral sage scrub growing on dishrrbed suhstrates, converting into a mature chaparral vegewtion; 

or a mature ecotone in which ecological conditions tor each ofthesc two vegetation types do<os 

not allow one habitat type to oUI-compete the other. 

Tier lilA Habitats - Common Uplands 

Chaparral 

Chaparral (HC 37200), gCllerally including mixed chaparral and chamise chaparral as described 

below, typically occLipies dry, rocky, and often steep north-facing slopes, and is dominated by 

relatively tall (between 1.5-3 meters), broad-leaved, de"" mllted woody shrubs. ChapllrTa1 

vegetation located on south facing slopes is typically more open and can fonn a mosaic with sage 

scrub v~getation. Tdentification of shrub dominants usually allows for a more spedfic phase of 

chaparral to be identified. 

Mixed Chaparral_ Southern mixed chaparral (HC 37120) is a mid-sized to tall chaparral, 

Wlth limited shrub diversity in drier areas, but a floristically varied undcrstOlY wlth 

numerous species of subshrubs, herbaceou, perennials, bulbs und annuals in shaded and 

wetter areas. Characteristic flora species include missiunmanz<lnita (xY/ococcus 

birolor), Ramona "eanothus (CemlOlhus tom~"t()SUfi), San Diego mountain-mahogany 

(Cercocarpus minutiflorus), holly-leafredberry (Rhamnus ilid(olia), sugar bush (Rhus 

ovata) and fuchsia-flowered gooseberry (R'bes speciosum). 
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Chamise Chuparral- Chamise chaparral (HC 37200) is locally common on poorly 

developed ilO1ls throughout the City, and is a lower growing chaparral COllUUUnity 

dominated by chamise (Aden(J",/oma jasciculal!lm), with comparatively limiWd shrub 

diver~ity and mid understory conditions. 

Tier urn Habitat> Common Upland\; 

Valley und Foothill Gru.~dand 

This general vegetation category indicates there iN insufficient intonnation to more accurately 

identify the grassland components present (HC 42000). Included here may be areas of scattered 

native perennial grasses interspersed with larger stands ofinlToduced non"llative grasses. This 

habitat is classified as a Tier lIIB habitat f(lr this analysis since it is highly probable that the 

majority of this habitat will ultimately be detennined to be non_native grasslands rather than 

native grasslands when reviewed at the proje<.-i-specific leveL 

Non-native Grasslnnd 

Non-native grasslands (HC 42200) arc widely dispersed throughout the San Diego regi(ln. This 

"introduced" grassland consists (If a dense to open C(lver of predominantly Euraslan grasses that 

have hec(lmc widespread (In disturbed or heavily grazed lands. Local grasslands arc dominaWd 

by non-native gI'd$,es such as bromes (Bromu.s madritensis ssp. rubens, ll. hordeaceus and B, 

diandms) and ~lendcr wild oat (Avena barbata), as well as non-native forbs, such as ml.l~lard 

(Hirshfeldia incana and Brassica nigra), and filare~s (Erodium brachycarpum, E, cicutarium, 

and E. moschalrJrn). The quality ofthcse grasslands is expected to coincide with the quality of 

the Sl.Irrounding vegetatlOn communities and laud uses. 

Tier IV Habitats -- Other Uolands 

UrbanlDeveloped 

Much of the peripheral study area (OC 12000) is comprised ofresidcntial and commercial 

deVelopment dominated by non-native/cxotic vegetation, eucalyptus woodland, and disturbed 

habitats. Urban and senri-urban areas contain nl.lDlerous and varied horticultural plantings 
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located within residential yards, active-use parklands, and golf courses. In the older, urbanized 

portions ofthc City, tall exotic plantings, such as eucalyprus trees (Eucalyptus sp.) with 

al1elopathlc toxins thut tend to inhibit understory growth, form well developed, dense woodl<mds. 

Occ<lSional1y, other planted woodlands such as intmduced pines, ush, and ehn are prGSent. 

Disturbed areas are typically located adjacent to urbanization and contain a mix of primarily 

weedy species, induding non-native forbs, annuals, and gras8es, usumlyfolJlld pioneering on 

recently disturbed soils. Characteristic weedy species indudeprick:1y ~ow thistle (Sonchu5 

a.'per), common sow thistle (Soflchus o!eraceus), bristly ox-tongue (Picris echioide .. ), RUSSl1\!] 

thistle (Sa/sola tragus), giant reed, hottentot-fig (Carpobrotus "dulis), WIld kttu~e (Lactuea 

serriofa), tree tobacco (Nieo/iana glauca), castor-bean (Ricinus communis), pampas grass, 

smooth cat's-ear (Hypochoeris glabra), red-stem filaree (Erodium cicutarium), short-beak filaree 

(Erodium brochycarpum) and white-stem filaree (Erodium moschatum). These urban lands do 

not typlcally eontain native vegetation or provide essential habitat connectivity; and therefore, 

tend to have reduced biological value. 

Disturbed Habitat 

Disturbed habitat is another broad category of disturbed lands (Oe j 1300) that uSLIillly supports 

no vegetation, or retains only pionOOiing weedy species, but does not mclude a 

disproportionately strong component of non-native grasses. Snch disturbed habitats may 

establish on recently gntded or severely brushed lands. 

Agriculture 

Agricultural practices throughout the City are quite varied. They include orchards and 

vineyard;;, int(llJsive agriculturo such as dairies, and exteusive field crop and livestock gra>:Ulg 

agriculture. 

While once u distinctive charaderistic of the region in the late 1800s and early 19005, today only 

small portions of the City of San Diego are still comprised of groves/orchards (OC 18100), 

consisting primarily of woody crops such as citrus fruits and uvooados. The majority of these 

crops are located to the east of the City infrastructure __ within the foothills and along the San 

Pasqua! Valley. Herbaceous understory growth may be planted or provide natural cover, and is 
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typically open in density to facilitate with crop harvesting. Although groves and orchards also 

tend to have reduced biological value, they do provide cover fur \vildlife movement, as well a, 

pereh and ne8t sites for raptoriill and passeri.!le ~pecies. 

Few such areas ulld~r the general agri<''llitural heading (OC 18200) r<;m1aill within the City. 

'Wherc present, 8UCl1 as in portion8 orthe San PlI8qual Valley, hahllat within the active footprint 

areas is usually extremely degraded and devoi<l of any significant biological resources. 

Trll<.Ok crops (OC 18300) are still occasionally planted in lhc extreme norlhcrn and southern 

portions of the City of San Diego. Typically all areas historically used for agriculture (controlled 

by the owner/renter) that can be deeply disked lind planted for harvest are employed for that 

purpose. Fallow areas of agricultural fields overwhelmingly consist of non-native weedy 

species. Occasionally, rare bulbs may ~urvive in lightly disked fields that have not been 

regularly planted. 

Euoalyptus Woodland 

.Eucalyptu~ woodland (OC 11100) is a prommcnt component of the City's canyon lands, but is a 

relatively late introduction into the region. Quite a tew eucalyptus 8p!;lcies were intentionally 

mtroduced from arid portions of All,tralia to proV1de a readily grown tree. TIle undmstory 

"'ithin eucalyptus woodland i~ oilen devoid of all but the m08t ubiquitous non-native weed~. 

Botanical Resonrces-mora 

San Diego Clluntyhas the high<;:);t floristic div~rsity of any county in the continental United 

States and the City of San Diego hosts the highest floristic diversity of any City in the county. 

The diversity of the City of San Diego is attributable both to the size of the City as well as the 

diver~e array of habitats that it includes. Among the most floristically diverse regions ofthe City 

are coastal canyous that support remnants of once more common scrub co=wlities. In a 

general sense, the diversity ofth~ City's flora decreas~s ~way from the coast and to the north, 

such that the highest floristic diversity in the City is ob~erved in the southwestern regions while 

the lowest floristic diversity is fOWld in the northellstem portions of the City. Over the past 
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century, the native flora of the City has been increasingly impuded. This hu~ occuned as a result 

of rapidly ,",hanging land-w;cs that have lead to the loss of much of the regions native habil1lt, 

particularly on the immediate coa~t and over the flat ~oastal plains. In addition there has bcen!l 

continued degradation of the remaining natural areas by imell8ifying recreational pressures, 

alteration of fire conditions, and perhaps most importantly, the expansion of invasive exotic plant 

species. As a rcsult of thesc historic impact~, thc l10ra wlth the highest affinity for coastal 

ClIV1WlllllCllts has be~n tremendously dinlinished within the City and only rcmllllllt 

repr~sentatives of the original flonll div~rsity remain u10ng the coastal fringe and within urban 

~anyon~. Conversely, the data are too com-se to 1llclude smaller drainagcs timt may be found via 

field surveys. 

Zoological Resources-Faupa 

The City of San Diego is located 'Within a coastal plain largelydevel.oped with urban and 

agricultural nses, but .Itill retains a network ofundeveiopea canyonlands. Such development 

now hmits the extent and connectivity of the wildlife habitat; however, the identifitxl native 

vegetation ,",ommunities, and to some extent the nOll,native catcgories, SLiPPOri a number of 

locally common, as well as sensitive species. The following text disclLl~es many ofjhe faunul 

groups occuning "vithin the City limits. Faunal species are discussed in a regional context; 

therc1ore, existing site-specific conditions may differ from this more generic coverage. Sensitive 

species are not specifically dis,",llssed in these summary section.1 since they are addr~ssed in more 

del1lillatcr in this do,",ument. 

Invertebrates 

Limited cohesive information is available to provide II thorough description of the many 

invertebrate fauna found within the City of San Diego region; however, the range of butterfly 

8peeies and vemal pool brancbiopods have been fairly well documented within the City. 

Butterfly species occur 1n a wide range ofhUbitats; including sage scrLlb and chaparral, open 

areas devoid of substantial shrub cover ~uch as non_native grasslands and agriculturalfdisturbcd 

land, as well as more densoly vegetated areas such as nparian habitat and oak woodlandi.. Tha>e 

habitats provide varions host-specific plants suitable fur larval development, adult nectar 
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resources; as well as topographical features, such as hilltops or open ground that aid in <;(Jurtship 

and mating. In <;(Jntras!, 'vernal pool branchiopods arc stronglyrestrictoo to vemal pool habitat, 

and consequcntly, mallY of these species arc considere<.l to be sensitive. According to City 

MWWD staff, no vernal poob arc expected to occur in close proximity to canyon/other 

environmentally sensitive lund pipeline projects. As a resuH, vernal pools arc not addressed in 

this analysis (i.e., impacts to vcrnal pools are not uniicipated to oCCllr). 

Fishes 

insufth.;lent inlbnnation cxibt~ to provide a complete description ofthc freshwater fish 

associations found within the City of San Diego. While fish species within the various reservoirs 

are fairly well known, fish occurring along the City's streams are not well do(;umented. The 

only native frel.hwater fish species potentially present within the study area is an almost extinct 

race of stcelhead trout (OncorhyhnchUli mykis~) that once spawned in some of the larger stream 

systems of South em California. Within the City of San Diego, this species once occurred in such 

drainag<:5 liS the San Diego River and Rose C.reek; however, it was extirpated in the middle of 

the last century. The freshwater fish community occurring in the area's rcservoirs and stream~ 

arc presently ue1ieve<.l to consist exclusively of exoti" species that have been introduced at 

various times over the past two centuries to provide game fi~h and a forage base. Fish spedes 

found in the City include largemouth bass, a number of centrarchid sunfish, bluegill, black 

crappie, tbrcadfin shad, several catfish, rainbow trout, carp and goldfish, several minnows, and 

thc ubiquitous mosquitofish (r'nlmbusi"a. alfinis). W1riJe most of the established fish populations 

are found in association with the major reservoirs and dceperponds along perennial streams and 

rivers in the City, mosquitofish have been introduced in nearly every freshwater hody as a hioti" 

",mtrol to mosquitos. 

Amphibians 

Amphibians twically occur in riparian habitat.~ with peripheral upland vegetation. Riparian 

ecosystems often provide temporlU"y ponding water used as breeding habitat by various 

amphibious species, as well as abundant vegetation for cover and foraging. Amphlbians will 

also Ie"feate burrows in adjacent upland habitats, such as sage scrub and non-native grasslands, 

wheTe they will aestivate (or spend time in u donnant state, similar to hibernation). Amphibian 
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specii;ll> known or with a potential to occur In the San Diego region include the garden slender 

salamander (BatrachoseJ's major), arboreal sahunander (Aneidcs lugubris), western load (Bujo 

horeas), California chonlS fiug (Pseudacrjs cadavrrjna), Pacific chorus fi:og (Pselldacr;,y 

regUla), and the bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana), a aon-natiw species. Two sensitive species, the 

westonl spadefoot toad (ScaphiOPliS hammondii) and arroyo toad (B'lfo californieus) also o<.:~ur 

within the City at a few locations. 

Reptiles 

Rc1ativelyuncommon in coastal canyons and othcr environmentally sensillve lands is the 

western whiptaillizard (Cnemidophorus tigris); a species more typically seen in the inland arid 

foothill region. In contrast, the sensitive orangethroat whiptail (Cnemidophorns hyperythrus), 

which has a spor3di<.: but widespread rang~ in coastal Sail Diego CUlmty, is locally common 

within areas of native vegetation, including peripheral wetlands habitat. Western fence lizards 

(Sce!oporus occidentalis) and side-blotched lizards (Uta s/ansburiana) arc common to abundant 

11\ open area, throughout the City's =YOllS. Southem alligator lizal"liR (Elgaria multicar;nala) 

are regularly found in ecotonal habllat on the periphery of residential areas. Expected to occur 

occa.<iionally in open. sandy habitat in areas ohage sClLlb is the coast homcd lizard (Phrynus{)ma 

corona/urn blainv;l!c/). This lizard needs an abundant supply of ants a~ <I food source, and is 

heavily predated upon by fcral eats and pot collecting chil&-en. 

Western pond hlrtle (Clemmys marmara!a) are known to oecur in many stock ponds and riverine 

pools within the City'S canyon, bLlt are now extirpated from most of their natural habitats. TIle 

pond slider (Chrysemys sCripta) is au introduced specio,> that is also found regtonally. This large 

aquatic turtle is native to thc eastern Ulitcd States aud variou:; areas ofMe)(ieo. 

The westem rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis hctleri) is coTtllnonly tbund within the canyons of the 

ell} and i, most often encountered along the riparian funge of urban canyons. During the 

summer months, this species often moves up to irrigated yards along canyon crests whore it is 

often killed_ While rogionally ""ruman, this SlUlke is being depleted in more nrbanized areas. 

The larger ponds and marsh areas along the major rivers are particularly suitable to the 

requirements of the two-striped aquatic garter snake (Thamnophis hammondi/). This species ha, 
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been historically observed in many of these wetlands regIOnally. Common reptile15 such as the 

gophcr snake (PUuophts me/anoleuclIs). the eoachwhip (Mas/icophisjlage//lIm), the California 

striped racer (MasliGUphis la/eralis), and common kingsnake (Lamprope/t~' getu"~'·) OCCllr 

within many of the region's canyons. Herpetologist Lawrence Klauher's field notes 

(unpubli~hed/undated) from the fin;t half of the 20Lh century inclnde a variety of canyon sightings 

tOT now locally uncommon OT infrequently observed spe~ies such as the glossy snake (Arizona 

e/egans), the ringneck snake (Diadophis plInctatus), the night snakc (Hypsiglcns tOFquata), and 

the long-nosed &l)ake (Rhinocheilus lecontei). Tbe~e species are likely depleted from the levels 

noted by Klallber. 

Numerous species of lizards IIIld snakes use rock crevices for cover within sage scrub and open 

chaparral habitat, and feed on small insects and insect larvae among the leaflitier. Other species 

are found in grasslands and agricultural!disturbed land, or in riparian areas and hunt small 

rodents. Quality reptilian habitat, primarily collJlisting of sage 8cwb, rocky outcrops, chapanal 

and oak woodland, is still located at many eanyon sites; however, the small patch size available 

fur '!Hrirm~ ,pecie~ makes local population extirpations increasingly more difficult to deter. 

Birds 

Over four hundred speCie' ofhirds have been repolied within the environs of the City of Sun 

Diego, supporting ~ome ortbo highest avian divwnty in the United States. Both yellow

breasted chats (ideria virens) and yellow warhler (Dendroica petechia) al~o nest locally in this 

habitat Also noteworthy due to its sensitive starns is the Calitonlia gnatcatcher (Polioptila 

califiJmica). There are many his1.oncal sightings Oftllis gnatcatcher in open space, privately 

owned lands and on (lth~r sensitive lands. 

A number of collllllon birds, which nest in riparian woodland or adjacent sage scrub uplands in 

San Diego County are lrnown to nest in the City's canyons und other environmentally sensitive 

lands. These include the Anna's hummingbird (Calypte anna), black-chinned hummingbird 

(Archilochus ale;r;andn), mouming dove (Zenaida macroura), great homed owl (Bilbo 

virgin;an,,"s), bnn"Owing owl (Athene cunicularia), black phoebe (8ayornis saya), clitfswallow 

(Hinmdo pyrrhonota), common fIIven (Corvus corax), bushtit (Psa/triparus minimus), house 

finch (Carpodacus mexicana), black-headed grosbeak (Pheucticus melanocephalus), spotted 
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towhee (Pipilo maculatus), California towhee (Pipilo crissahs), red-winged blackbird (Agdaius 

phoeniceus), tricolored blackbird (AgelaiUl' tricolor), phainopepla (Phai/Wpepla nitens), ash

throated flycatcher (Myiarchus cinera .. ccns), orange-crowned warbler (Vermivora celata), 

wmmon ydlowthroat (Gcothlyp18 rrichas), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), hooded oriole 

(Icterus cucullatus), northern oriole (Icterus galbula), lesser goldfmch (Carduelis psaliria), and 

American goldfinch (Cardudis tri,'/is). Many other birds, primarily migrants and winter vi8itors, 

usc the riparian trecs us thoy pa:ss though thc coastallnwhmds to und from their breeding ground;; 

to the north and south. Migrant 80ngbirds from the Emhelizidac family found in spring include 

Nashville warbler (Vermivora rujicapilla), black-tluuated gray warbler (Dendraico nigresccns), 

hermit warbler (Dendroica occidentalis), TOWIlsend's warbler (Dendroica townsendl), 

MacGillivmy's warhler (Oporornis lolmie/). and Wilson's warbler (Wilsonia pU.l'illa). 

Some >pecies ofwateIfowl more typically found in large bays and ponds occur seasonally and 

sporadically in coastal canyon wetlands and on the City's reservoir.~. These include lesser scaup 

(Aythya affinis), bufflehead (Hucephala albeola), northern pintail (Anas acula), ruddy duck 

(Oxyurajamaicen .. is), eared grebe (Podiceps nigricollis), Clark's grebe (Aechmophoms clarki), 

western grebe (Aechmophorus occidentalis), northern ,hoveler (Anas clypeata), canvasback 

(Aythya valisineria), and redhcad (Aythya americana). Otht'I species detected that are often 

a~wciatcd with fr",shwater marshes and ponds include pied-billed grehe (Podifymbus podiceps), 

green-winged teal (Anas crecca), cinnamon teal (Anas cyanoplera), sora rail (Porzana carolina), 

common moorhen (Gallinula chloropus), and American coot (Fulica americana). 

Some avian species such as the greater roadTUllIlcr (Geococcy:I' caU(ornianus) are now r<lrely 

observed in the City open spuce. These largo ground-dweUingcuckoos ate becoming less und 

less common in coastal Southem Califonria as their open scrubland habitat is devoloped. 

Nwnerous birds of prey still regularly use open space for hunting. These include white-tailed 

kite (Etanus /eucurus), northern harrier (Orcus Cyalleus), red-tailed hawk (Buteojamaicensis), 

sharp-shinned hawks (ACCIpiter striatus) and merlin (Falco columbarius) in the winter, golden 

eagle (Aquila chrysaelos), peregrine falcon (Falco peref?r;nus), Cooper's hawk (Accipiter 

cooperii), American kestrel (Falco $parl'erius), and red-shouldered hawk (Buleo linea/us). 
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Native and non-native vegetation communities provido hubitat for numerous ~pecies ofresideni 

and 111igratory birds. A number of common avian ~pccie, breed within sage scrub and cbaparral 

hubitats, and forage among the leaf litter in the vegetative understory. Rocky outcrops, 

particularly on undisturbed slopes or peaks Cm) provide significant perching or roo~ting sit~s for 

raptors; and grasslands and agricultural lands located adjacent to woodland area, provide 

significant foraging habitat for resident, wintering and migrant raptors. Avian diversity and 

abundance is substantial within riparian and oak Mlodland habitats. These habitats ar~ 

comprised ofseverc.l horizontal niches including canopy, shrub. herb, and ground, which provide 

a network of valuable roosting, foraging and breeding areas for birds. Quality avian habitat 

within the City of San Diego is concentrated where the vegetation is less disrurbed and provides 

habitat connectivity; however, the various \.-'reeks and tributaries within the City of San Diego, 

also provide some mea~ure of habitat connectivity, and potential avian breeding and foraging 

areas. 

Mammals 

Without trapping, theprescnce ofmamrnal species must be discerned through habitat suitability, 

species range and biological records. Many mammals are nocturnal and ~eeretive, and indirect 

signs for a number of species, particularly rodeDts, call bc similar. Small manunal species 

typically occur in sage scrub, chaparral, grasslands and agriculturalldi~turbed areas, and several 

ofthe~e species will intermittently usc riparian and woodllll1d habitat~ for foraging and cover. 

Vanous species of bats will also forage in grasslands and woodland habitats_ Larger ll1anunals 

often require greater blocks of connected habitat for hunting and travel withm their runge. 

Quality habitat fbr small mammal specios is generally located throughout the study area, but us 

with reptiles, Sll1all remaimng patch size cun undercut the ability of some species populations to 

survive in open space. 

Despite the extensive urban development within the City core, a number of regionally connnon 

mammals still reside within City open space and other now often isolated pockets of remaining 

native vegetation. Included are ""yotc, desert cottontail, CaliforniA grolmd squirrel, Virginia 

opossum, and striped skunk. 
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Wildlife Cotridofll 

A wildlife corridor is considered herein to represent linear landscape fcamres that allow animal 

movement between two patches of more substantial habitat. A corridor is not expedoo to 

provide ~ufficien! spacc and resouwes to meet all ofth", life history needs of ill; target species_ 

Depending upon the species considered, corridors function in a variety of ways and may function 

differently over the COUl'lle of a year. For the pLlrpose.> of general discussion, wildlife corridors 

can be hroken down into tlu'ee eategorics: regional corridors, local corridors, and short comdOi'll. 

Regional COnidOl'll accommodate the needs of a broad suite of animals. Such comdor:s are 

especially important to dispersing individuals (i,e., juveniles) that use these corridors to find 

unoccupied ranges and mates. This effectively links otheJwise distinct populations of animals 

and serves tv maintain genetic diversity. Because of the high degree of habitat fragmentation in 

coastal southern Califomia, particularly to Diegan elYdstal sage scrub vegetation, regional 

wildlife corridors have rc<>civcd COI15idetublc attention by resource agencies and con:.ervation 

groups, and have been a foctls of regional conservation planning. In rogi{lnal plallning, attentIOn 

oilen focuses on large, wide-ranging '-'lllllbr",lla" species. tender this concept, if a prescrve plan 

can aC<.Ollmmoda!e the needs of wide-ranging species, it will allow sufficient cOIillentivity lOmeet 

the lesser needs of Dther species. A typical ,,1dth of greater than 1,000 feet lS recommended for 

regional corridor:s serl'ing large mammals (Ogden 1992). Con.stricted section.s ofthc corridor 

should have maximum lengths of less than 500 fect mill a minimulU width pf 400 feet. 'Wllerc 

possible, canyon cerridor, should extend from rim to nm (Ogden J 992, 1998). For planning 

purposc~, widths ora 2:1 ]1rpportion (length to width) are genentll)' con~idercd to be necessary 

for wildlife corridors on an average basis to provid~ esscntial buftering ofwildhfe actiVIties. 

Narrower or wider eonidor:s may also function depending upon the pmticnlar physiography, 

adjacent land u,e~, and corridor lengths. Spencer and Mock (1997) noted the value of 

tr!llL'llIli ~sion casoments as potential contributor:s to meeting corridor needs in urbani2ed 

environments. Where corridors are narrow and already tenuous, special manageJnent measnres 

are required including implementing measw'es to control fLllloff, noiso, lighting, exotic predators 

and invasive plants, Such measures have been adopted as the MHPA Land Use Adjacency 

Guidelines (gee Sectioll V.A, Lmd Use). 
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Local conidors are much shorter thun regional conidors and permit movement between discrete 

vegetation patche~, thereby fomring "habitat linkages." These corridors allow two or more small 

oonneetcd pakhcs of habitat to function as a larger block of habitat. TIle largcr interconnectcd 

hlock cnable~ viability awl promotes population stability through r~gular genetic interchange, 

even though =h individual habitat patch may be too small for the long-teml survival of a 

wildlife population. To serve effectively as wildlife corridors, habitat linkageli mu,t pennit 

unobstructed movement oflhe sp~cies. This becomes an important considtntion with respect to 

connectivity between preserve areas, particularly where additional urban development is to ()CCIlT 

on a limited ba~is. Depending upon the parllcular parameters offue linkage, connectivity may 

also be made by utility corridors, emergency access routes, and recreational trail facilities. Local 

corridors arc generally considered to require widths of 400 to 600 feet tc function for wildlife 

movement, depending upon the corridor lengths, species U5ing the corridor, cover, topography, 

as well as adjacent land UStlS (Ogden 1998). 

Short corridors function like their larger counterparts, but typically serve the daily needs of 

individuals. These corridors allow animals to move through uru;uitable habitat to access bedding 

siles, watering sites, and foraging areas. Because of their frequent and regular use, ~uch areas of 

concentrated wlldlife movement arc often referred to as "travel routes." 

Threatened. Endangered. Endemic and SensitiYe or MSCP Coycred Species 

Sensitive I'lora 

Table V,B-2 sumnl1lnzes the sensitive plant species that could be affected by the proposed 

Programs. Sen~ihvc plants include those listed by USFWS (1999), CDFG (2002), the California 

Kative Planl Society (CNPS) (Smith WId Berg \ 9H8), and Narrow Endemic Species (City of San 

Diego 2001). The following abbreviations arc used in the table: FE = Federally Endangered, FT 

= Federally Threatened, FSC = Federal Species of Special Concern, SE = State Endangered, 

SR=State Rare, NE = Karrow Endemic Species; hahitat codes are synonymous to those used in 

the California Native Plant Society's Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of 

Cahforoia (Skinner and Pavlik 1994), including CCl'rs = closed-cone conifer forest, Chpri = 

chllParral, CoS~'T = coastal scrub, CmWld = cismontane woodland, MshSw = marshes and 
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swamps, Medws = meadows and seeps, RpWld = riparian woodland, VFGrs = vulley and foothill 

grassland, 

Table V.B-2 - Local Special Stntu~ Plant Species Potcntia.ll'r~senc. and Status 

Scieatific Common Habitat Name Namc 
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NOll. OJ,,,,,, , 

CC Kon, '" 
);0,,, NOlle '" 
" N<>nc '" 
CO N,me '" 
'.0 ,- , 

'" 
" SE m 

IT " m 

,," None , 
Nm,,, Nm" m 

,,"n' '"0 "n"" 

);on' " m 

'Oil' " '.0 
N""c Kono m 

nc N",,, , 
,,- '.0 CO 

)OISCP Statu, 
Statu, OU-site 

C",",od P"""'ti,1lY 

"' p,,,,,,", 

", Po'enL"I~' 
CO"eted Pm"", 

~-, Pot"""lly 
'\'E I'cc,,", 

Cn""",d PotcL1l1all, 
~ P""cn' 

COY","; };ot 

" fup","," 

P''''''t",lly cov,,"; 
,~, 

cov,,"; "orom'''[}' 
p""~,, 

eo-~red 
Pot""';,Ii)' 
fu."u 

~,~ ,,' 
)0;[ E,p"'tcd 

COv=>i Po,"o"all) 

" PI""", 

Not PQre,,"all) 0,_ p,,,,,,,,, 

P""""",,[}, COyered 
~""~" 

Cow,,," P'_i'I~'--" 0_' Po'",",li)' 
PI"ont a_ POL"'~aJly 

PI'''n! a_ Pote1ruall) 

hose"' 

a_ Pnomtoally 

"-, 
" Not ,,,=-cd llijJC<t"" 

) '"~_""" A"",jJis 
B""<.iru! fu,,,,,,,, 



B ii' m, ."'"W""" "'-~",' " " , 

01""="" ""UU,,",',, moo",,,,in 

"","'oli, "~, 

Chonza"iM Orcutt', sph,cI1"w", , "'''''liia"a 
, 

, " 
, summ",_hull) , , 

C,,,,,r,,"",, " ,Im"ia", , 
COfdjianth", 
OI'CU,"""U' 

'-""uti" bml"s_beak 

~" "'in' lm"d ""'" 

"" ~ , Del Mar sand.,..,,-, , 
Demand", 0,'0/ ,,,,,,lan, 
CQ~I'Ig"" 

j)",k""dm w"',,," dLohml<l,.. 
ocwknta/~ , 

Bl",hm",,', , , duJloya 

Olldl,)," ",,,!,,,,"W "n,gated <ludl",,, 

D"dieva ",6"" 'Dely du'l.,', 

iiliphoroia mi"'" oliff'l'"'1l" 

",mea"", , s," Diego horrel 
";"d,,,,,,,' ,>0"" 

~;;Ii~~~;o"ij /<,,,, ,ho,olot<liiy 

Ciihopsis dif/u," m;,,;,'" ,anyc" 
ssp,fitU-""!.' hlu""",,p 

",", ) Ii 

, " Orcutt', """"nii. 

Ifolo,,,,.pha ""gala gra,eful ,.",Ian!. 

Ho'*,/ia "",""Ia Ram,,,,, horkelia 

;;:::~~ 
, , ~, 

, 
"",h_ILko bristlow'oO 

HnbiM 

Chp;1 ,",,- N,m, 

CoS<r CO " 
Ch~rl )0;""" ~n"' 

Cl!prl ("1"ru,,') No"" None 

CoS" N,,", Non" 

CI'p,1 ~-OllC '1ooe 

Co",,,, Chprl, 
V'Cm. 

No", ,-, 
VFG", H " 
Chp<l. CoS" "000 "n' 

(-o~" He " 
Co:;" None No", 

" "Cille ,-, ' , 
CoS" No", No"" 

Chp,L CoS" -~ Nu"' 

CDp,l, c"S", ". ,-VFG"U,y 

Cbj)n (ol""'mgs) ,- , 
Non" 

, 
No", :01,,", '", , , 

C"pr] ". Candid", 

WG" ,,- , No"' 

, , 

No", N"", 

Co:;,,, ". "0llC 
Co!,,1 ,- No"' 

ChprL Co:", "0'\0 No", 

,_b_IY 

I C~,' 

, 

'" 
" 
, 
, 

'" 
'" 
'" , 
, 

'" 
'" 
, 
, 
, 

(In],,i,,,] 

, 
, 

'" 
" 

" 
'" 
" , 

", Pu'""",,ll) w_ 
p,"'~rt 

CO'/""" 
ro_"I~' 
,,~, 

,,' p"',"llaUy 
('o,"nod Pre,ma 

Nol PO","L;"lIy 
,o,"m, P",,,ot 

(,,,,,,,,al Pnt"""'>ll, 

P""""rt 

)(,,' Potcoti.lI) 
em'","'] f11''''''' 

Potentiall)' 
CoVOl<d 

'ru~ 

Covered Pot,ouaUy 
'<E P''''eill 

,,, POtenti,lIy 
,,,v=d PIm"' 

Covered Pot","'"I,. 

" P,,,,,,,,, 

,- Potmti>lI) 

"' p"""", 
Putell",11y 

~,~ 
p",-

'i,,' Potontially 
,",'"ed p"""", 

Po_i,ll}' 
Cbv<r<d P1",,", 
", PoteJl(i,11y 

«wereJ ,,~ 

N", Potcnti.lly ,,,,,,,,,d P""on( 

,~~ 
, , 

,~ 

~ til , 

,~ , , 
w,_ 

Covored " 
, , 

, , 

h""""m'" /Jm!;'u, 
IJm',",,,1 ""'"ff'" 

, 



"" .""~"'~. m,,"' , " ", ;" , , 

Scientific Common 
Habitat 

Federal CaIlfflruia GNP» MSCP Status 
Nan,e Name Statu. Statu. List Statu. On_site , 

Mi""",,", dO"IJ/.,I, "",II·tlo",,,," 
Vmcs(cl')J Nono No,,, , No' Po,,,,,"ally 

mkm'or~ Co,'"aI fre'''''' 
Mo""rdel/, fcl,·leovai PQL'O""Ii) hy""/,"",, ssp, 

, 
C~prl ,~ 

, 
~onc m (\"'Cl"d 

lu"a'a 
mo",rdelk P,e; ... L 

s," Di,~" Chprl, Co,,, , 
p'""';']])' .11",11" c/e"'!u,di; gold"",'",- (uponi"gs) 'I"", ~Ono " Coy,",," 

P",,'''t 
, N,,' 

Nolmo m"'''~", Deb,," bou·gru, Chprt ,~ ~E , m Co"",,oj 
hp"""" 

0p""'" '''Aru,",," , .. keel",ll. COS" ,ono }in", " 
Co"red i'otcntlally 

""_ ,alifom 1C' " Pc",,,,, 

Pha,,"" SldMu Bmnd', pillleol" CoS,I', O"n~' None ,~ " '"' P,,'en'i.11y 

~- ,,-, 
I'll"" "''''''-'''"" 1'orrO)' pm, Comlen,"" 

}iO"' Non, '" Co""oJ 
PorcnrJiLlly 

Fo"," P""cot , 
I'o/ygu/u ",,"ula Chprl, CmWIO, \'", Poten"olly 
"p,jlsh/a. 

f"h" m,lkwcn 
RpWlcl 

Non, :'<0"0 , 
",~ pres,nt 

Q",,'<'"' dum"," Nuttall', >ernb o.k '." '00' ,,- '" 
,", Pn'~lti'lly , oove,cd -Chprl, CmWld, 

, ,- Po,,,,,Lllilly 
>iu'''Y' ,"S,lm",,", EngoIm,nn " •• 

RpWI", VFCi" \0"' K"", , 
coveted 

, 
Pre,enL 

R,," 'm"'''if/ora ,,,,,,11·1""00 """ CoSCf,Chpd ,,- " 
, Coveted 

Pot,nt;,li)' , 
p""n' , 

Sat",,}" c'hand/", S,n Mi!ucl .. vory '." \'0"' 'oo, '0 ('.ovoreo PotentliLlly 
l'Tci;OJl[ 

&n"" "",d,,, <Jande<'- bu"er ... ,," Chpri ,,- SR '" ('"",roo POL""tiall) p,,,,,,,, 
S",'''''Uffl o,rr"' ... ·I"'yoo 

Cbprl 'oo, N,m, C,,,ored PotCllti.II,' 
""",/000,,,,,, aLghW,ordc ~'Oll< -V","",m I""",;",,, ",n D,~,," D'UH'l' i ('.o~" No,", '<0"' , ,- Pu"",ti.11y 

VOguL,m "",,,,cd p,"",nt 
N " NaITO wEndeJlll , Sour , , 
Sensitive Fauna 

Tahle V.B-3 smnmmizes the sensitive fauna species that wuld be affected by the proposed work. 

Scn~itive animals include those li~ted by CSFWS (1999) and CDFG (2002), The following 

abbreviations are used in the tablo: FE = Federally Endangered, FT = Federally Threatened, FSC 

= Federal Species ofSpeciaJ Concern, SE = State Endwlgered, SR=State Rare,; habitat codes are 

synonymous to those used in the California j\-ative Plant Society's Inventory of Rare and 

Endangered Vascular Plants of California (Skinner and Pavlik 1994), including CCFrs = closed

cone conifer forest, Chpd = chaparral, CoSer = coastal scrub, CmWld = cismootane woodland, 

MshSw = marshes and swamps, Mcdws = meadows and seeps, RpWld = riparian woodland, and 

VFOrs = valley and foothi11 grassland. 

V IJ 2rJ 
h'''~<m,,""' /1,"!'" 

B,~''1!!'''' ",~'"'" 

, 

, 



, , 

, , 

Table V.8-3 - Local Special Status Animal Species Potential Presence and Statu, 

Scientific Common 
Habltnt 

Name ,.~ 

Open g,,,,lanrl.nrl "P""in", 
i.lq>kydry", <<1""" Qu,"o 'llC'k"'~'ot ""h" ,hmb bob""" (Ita( 

qu,"" bun,cf]y '"PPM Dw'tfPl.1~taJ" 
(PI'"'og& ""<'<,,) 
Gp'nin .... m ,hap""a!, 
"""""cd ~Lth til< I,mil bost 

Lyru,"" ""'"0< 110m,,", 'O'"'~· ~lant Spmy /<.cdb,,·!)' (RI,"","u, 
,,,,,eo), .ou115 fc,d 0" "","" 
from 1'1,,_," Bu,kwhea( 

[Mu,,"s pl,~'PI'~' m",,,,,,,h baH.ell,. MiS""'''' ",m"""""i"", n"oo 

"" ""'" 
,halk,w pool. or"" ",ad, "nd 

so""'w<s!om 
"",,'oJ llilod <em,,, <of 

fuJo rult/ormc", ",royo rood iot""",",nl ro p"'"tull,1 stream5, 
trulY .1" OC'UP) iidj""" upl,nd , 
coJnrouniti" w;<h;n 1 ,2 km 

l'rofCc> ,,,,,tty o'g<avoJ~ .",1 ;n 
S"'"I"d" "ll" .omb, "P"" 

ScaphiopW w""em 'pH<l,",O' 
\ 

,hapoml,.mol J>'ne",,,k 
""mmo"dll '0" wood)"dl, grIlS3l,oo' wLth , 

,h,IlQwtcmpora,y pool, or, 
0 .~ 

Cl>:1"'mtl, sage «rub, ollk 
PlorJ""som. ,'" Diego hom"; woooi"d •• 8Ild grniSlImd" 
'OIT",",um 

'~ru 
50",,,,im,, <=urn alon, "ldnm 

bram,"!!! ""d d,rl p,Lh. wnere""'v" dn' 
'P"'os "" prevakoH 

£,,'''''''''' 
Van"') "[hahn," ,,,,,Iu"m" 

sW"'m""",' Coron,do skml: • .,-"",kmd~ '''''" "rub, ",Ld 

in"","",,"I!,' 
","'10'" woool.!ld, i"olu.;ing 
ook. PLLlC.j".ip01, ,no "pon" 

Sdg< '''ub (M<! cI"p,,,'Ol), 

C",midaphu,", o"ng<;th"", prof", ""d) '""'''S with p"",k< 

l,yp""""1"Oi3 wh'plul ofbn"h and mck~ n"')' b, 
""",""l<d wdh h""kwh"" ""d 
ll""k Sag, 

AMiclQ p"lohm "lve.LY 1'11", Sbo",," "P",I'=no, fo; I"n"", 
puirhm ltzatd and ",ad}' '"""""t." 

c",,,,idop,o,,,, """",1 __ Coastal sage ",rub. ,I",p,n.l, 
tigris ffl,i",eu,""" wbJpta1l iI!ld g",,,I.mi8 

S"};",!,,,. """"i potch_"""ol 
ChapRmlI iI!ld sage 50""; ""'y 

hR,aiepi.;, ir!ll'i"" "~ 
rcquh, mammoll:n",o"" "' 
woodruL,""," fur m'OTMntering 

Federal CaUforula 
Status St;ltu. 

rE " , 

, , ~e "" , 

N"no Noo, 

Ci;(", 

"' _W 

, , 
ffiC eec 

PruLoc'oo 

l , 
C'lC, rsc P,m,,,,d 

,ee esc 

i esc ,", 
ProtO;)teJ 

, ,:<a:: CK 

I 

e;c e, 

C>C He 

I 
Prut",ted 

, , , 

M'CP Stntu. 
Statns On-sile 

None 
Pot,,,dally 

p,..."" 

ro<C~t"'lly 
~''''o p"",,", 

,"0"' 
Potenn,lly 

PI""'" 

Potell",oll)' 
C"~ p,...." , 

I\ono PQ""ti.lly p",-,,,,,, 

C"",=d E'p","d 

""' fup."ed 

Co"",od Exp"',," 

,",,, 
"p",kd ",,,=ol 

,- E'poctcd , 

,""",,, Expected 

E,,, • .,,,,,,,,,!.I A",iJ."' 
n~igK,ifus.'ff~ 

, 

, 
I 

! 

, 
I 



~'''-ii, M""'lt"",. R,,,,,,,,, I, ~< J <w, 1)'''iI=~' Q,d, SI;ffi/Ul 

Sclentific Cummun 
Habitat )lame No~ 

r"odapl'" I San Diogo 
C40m>I, f""",t oM W""lan& pm,"'",", ,,,od,, i no,'''''k ''''"'' 

, 
LIch"m"" 

, 
"iwga<o 0""", '"5) boa 

){ock.'t o",crop lU"" w"iL", 

",,,,,",,en ch'p",,1 ,,><I "go wub 

0""",,,, ruck,' ,,"Lemp' ""J 
, nonh~Med ""'" on",,'y bmsh OJ' rugg,d 

ern,"iu, rub" 
di""","" """'m m oll.p,n.l sago scnlb, 

",bcr 
mlU"""ke err dmr. "",b on botll """I 

"",I """",.1"",,, """"lIy bdow 
4000 ]m 

Cad,""" aurn '"k,y;whrr" Or'" h,h;"" with ])OO'oct«J 
lill-,le L",,, .00 ""'"' 

G_land., """",ult,,,"] field., 
Elan", I,"""",, ~hJ[o-lnlod k," an; open baM"" Wltll """ 01 

""''' d"iduo". trw:; fo1' ",,,,jog 

:< Clts Lll ,I,ifs «(J1' [f'os), IDUru:i 
A"",," ,-h"",.d", gold~, eagl" ,n gCllcrnlly mOllntaillm" Ol' 

hilly"""j" 
I 

F,1ru p''''I!''"'~ Arnori",," 
Fum_, .. m"" ",," ana",", "",,"nne f,loo" 

,Io,],_,hi"",o I ,,;'''" woodlllillls "00' open 
ACC/pifer slri",", 'n=, pnofc,s L"" [1'>[ '''''''''''0 ._, 

'0 "P'''"'" hub,,,,,, , 

G~", 'Y"""U 1lO1th<n>b'n1« fo"'"'" "vor m,,,h ond "1",n 
'er"", 

flu'," "galu ]~"g",u"" b"" 1><), "1''" "",,;" 

rowul ,,;thi" W'"lo"" "'"PC" 
v'"'"; loggethea" >1m", 

h,b"", w>Lh b"", "",lm" an" 
lwio,",","u< 'P'''' ~""b and;o,,",,, ,"", i 

f"'nc~j &LId orclJjn 

r"",mol'n.ia C.UfOmi. homed O"",lan&, d"nubed are" find I 
alp«''''' "0"" '"' 

open ,,,,",,,, ","" '1)1"". low ' 

",,""""'0" 

VB-22 

Federal California 
Status Statu, 

~o"o "' 

F~C ,A 

me C;C 

c;c C;C 

'>A. f"lLy 

1 
No", Pro,,,,,lod 

! 
eSe,Fully I 

Nono Prot"",," 
! 

" Ch 
, 

/-0'1' csc 

:<0"0 esc 

"C e"e 

C;C esc 

I Nol'o esc , 

M""P Statu. 
Smtu. On·.lte 

No,," R<p"""" 

)./on, P,,'en'mll, 
PI«,"' 

",~ Exp",<cd 

",~ Ex",,"le" 

"- h",,",," 

Exp,,,od 
Co;,,,,,," 

1 

(<or"",,,,,,", 
"co_) 

Ex"""L," 
Covered 

! 
(",f"",:!,,"" 

"""IOn) 

hr"""'" ~O"' (",",,,".lIy) 

eOI'",d E<p"'''" 

Co"",d iJxp""ed 
(,,,,,,,,ORJly) 

""' 
Potcn'~lly 

, Pre,,,,, 

N I Pn""tiall) 
OllO : r=ont 

E._,I/I=\";' 
Jj"w,',.i """""'" 

I 
I 

, 



. 

Scientific Common I Habitat N.= Name 

Sp.<oryto 

! 
]Jun'" "pen L"",m ""''',<lly 

""oi",",,," b"ITo~ing owl wjlb. b",",w at a 'Iighl 
kypug"'" ,Io'~tzonal L'''' 

Pol",poi" Culifurni. Van"", "",,,,io,,,1 ''''ges of 
""I<{om'"" gn""Lche, 

, 
,age "rub 

,difomi'" 

.'i'aha="," ,,'esteo, bho,bn'd OpeL! wooillilnd3. !imlll,nds, ,nd 
old"rd, 

C~mp}lorhy"ch_"s Atea, or sago ""ub ""th lobUS! b",,,,,,,,apJ!Jus """,till ,a~Lu" w,"" 
"""OS 01 p~,ldy P'" ,00 choll, cou<,,; 

Sout",m (,Monu" Rook)' I"llsi"es SllPP0l'Wlg 
Aimopilila mjiccps rufuu,",mwnoJ 'P"''', low ",,,,I> 0< ,,",p,rral, ,."men, ,,,,,,,,1m,, rnued with 8'""'= ,["m,w 

Amphi'piw belli 
!Nil! 

Bell', "ge'p,now Chaparral Md '"'"S" sage "cmb 

I O .. "I,n", ,od I"'''u,", 
A,"",od",,"", gLas,i>Oppet 

'"",,""""W" 'p,nDw 

f,i~ ""100"" "",uatain I."" FOllnd in ."'" 01 oxtensivo 
dons, native "get";OLl 

, 

• 
Odoc'"d,,,, rUU"" mare<" of"t",.;," !,mium., ""uthe.". mul, d,,,, 

d""", "ou,'" ,ege",L;"" 
julig!"'!" 

J"""ica",,,", Amen,,", badgot Found ill Oprul grasstand. Oil 
pcrip~, ofo"h'c v'll''''""" 

, 
I ~p"scaiifo"llC~' S,,, D"g" bl""k_ 

i 
Rd"hvd,. "1"'" ,",,,,,,,,,,I "00 

h,,,",W to;l,dJackrubbiL '"b" ""rub.md W.",I,rul> 

P,roglU1l"US ! Dulzu", C~Irlo'm' Found m areas off_ ,andy 
IOIlg""rmbr~ pOCkClmO"" glOUOO, (Coostal sag, SClub) 

! p"cijku, 

Federal CaHfornla 
Staid. Status 

'"" esc 

IT C;C 

",n, """' 

N"n" IT, 

f:;C esc 

IT, '"' 

"" " 

,," C.lif 

''''"~ 

C"M_ 

"" RegLlla"d 

,," '"" 
-

'I>l. ele 

FSC ITC 

i 
, 
! 

i 
I 

i 
I 

! 

MSCP Statu. 
Starn. On-sit. 

Pol",,'wlly 
Covered 

pre"'''' 

COI"r<d Exl"""" ! 
PDtenti,lly r 

Co,,,") !.pro,,"! in I 
"pprup'"'" i 

""an) 

Potcntl'I~' 

I em",'" p",,,"! 

, 
Covmd kxp""",, 

, 
I 
• 

'0"", ! 
I 

Expoctoo 

! , 
, 

! 
No", E'p""tm 

! 

i i , , 
! 

CUy=<! , Potcnti,I~' 
! ~.! , 
I , 

C.,,=<i 
I 
I 

]-"p""toJ i 
! 

! 
Cu,=<! I",eetoJ ! 

! ! , 
! i 

NO'" i hpcrrtoo ! 
! i 
! Potentially I 

'00' Pr<SOllt , , ! 

r.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,1 ,",~)m 
~""I ;'"""" 



, , 

Scientific CUmm"n 
Habitat 

:'>lame ~lIme 

Ch.-,,,",p',, Ji'lia;; norlhw,,"'" San 

fallox 
Dcego pocket 

I 
Fou"" In Co,",,,1 "'f1C sc",b 

,nou'" 
I 

, 

N"!o,,, i<p'"" So" D,,,,,,, ""crt Cha""""L p",,,"u,d) ,bund,,,, 

"""''"'"ta ~oOOr", to lll"'" 01 ruck "ute",£," 

\;'''' ,"uHipl" huhkal, UHimal'lly 
M,M' ,um"",,"J" Yuma m},,,Li, ~oodlalli1, ,mJ [0='"\ bu, 

forages ""or wdter 

U"" ""lupl' bubi .. " foe 
roost;ng(maloly ,~), 

, fnJRgcs iu o.Io',oall"",", 

M",ii,,' """I" ion&-<ared myotis [,,"'~_ m,) rnq"iro "",", N. 
,>"th """'Y hot ')'<C;" in 'he 
t<gLO", hLlk ,"rum""",, ;, 
",',;I,blc on lllJcroh,brtat "" 

, 
U"" multiple habit", foc 

Myo'" mY''''''''''' fdngC<l 1I1)'0[1S "'ost;ng (lilllmly """""'), f,od. 
m ooruf"""", fo=13 

D,,,, mulhple "'hi,,,,, for 
M",d< 1 o/a", , lon!l-l',",," mym;, lOOSUIl! (mami, on",,,.), '", in "",il"'0'" /or<3l, 

U,,'" ,moL}' "fbohitBt" 

!J)~I" clliulohm'" 
s=J]·jiwLod prefers open "a",i" m 

"""",,,,"0001""L, b,u.hy I m)'01JS 

h,",,,,,-,, "" "pari," '"'''' 

Sud",,,,, Ro0st3 illln"" m,ky ,Hff." 

rn","/amm 
sp","d ba! fQIlIgC3 itll1pMJ"" """ '",'0 

~,. 

C,," "".t"" f=l, in 
(;"'J'IWrhm", To~"",nd', hig_ fore,"~"""l"nd hob"", or 
'''''sentil< ",,,d baL along haMal ed""" w.thin 1, 

km ofrooS! ,Ire 

, 
u,,,, up'" 10_ ,nd ~JlI!sland 

An"",,,,,", pal!id", pallK! hot illl)!ta'" [ot [oedmg and n\ultiplc 

1l,l>iW' M' ")(''''"g 

Federal Ca~f .. rnia 
Status Statn. 

C;C e,c 

,~c esc 

, 

I "e C,C 

me ~Qno 

, 

>se )\on, 

me No"" 

, 

FSC 'onc 

fSC ~e , 
! 

F'lC Ci>C 

NOn' C:;;C 

I 

MSCP Statll' 
Status On-.;te 

Non, E,"","; 

No", kxp,,"'d 

I, 

PctCiltJOn, 
~OJlO 

Pr","'" 

Po,,,,".ti.lly 
No", Pre,,",, 

f><rreoti~' 
'iono 

! P"""nt 

Potru''',ll, 
NQ"' I'TmLlt 

, , 

'<Cllio 
, POL,,,,,-,Ily , 

P,,,,~,, 

,,,,,,,,,,11, 
Nonc 

I'ro;'ot 

;;""" 
P<JLenti.II)' 

P""en' 

Pote.tll,dliy 
No", 

Pr""n! 

h_"". ,j""j,~ 
B,~F.·,,~w 

I 

! 

, 

I 



"' - . "''''' , ~ • " '" 
Scientifio Common 

Habitat 
Federal Callfornhl MSCP Status 

Kame Name Status Status S!>Itus On_site 

NydiITomopS pook",d froc- elllt !oosre,', bod' '" LUulti])]. Nu,'" C"' Non, P,",nLblly 

j"m""",,"CCI~ toilod bat habitat> P,,,,, ... , 
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ISSUE STATEMENTS 

I, Would Ihe project reduce the number of any unique, rare, endangered, sensitive, 

folly protected species of plants or animals? 

2 Would the proje('t inr~rfere ",Uk rhe movement 'ij'any resident or migratory fish 

or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 

corridors? 

3_ Would the project impac/ any sensi/ive habilal, including, bUI no/limited to oak 

woodland, coastal sage scmb or chaparral? 

4. W()uld the proposal result in any conjlict with the provisions of the City's Multiple 

Species Co""ervat;()n Program Suharea Plan or other approved loca( regional 

or state habitat conservation plan? 

TMPACT 

Criteria for Significance Determination 

Impacts must be identified and quantified whenever possible to evaluate the potential 

environmental damages that could result from a proposed project. Impacts must be further 
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evaluated for significance, CEQA defines a "significant effect on the environment" as a 

"substantial or potentially substantial adver~e change in thc environment." According to CEQA, 

a mandatory filld1l1g of ~ignifkance lS appropriate for a project that has thc potential to 

substantially degradc the quality of the environment, sub:.tantially reduce the habitat of a fish aud 

wildlife sped",." cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 

to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce thc number or restrict th", tange or an 

endangered, rare or threaten~d ~p",d~s, or eliminate important examp]t;lS of the majorpcriods of 

California histor) or prehl.,tory; tbe project has the potential to achieve short-term Cllvirorunentai 

goals to the di~advantagc oflong-tcnn environmental goals; or the project has possible 

envilOnmental cffects which are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. The aty of 

San Dicgo has developed tl,,,, CEQA Significance Determination Guidelines (rev. Juiy 2002) for 

evaluating biological impacts. Habitat impacts are anticipated to occur where there is vegetation 

removal. Pruning of limbs within brush management zone twe are not considered to result m 

impacts and are currently considered impact neutral within the San Diego LDC. 

The Guidelines fellow a stepwise progression in evalUating the potential for bielogical effects to 

be considered significllllt under CEQA. The determinations contained herein are based on those 

Gu:idehnes. Impacts weuld be considered slgnificant under the follewing circnmstances: 

• Projcet cncroachmenw into the l\.1HPA arc considered significant 

• lmpacts to Tier T, n, InA and IIIB arc considered signifiC<lnt based on site-spccific 

circu]llstances. However, lacking the C<lpacity to analyze project level information at the 

SEIR/EA level, these impacts are categorically significant. 

• Any impacts to federal 01' state-listed threatened or end~mgered ~pecics, or impacts to 

narrow endemic spe~'1es as specified in the City's Biology Gllidelincs (Jnly 2[)[)2). 

• Impacts to J11dividual sensltlve specics may also be comid",red significant, based on the 

species rarity and extent ofthc impacts. 

Analysis ofimpacts 

Forthe purpose of this analysis, the biological evaluation inclndcd brush mllllllgement conducted 

by the Cily of San Diego, homeowner's assocmtiens, and private property owners. A totalof25 
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brush management areas were evaluated as part of this project. Of all the bmsh management 

areas evaluated, 13 were thilm~d by the City of San Diego Park and Recreation Department, II 

were thinned by private landowners, and one bTush management area was thilmed by a 

homeowner's association. 

Forpurpose of companson, adjacent areas that were not brush managed were also evaluated, if 

available. These areas aro referred to as ~ontmls. However, it was difficult to find comparable 

control areas. Most brush management is conducted in a comprehensive manller so it was 

difficult to find comparable areas that had not been bru~h managed. Only two contrul areas have 

been evaluated as part of this effort. 

A vanety ofbrush management areas throughout the City were selected. Park and Recreation 

staff, David :vIoillOe and Josh Woods, selected 13 areas where brush management was conducted 

by Park and Recreation staff. Areas selected by Park and Recreation varied in size and date of 

brush management conducted. FOT example, some of the brush management areas had been 

thinned as recently as February 2004 whereas others selected areas have not been thinned for 

over flve ycars. This variety in bmsh management areas helped provide infonnation on both tile 

long term effects of brush llIanagement as well as the immediate lmpaet~. 

Planning Department staff, Khalil Martinez, selected an additional 12 areas where bmsh 

management was conducted by either the homeowner or the home<JWIler's as~ociation. Since 

tllere was no information availablc on the date ofhrush managenlent J"OJ- these :.ites, Mr. 

Martinez ~e1ected tuur brush management areas within three dilTerent canyons: Pei'iasqaitos 

Cunyon, Sun Clemente Canyon, and Tecolote Canyon. Areas were selected throughout the 

canyons to give a good ovaluation of the diflerent kinds of private brush managemoot conducted, 

Each site was visited during the daylight hours by Holly Cheong, Envirorunental Biologist for 

the MSCP, Sites were ea~h visited once on either March 1, 2004, March 4, 2004, or March 9, 

2004. TIle surrounding vegetation cOIllIllunlties were surveyed to determine habitat type. 

Habitat type was considered disturbed if50% or more of species cover within the habitat were 

exotic plant species, Undisturbed native habitat contained less than 50% exotic cover. Native 
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habitats observed included coastal sage scrlJb, mixed chaparral, chamise chaparral and oak 

woodland. Areas were considered onlllm~))tal if over 90% cover was attributed to exotic plant 

speCle;<;. Eucalyptus woodland, which could also be considered an omamental area. is identified 

spoeifically where observed. The pcrcent cover of exotie and native ~;pecies was estimatOO 

within each brush management area. Any dominunt exotic arul native spocies were notOO. Plant 

regrowth within the brush munagement ure~~ wa~ evahmted alllithe hcight ofvcgctation within 

the brll~h managemcnt areag was e~timatOO. Slopc gradient and aspect were noted as well as any 

on-site irrigation. Soil type was also determined by visual observation. Ifit oould be 

determined, it was notOO whether the bmsh management area was on a manufactured or nat.und 

slope. 

Tho date that brush management was first perfonnOO and the last date brush managed was 

perfonnOO was noted for each site if that infonnation wus availahle. The size of the brush 

management area was also noted. For Park and Recreation sites, this was based on the 

infonnation provided by them for each site. For homeowner and homeowner's association 8ites, 

the size of the brush management area was estimuted from the SANGIS parcel layer assuming 

that the bflJsh management area would correspond to the area. outside of the development area on 

the site. The datc that hflJsh management was condncted was not available for homeowner and 

homco",'llcr's association brush management sites. 

The condu~ion from City statJ evallJation 1~ that mvasi(ln of exotic plant species into brush 

manugement areas appear<; to he the higgest impact associated with biological resources and 

pcrlonning brush management. :"-linety-six percent (96%) of the tW~lJty-five 8lope~ evaluatOO 

contained some level of exotic plunt invasion. Exotic inva~ion cOlild not be directly attribnted to 

the quallly of the adjacent habitat. Thirteen of the 24 brush managClllent areas (54%) with exotic 

plant invasion were adjacent to nndisturbed native habitat. Exotic plant invasion may also be 

associated with what was planted within the brush managenlent areas dlJt1ng the time of 

constnu..1ion of the housing developments or what was installed by the owners or homeowner'S 

association after con8truction. hl many cases, this encroachment may be considered out of 

complJance with the City of San Diego 'vlunicipal Code and would not be included in the 

evaluation of impacts associated with the implementation ofbrush management as allowed by 
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the City of San Diego Municipal Code. Although the mtbnnation /i·om this report should be 

heated as pw·ely anecdotal. evaluation of these 25 slopes cun help the City of San Diego 

determine the general impacts associuted with blUsh management. Please see Soction V.A, Land 

Usc/MSCP, Issue 3 for a full disellssion on the project's consistency Vvith the Mnltiple Species 

Conservation Program (MSCP) and other hahl!ut ,-,ollservation plans. 

Direct Impacts 

Direct impacts o,-,cur when biological resources are altered or destroyed during the course of 

work, or as a result ofproje<:t implementation. A,-,cording to the CEQA Guidelines (2001), direct 

impacts refer to a diTe~t physical change in the envinmmeut that is ""used by and immediately 

related to the project. Examples of such impact~ include remeval and grading of native 

vegetation. Other direct impacts may include substaDtialloss of foraging or nesting hahitat, and 

loss of individuals ofsensitivc species as a result ofbrush management activities. 

Habitat Loss 

The aerial extent. or "footprint", of surfa~e impacts associated with the development of reVlwd 

brw>h management ~one.s was detennined hy ovalllating current bru~h milllagement zone impacts 

and rompaling the existing conditions to the proposed impaets due to the lmplementution of the 

revised brush management zones that aH' induded within the proposed brush management 

revisions. Some areas may be increasing the width of zone one and zone two, but the increases 

depend ou the locntioll oftlle property relative to Tnter~tate 5 und Interstate 805. While the 

revi~ed brush management ;.:ones are proposed to he, 100 reet wide, th~ 1 OO-foot-wide average 

that was assumed for thiR analysis includes additional areas to address needs t(lr increlisillg Of 

decrcasing existing widths of20ne one and zone two brush management. However, at no time 

will the combined hvo brush managemeut zones be more than 100 feet. Table V.A-riJ. (Land 

Use Section), qUWltifies the impacts of the proposed Brush Management revisions using this 

approach. 
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Using tlle regionally-based evaluation methods, the proposed actions would result in impacts to 

~~nsi!ive habitats, including sensitive uplands located within the houndary of established MHP A 

lands. Tn accordance with Clty Signific;mcc Dewnnination Guidelines (July2002), any 

encroachment into the Mffi'A is crlllsidered to bc ~ignificllllt. Encroachment into the MAPA for 

brush management zone tv.'o is U]lowed, ~inee brush management in >'one two is considered 

llllpact neutral. 

Sensitive Species 

For the purpose of the pr~scnt asse8sment. impacts to sensitive spocies that are con~idcred direct 

imp<tCts would he tho8e that result in a direct physicallos8 of individuals in the case of plants and 

animals, or the loss of necessary snpporting hab,tat in the case of animals. While an argument 

may exist that direct effects may also include such impacts U8 eonRtruction noise, lighTIng, or 

dust, these impacts rely on intennodiatc behavioral or physiological changes to be manifested as 

measurable impacts. Because these impacts are less tangible and certain to result in measurable 

adverse effects, they have been addressed as indirect effeets rather than direct effects. 

Impacts to California Gnalcatcher 

The proposed changes /(l tho bm,h management teb'Ulations would increase the width of the 

bn~h thinning zone (zon~ two) by approximately 20 to 60 feet. Th~ proposod changes could 

result iu potential direet impact ~ to the Califomia gnatcatcher (Polioptila calijhrnio coli/hrnia.) 

uue to incidentallmpa<..is to nesting hirds, within the MHPA. and reduction of suitable habitat hy 

brush thilUung or controlled goat grazing. TIle Califomia gnatcatcher is a foderally threatened 

spe~ies under the Endangered Species Act. 

A re\~ew of the rogional sensitive spe...ies databa~e, established for the MultIple Species 

Conservation Program, resulted i1] only five out of377 oceurrence8 proposed to he impacted 

within the MHPA by the new width of brush management zone two. This database however 

does not contain u comprehemive Sl.llYoy of all lands in the City of San Diego, and occupation of 
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habitat by gnatcatcher will vary from year·\o·year. A1; such, the true impacts to individual birds 

eannot be assessed. 

To address impacts to the California gnatcatchcr re~u1ting from changes in the brush 

management regulations, !Ill ullalysis was cOllducted using the coastal California gnuteatcher 

habitat evuluation model (2002) c()n~tmcted for the U.s. Fish and Wildlife Service. The 

gnateatcher habitat evaluation model ewssifled potential gnutcatchcr hubitat into one offour 

categories: low/none, moderate, high and very high. The ureas nf pottmtial impacts from brush 

management changes previously generated by City staff, were compared to the results of the 

gnateatcher habitat model u~ing a geographic information system. The resuln; were divided into 

potential impacts Citywide and impacts to the Multi-Habitat Plamling Arca (MH.PA) of the 

Multiple Species Conservation ProgrllIl1. The results are shown in Table V.B.-4. 

TABLE V.B.-4 

Potential Jmpacts to California Gnatcatcher Habitat based upon the 2002 coastal California 

gnatcatcher habitat evaluation modeL 

Tota! Acres Potential Impacts Tota!Aere, Total Potential hnpacts in MHPA 

ltl City Citywide from proposed fuMlll'A from proposed hmsh management 

brush management changes (% of Total Acre, in 

changes (% "ITotal I MHPA) 

Acres in lbe City) 

Low-Kone " 0(0%) " 0(0%) 

Moderate 1566 33 (2.1%) 1037 14 (1.3%) 

High 11617 257 (2.2%) 61M2 106 (1.72%) 

V~Tj High 15545 139 (O.W,) 10317 78 (0.8%) 

Total 28806 i 430 (1.5%) 17599 198 (1.1%) 

The overall impacts to suitable gnatcatcherhabitat cit:y\\>1de and within the IV1HP A are 1.5% and 

1.1 % of the total habitat area, respectively. While the coastal California gnatcatcher habitat 

evahw.tion model is not 100% accurate, it is useful in regional habitat ilnpact assessment. 
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Sensith e Habitat 

The proposed revisions to the Land Dovelopment Code related to bru~h management, '!",one two 

would ro8wt in an estimated Oty-wide impact of2,880 acres. Of this total, 715 acres would be 

within the MHPA whicll includes 242 Ucrtls witJnn the corc biological area8 and hab1tat linkage,. 

The MHPA will presatve 52,012 acres, which includes 35,648 acres within the core biological 

and habitat Iink>!g,e~ ~reas, Therefore, impacts fTOm the thinning and PJuning activities ~ssociated 

with zone two brush management would potentially impact 1.4 percent of the MHPA and 0.7 

percent of the core/linkages are~s, 

Table V. A-l-J, (Land Use sedion) further idcntifies the anticipated impacts tliat would occur by 

Habitats Tier, A majority of the city-wide impacts are to Tier IV which includes lands (i.e. 

disturbed lund, agriculture, eucalyptLIS woodland, and omamental plantings) that are not 

con&idered to be sensitive. No brusb management is required within wetland areaS", therefuro, no 

impacts to wetlands are expectoo to occur with implementation of the proposed LDC code 

revisions, 

A majority of the impacts from the prop08ed brush management rcYisioll& would oc~ur within 

smaller uman canyons and would not be part of the larger core biological area8 and hnkages. 

Ilnpacts to core biological and linkage area~ would be limitoo to 0.7 percent (242 acres). Fiftyof 

these acres would be Tier IV (lands tllat = not considered scnsitive). Additionally, all impacts 

would be within the 200"foot buffer id<lntitied in the "!viSCP E1RiEIS for cdge effectN. No 

impucts to narrow endemic species arc ~xpectoo to oC\.."Ur bec~use these specieN are gtmerally lc~8 

than eighteen in~he8 in hOlght and would not be subject to thinning or clearing per the bru8h 

management regulations. The exception would be Ellcinita8 bacchW"is, which has an average 

heJ.ght of eighty inches; however no known locatiolls of this species are witlun the proposed 

brush management zone two areas. 

Where brush managemeJ.lt eonducloo by humans could avoid impacts to narrow endemics, it is 

conceivable that goat8 could indiscriminately gra:oe on narrow eJ.ldemics, The areas identifioo for 

expanded brusb management activities are not located within any of the nan:o\~ endemic species' 

maior population areas dis<."Ussoo in the MSCP Plan Table 3 ,5 'details for the rationale for 
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identifying spccies as covered.' Additionally, the MSCP database identifies no IllllTOW endemic 

species location~ within the areas identified for expanded brushllli!nagement AllV f~ture 

projects located within or adjacent the MHPA would be reviewed byMSCP staff and all brush 

management areas would be included in the review aI1d impact analysis. As discussed above, 

imracts to narrow endemics within the MHPA must he avoided. and outside the NlliPA they 

must be avoided, manawd, ~nhunced, or transplant~d as aIDlropriate. 

As proposed. brush management would be prohibited from (March I Angu~t 15) in gnatcatcher 

habitat (i.e., coastal sagc Scrub and southern maritime scntb). This period coi.n~"1de~ with the 

flowering periods ofmarw nurrow endemic species. The prohibition on brushJll!UJagement 

.!!J.."ti.vities during; the gnatcatcher br~eding season would climinate impacts on narrow endemics in 

coastal sage scrub and southern maritime scrub during this time. 

Vernal poow Were exteDsive)vmapped by the City in 2002-2003: no Vernal pools are located in 

the Proposed brush rrumagement area ?'Io impacts on vernal pool narrow endemic species would 

result from the proposed umject. Pow:n1i,,1 impacts on narrow endemics from the proposed 

project would be less than significant 

The MSCP Subarea Plan (Table 3-5) and City of San Diego Biology Guidelines places 

restllctions on grading, clearing, and grubbing dwing the breeding season of seven ~eDllitiv" 

!ipecic.~. Six ofthcse species would Dot be aiTected by the proposed chang", 10 the brush 

management rcgulatioru. because either thcy OC<;llr outsidc of the areas proposed for brush 

]Jlarutgement (e.g. beaeh areas) or thc habitats they ocellI in will not be impacted (e.g. wetlands). 

These species include we~tcm snowy plover, mluthw~steJ1l flycatcher, least tern, caehi~ wren, 

least be\J's vireo, and the tricolored black bird. For the remaining species, the Califomia 

gnatcatcher, no timing restrictions apply outsid", the MHP A. Within the MHP A, restrictions on 

grading, clearing, and grubbing activities apply durmg the breeding season (March 1- Augw;t 

15). This limitation is proposed in bm~h luanagement activities prefouned 'Within zone two. 
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SIGNIFICANCE OF Il\{PACT 

ffl~:~,iO?ttf~';>;i<'ll!l _Bid he sigaitieaat. While the impads to biolo!!:kal resoutce~ that ,-,auld 

rosult from implementation of the prop.)sed brush management revision~ would he sjgnificant, 

they are rendere!.lle£s than S;!1,tl i:fi cant by existing City regulations and impl~mentati!lll of the 

MSCP. 'Thes~ impa,,"t.~ are summarized as filllows: 

• '[~w Ilfet'El6c6 biwfi _!!gemelli f€vi;!itl'l'i', weIiM r~t if! sigaiH61Hlot Hl'lf'aet~!(l 

Direct and immedIate impa(,!s to TIer I, II, fIlA, and mB habitats within zone one and 

?Alne two (invasives) brush management implementatiou result in the los~ ofhabi!.At 

value and iuvasion ofnoD"native plants. These impacts could oecur based on three 

types ofscenario~: the first being where an existing home owner is doing brush 

management and zone one already exists; secondly, thinning actiVIties perfonned by 

the City of San Diego Park aud RccreationDepmtnlent; and lastly, issuance of Right

Ot~Entry penn its to private citizen., from the PlIl"k and R~neation Vepurtment to 

penonn brush management activities. If the entire zone one reqUIrement is not met 

then >"one two would be includcd in thesc potential impactB. 

The EIRfEiS fOT the MSCP concludc4 that hllp!!CL, to covered .wocie8 am! their 

habitil.ts from brush management wero significant but mihgated to below a level of 

significance with the implem~ntation ofp@Scrvemanagementandplanning 

!,'Ilidclin<lS identified in <;loch City's MSCP Subarea Plan and a~sociated irnplmnenhng 

n;,gulations. As docurnen.tc4 in thi ~ SElR/EA, impacts to biologic1l! r~sources that 

could result from implementation tlftbe pfOpos~d brush management revisiollS would 

be significaut in that the projC\;t would expand th<;l area within which invasive weeds 

establi8h. In that tho incUlaso impacts would occur within the 200-foot edge dfC\;ted 

arcaloCl!ted within the MHPA. This SElRJEA concl4de8, like the ErR tor thc Land 

Development Code, that the impacts are rendered less than significant bv 

implementation ofthe MSCP excwt for impacts oc(:uning outside the MHPA for 

significant impacts to non-covered species. TIle draft SEIRiEA erroneousiv 
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intcrnreted the LDC ErR 10 mean !hut biological resource impacts from 

implementation of Zone 2 was significant eVerYwhere. UP2n further review. it is 

clear that the conclusion of the LDC EIR that impacts arc significant is limited to the 

~ituation described above. 

1-<ew development would be rwuired to comply with the Citv's Biolog),GuiJclines 

and would be required to rr]1tigate significant brush management impacts to non

~overed ~pedcs out~ide Ihe MHP A. in accordance with "Mifu;ahon Method "U", 

"Species Specific Mitigation". Signifl~ant irnpads from brush manageJ,)lent for 

existing develllllmcnt to non-covered S11e~les OUL~ide thc MHP A would remain 

significant. 

• Properties located within the MHP A lands are nonnally required to restrict brush 

management activities within zone two to occur outside of the brceding season of 

gnutcatchers (""larch l't through August 15'\ HO\\'ever, if the brush management 

activities cannot be conducted outside of the );1latcatcher breeding .eason, then the 

impact is considered signifl\;ant. ~ .Limiting brush managemcnt activities within 

the MHPA, would mjtigale impacts 10 gnatcatchers to below a level ofsigllificance. ~ 

ifHiet and is proposed by Ihc applicanl. Brush managenlcut adivities would be 

limited to QCCllI outside of the Cahfomia lIDatcatcher breeding season CMar~h 1 

August 151. Since brush munagement activities will be limited, dir<;lCt impacb to 

l!Ilatcatcher n",sts would not be ~i!!IJificant; therefore, plltigatlOn is pot required. 

A:l,jtig,~ijtHl is a,\Sf! flWlilaBI~ ill :.ne form sf f~quirillg a lj\!aliliea m"l!3p~t pRer w 

OOlfMUl\Wmg aRiel!. '*1ll1<!geRlMt aoo, Hies to survey the pre:iB~: sites Hlf f,"Rale.atahur 

Hests. 'This II'lWgLWSll is l-lBt \lle}'J'3setl as jfflft ef mi.- £lillRJI2A. 

• Based on the results of City Staffs evaluation of25 sites witbin the City of San 

Diego, thinning within bru5h managemeutzone two allows for invasive species to 

grow into the areas that previously contained native vegetation. Controlled goat 

grazing could be u:;ed for tbinning activities in zone two. Gsal$ de Ret /llWe " 

Sjle~;He Eliet E\f!d VI~1l feed EJfj l'Iie~1 a.'iy tYf'B sf l3ftru\3l;oery af \ agetatieB. Mulldes nave 
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SBewn mat :hey 'ViI! e&lllliffiis almest ta gEBuml level BEt leave ilia ream, gHliW eft lfre 

lewer bfatl~Res sf laFg8 trees ;mEl sRffi9s. Goats are browsers. IUld are not likely to eat 

the ground-cover Yegdation down to the soillcvcl. particularly when they are moved 

along and mana~t;d correctly. They arc much more likelY to cat porti()n~ orthe taller 

vegetation. lhu~ retaining vegetation cover fOf !lIe ~oil. They don't tend to pull up th~ 

vegetation by thc roots when they cat, and don't eat as close to the gronnd as do sheep 

and cattle. They will do little actual 'g:ra~m2" unless the weeds and brush run Ollt. 

Impacts to sensitive v'cgctation asw<:iated with this alternative would not be 

signifi<:anl whether thinning i~ condncted by humans orby goats. ffi\'a~i\'8 jilafft 

~jb<ffiHeant imjia6t, Further, as goats digest ccrtain plant types containing s~eds, the 

goat feces could al~o spread invasive plants within zone two as the seeds conld take 

hold in the soil and sproUl. This would also ftl'Sult in a significant impact to biological 

resources by distributing the seed of non-native species into previouslyundisturbed 

areas. ±ffiJl<iElts BS3eeiateEl vAIk the establisillHsHt sfia'l'asive ~iEmis W'e s4grufieant 

aaEl EEIfIlitigffioeEl. Impacts associated I'.'ith the establi~hment of invasive plants are 

mitigated by the implementation of the MSC1'; therefore, blOlo~cal impacts related to 

invasive plants are mitigated to a level below significance, 

• Ths13f6jiSsatl brl;l,ll1 maaagem~at FEl', isisMS ws1ll.Elte,..":ll is jistelltially bigru llean! 

ilfljia<;tr, ,9 sallsiliw B~e<;i~s, [This has been deleted as a result of the discussion under 

th", first two bullets above,) 

l'r~erues leeatea \'lithia the MHl'A 1!!I1d;; are llefmB1ly r~~Eire.4 te fSStriet eRish manags9'lSnt 

aetF,-i,Hes withiR ilsne Fv:s te eewr elilsiEle efiRe ers@Eliag se~oo efgaate&lsfleFJ (MiH"eh 1st 

elilsiEle eflke gaateateher BreeEHag ,easen, lkeM file ilflj900t is GB11I'IiElerea sigaifieaal. WHile 
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IS Ilelew a le\ el ef signi'ilsaaee, it is Bet I'rel'ese4lly the iIJll'liooat. MitigatieB is WS8 !WI!ilal!ls is 

SlSJ!VBA. 

hln.she 8aeeies 

Based en :.,,~ resllits e r Cil) Stitfi's evailla-Hen sf 25 saes witlliH tI'.~ City ef SaB Di~g8, thiHHiHg 

v. itlliR IlruSR mSoflllgSl'HSRt ZGR9 hVfl alIAII't, [,.r :R' ~s4\'e Sfl~~ies te grew iRI'" Hl~ ar~as tImt 

£lr9'!iflusly eBntaiBe~ native vegetaGAfL CAR/railed g8at gra.':flg B81,J!J be 11:94 fer tlli!1Ring 

Ilsti",ffies iH ilsne Iwe. Gsats lis Bsl kw;e So iIJlseitig diet aa~ 'pill fee~ Gn mast any tYl"~ ef' 

sl!rul!llilfj' er vegejatisn. Stlldies lliw~ SIlSWB 1;8at tl!e~' "i4U8at !31ants alHlS8t Is grslllulle\'elb~ 

'!egetatiBB assasiate~ 'i'i~1;8 IRis wt_ative Vfe ai4 Bet be sigflitieaal v"helller tlfinning is '8BfiBl8a 

8y iRHal!!lll Sf ay geats. iH';Bsi'le plant >31388 ws"llla Ils iHlfsfiesa ints ilSBS pra 95 a Feswl sf th~ 

IRiHning, ereatiDg a signitieWit iifl!300t. f.tiFther, ss geats tlig8Bt sMain plllH'l fJ'j!8B eeHlainiRg 

seeds, :4te gsa! feees .enld ,.Jse s!3~e"d i" ,So,;W j'lltul'ls "ilffi .. ~6f!e i',V6 ",S the ~ee"" 08 ~lfllft!te 

RBla iR tl;s 8sil aIlll Sl"ftHH, This ws"llld alsA reBllit if! a &igRifieiffit ifRfJaet 18 hielegiow reseUfS88 

MUTGA nON, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Mitigation is available to mitigate the potentially significant impacts te the Cahfumia Gnateat6llBf 

to biological resoWU's associated with implementation ofthc bnlshmanagcment revisions, 

Bio_ 1- kHj3SoBlB as~eBiated wi1;8 t1le Califi.Jmia gHiIleatMer wallie ae reEiaeell tsllelsw a 

l!f1jllieant. [1ills mitigation measure is no longer needed since the proposed revisions to the brush 

V.B_}7 
E,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,IA,,t,,,, 

Ri""",,.jfi==-J 



management ordinance has been revised to prohibit brush thiIllling during the breeding scason of 

the California ggatcatcher (March 1 - August 15)] 

Bia. 2 la BRier til mitigate signifi6alli im~a8ls lEi 'Bislegisal F8SElHreeS a!' a resWt af Ihe 

ErR ,deB:' fieElIl3.a-t HliagaFisa WAtl~d bEl T8(j<li"~a Ie the Silffitl elllem as bfll5!J HlEIHagetnSHt ZAae j, 

l1aseEl sa the E!litigatisfl F&ties !ler ha:sila-t Iype jaeAIi flea ilO tb~ City sf Sallo DiegEl Yialsgy 

Glliaslia8S. Thin HlitigatiSR a8V'8~'ef, is net !lfBpSSea. 

Bio.3 In order to miligation sigmfi<:ant impacts to non-covered species located outside 

the MHPA, a mitigation measurc would be reqUlred to the sum~ extent as brush management 

zone one, based on the mitigation ratios tier habitat type identified m the City of San Diego 

Bioillgy GLlidelincs. However, this mitigation is not agreed to by the applicant. 
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C. HYDROLOGY/WATERQUALTTYfEROSTO;.;' 

EXISTING CONDITIOI\"S 

Hydrology, thc study of water, encomras~e,> \h~ OCCUlTence., di5IriblJtl(ln, lnov~m~nt, imd 

chemistry of all waters of the Earth, inc1Llding water 1n river~, Oceang, lakes, und sub&UJfa~~. 

Hydrogeology is th~ field of hydrology that studies the interrelationships of geologic materials 

and processes with water, with an emphasis in groundwater, Groundwater is water that occurs 

bdow th~ ground surface und occupie~ open por~ >paces, voids, and fractures in sediment and 

rock. Any rock OJ' sediment that i~ water-beating and (hat yieldg economical quantities of water 

to wcl1s and springs is rcferrcd to as an aquifer. One or more aquifers composed primarily of 

unconsolidated deposits found in valleys of major rivers and streams are generally defined as 

groundwater basins. A hydrologic unit is the designation given by the State Water Resources 

Control Board (SWRCB) to define grolJ!1.dwaler basin, using slJfface drainage divides 

(highlands) to classify total watershed areas, including water-beating and non-waler-bearing 

formations. Each Hydrologic Unit is further divided into Hydrologic Areas (and Hydrologk 

Subareas) with unit boundaries generally based on surface drainage boundaries, although 

sLlbsurface characteristics may also.define a division of groundwater. 

Surface and Groundwater Hydrologyl 

Implemen(ation of the proposed brush manag~ment revisions would OCCllr within the City of San 

Diego. The City of San Diego region fOnTIS (he ~oli\h'Hl.~( comer of California and occupies 

approximately 3,900 square miles of surface area. The western boundary of the region consi~ts 

of the Pacific OCC<lll coastline, which extends approximately ~5 miles north from tho Unitod 

States-Mexk" border. Th~ northern bOWldary of the region is fonned by the hydrologic divide 

starting near Laguna Beach and extending inland through El Taro and easterly along the ridge of 

the Elsinore Mountains into the Cleveland Na(ional Forest The eastern bOMdary of the region 

is fonned by the Laguna .:v1ountains and other lesser known mountains located in the Cleveland 

, Surface and Gruundwater Hydrologic.l Data is from the Californi. Regional Water Quality Control Board, San 
Diego Region. Water Quality COll1roi Plmt.for lile San Diego Ba.,;n (9). ScpICnlbor 8, 1994. 
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National Forest. The southern boundary oithe region is fonned by the United States-Mexico 

border. 

The San Diego Region encompasses nlO,t of San Diego COWlty, parts of southwestern Riverside 

County and southwestern Orange County. The region i~ divided into II major hydrologic units, 

54 hydrologic areas, and 147 hydrologic subareas. The hydrologic units thai are witlrin the 

jurisdiction of, or could be affected by, the City of San Diego (i.e., the proposed brw;h 

management revisions) mclude the San Dieguito Hydrologic Unit, Penasquitos Hydrologic Umt, 

San Diego Hydrologic Unii, Pu.eblo San Diego Hydrologic Unit, Sweetwater Hydrologic Gnit, 

Otay Hydrologic Unit, and the Tijuana Hydrologic l;nit. 

Water Quality - Point and Non-Point Sources 

The 1972 Clean Water Act established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) pcnnit program to regulate the discharge ofpolJutants frOnl indusuial, oonnnercial, 

and institutional processes, and point sources to waters of the United States. Since then, 

considerable progress has boon made in reducing conventional forms of pollution from known 

sources such as sewage treatment plants and indnstrial facilities, through the implementation of 

the NPDES program and other federal, state, and local programs. The adverse effects of some of 

the persistent toxic pollutants were addressed through manufacturing and land nse restri<..iions 

and through dcanup of contaminateJ 8ites. On the other hand, pollution from land runoff 

(including atmospheric deposition, urban, Rubnrban, and agricultllfal) was largely unabated until 

the 1987 Clean Water Act amendments, which cstablisbed a framework tor regulating urban 

,"101Ul water rWJoffund other non-point sow"Ce pollutants. These sources, including urban stonn 

""ater runoff; lJOW contribute u larger portion of many kinds of po lint ants than those from the 

more thoroughly regulated point sources.2 

Non-point source pollution, which is the diffused, fugitive pollution not traceable to a specific 

source, poses public health ri&k and safety concerns. Urban runoff potentially contains a host of 

pollntants ranging from aesthetic nuisances snch as trash and debris to materials harmful to the 

, City of San D1ogu. Urban RunojfManagemeJlI Plan. Adopted January 2002. 
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biological system such as oil and grease, sediments, nutri~nts, metals, and toxic chemicals to 

organisms that endanger human health such as ba~ima and vimses, These contaminants can 

adversely affect receiving umlooastaJ waters, associated biota, and public health, While the 

impad of urban runoff pollution may nOI bc immediately realized, the eventual, cumulative 

offecI can be dramatic, Urban runoff pollution is not only II problem during rainy seasons, but 

also year-round due to unconstrained use ofimpOlted water.' 

Stonn wuter pollutIOn affeds h~an life and plant and animal life. Potentially harmful vimsos 

and badena arc fOlU1d in Ollr ooastal waters along with soil particles, solids/debris, litter, oil, and 

ch=iealoompoWlds. Oil and grease from parking lots and road:., leaking petroleum storage 

tanks, pesticides, cJe;llling solvents, and other toxic chemical~ can contaminate stonn water and 

this contaminatIOn can he transported into water bodies and receiving waters. Fertilizer 

consti(llents from laWlL'l and golf courses can cause algal blooms and encourage microbial 

growth to create an increasing dO\\fllward spiral of biological aClivity known as eutrophication. 

Disturbanoos of the soil from construction grading can allow silt to wash into stonn channels and 

receiving waters making them muddy, turbid, and inhospitable to aquatic organisms, Many 

artificial wrfm;,," of the urbun tmvirunm"nl such '" gal vani""d II1~U!l, pailll, ur P""SCfVW wuud 

containing metals, contribute to pollution byron off or leaching by stonn water as the surfaces 

corrode, flake, dissulve, or decay. Heavy metals are toxie to organisms and may hio-accUlllulate 

to eventually utfect animals high on the food chain including humans. 

Impaired Water Bodies within the City 

Seclion 30J(d) ofthe federal Clean Water Act (CWA, 33 USC 1250, et seq" at 13l3(d», 

requires States to identify waters that do not meet water qumity staudards after applying certain 

required tecJmology-bwsed effllJtmt limits ("illlpuired" water hodies). Slale~ are required to 

compile this infonnation in a list and SlJbmit the list to U.S. EPA for rm'iew and approval, This 

Jistis known as the Section 3D3(d) list of impaired waters. As part oflhis listing process, Staws 

are required to prioritize waters/walersheds for future development of Total Maximum Daily 

Loads (nIDLs), TIle California SWRCB IIIld local Regional Water QLlaJity Control Boards 

, Cily uf San Diego, Urlxm RunoffMU11ugemenl PIU11. AdopIed J£\1lUEII")' 2002. 
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(Regional Boards) have ongoing efforts to monitor and assess water quality, to prepare the 

Section 303(d) list, and to subsequently develop TMDLs. The San Diego RWQCB (Region 9) 

mo,t recent list, finalized in March 2002, includes 51 listed water bodies with 30 unique 

pollutants for the SRn Diego Region. The seven hydrologic lmits identili.ed ahove (that are 

within, or could be afIected by, the City of San Diego) contain some of the listed water bodies 

and pollutantslstressors:1 Many of the areas would he affect~d by the proposed brush 

management revisions, drain into listed impaired water hodie~ and bas the potential tQ adversely 

affect water quality in listed water bodies, both directly and indirectly. 

Reglilatory Framework for Addressinl: 'Vater Quality Within the City of San Diego! 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Aet and thc Federal Water PQl1ution Control Act 

Amendments of 1972 requin: that Water Quality Control Plans (Basin Plans) be prepared for the 

nine state-designated hydrolOgiC ba8ins in California. Basin Plans guide conservation and 

enhancement of water resources and establish beneficial uses efinland sLlrfilce waters, tidal 

prisms, harbors, and groundwater basins for each of the mnc regions within the state. The San 

Dj~ge> R",giuLl Basin Pian (Basin PIau) w<I, apPlUveu uy til'" SWRCB un Mw:~h 20, 1975 IWU 

updated in 1994. The San Diego Regional Board's Basin Plan i, de8igned to preserve and 

enhance water quality and protect the beneficial uses of all rcgie>nal waters. Specifically, the 

Ba~in Plan: (I) desigllates beneficial uses for surface and ground waters; (2) sets narrative and 

numcrical objectives that must be attained or maintained to prote<..i the de8ignated beneficial uses 

and conform to the State's anti-degradation policy; (3) describes lmplementation programs to 

protect the beneficial uses of all waters in the Region; and (4) dcscrihes surveillance and 

monitoring activitie~ to evaluate the effectiveness of the Basin Plan [California Water Code 

§ [3240· 13244, and §13050(j)]. Additinnally, the Basin Plan incorporates by reference all 

applicable State and Regional Board plan~ and poliC)es. 

'San Diege> Regional WaleI Quality Control Board. FmaJ Draft ClellJ1 Water Act SectIOn 303(d) List of Jmpaired 
warers 2002 UpdtIte. March 8, 2002. 
, California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region. Water Qua1ay COn/rol Plan for tho San 
Diego Basin (9). September 8.1994. 
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The Basin Plan is the Regional Board's plan for achieving the balance between competing uses 

of surfaee and ground waters in the San Diego Region. Accordingly, this Basin Plan establishes 

or de~ignate~ beneficial uses and water quality objectives for all the ground and surface waters of 

the Region. Beneficial uses are the uses ofwakr necessary t()r th~ SLlrvival ami well being of 

man, plants and wildlife. Water quality objectIves are tbe levels of water quality constituents or 

characteristics which must be met to protect the beneficial uscs. This Basin Plan also estahlishes 

an impl=entation program describing the actions by thc Regional Board and other, that are 

necessary to achieve and maintain the designated beneficial uses and water quality objectivcs of 

th~ Region's waters. 

The Regional Board regulates waste discharge and reclaimed water use to minimize and control 

adverse effects on the quality lIIld beneficial uses ofllie Region's ground and surface waters. The 

Regional Board issues permits, eaned "waste discharge requirements" and "master reclamation 

permits", which requirc that waste and reclaimed water not be discharged in a manner that would 

cause an exceedance of applicable water quality objectives or adversely affect beneficial uses 

designated in the Basin Plan. The Regional Boards enforce these permits through a variety of 

administrarlve means. 

The City of San Diego has prepared an Urban RunoffManagemcnt Plan (URMP) as part "fthe 

City of San Diego'~ Stonnwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and the Standard Urhan 

Stonnwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), in ul.'cordance with l"I'quirements of the State Water 

Resources Control Board NPDES pemnl procednre. These documeni~ address the process that 

the City will undertake to improvc water quality. Thc dements of the City program :lR <lesl;ribed 

in the VRMP and SUS.MP documents are summarized below. In addition to the URMP and 

SUS\1P, protection of~w-f .. ce water quality is also provided through the NPDl:iS General 

Constr(lcllon Permit for the State of Ca1it~lJ1]ia. 

Urban Runoff:'vlanagement Program 

The requirement 10 implement a program for develupment plunning is based on federal and state 

statutes including: Section 402 (P) of the Clean Water Act, Section 6217 of the Coastal Zone Act 

Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 ("CZARA"), and the California Water Code. The Clean 
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Water Act amendments of 1987 established a framework for regulating urban runoff discharges 

from municipal, indu~hial, und construction activities under the NPDES program. The 

Municipal Permit requires the implementation of a Jurisdictional URMP. The primury 

objectives of the Jurisdictional URMP r~t]uir""nents ure to: 

• En~Llre that discharges from municipal urban runoff conveyance systems d() noi ~all~e or 

contribute to a violation of water quality slundu!<l~; 

• Effectively prohibit non-urban runoff dls~harge,; and 

• Reduce the dischurge of pollutants from urban runoff wnveyan~e systems to the 

Maximum Extent Pra<.ticable (MEP statutory standard). 

Implementation activities for each program area listed above are contained in the URMP, Each 

City department is responsible for performing those tasks that ure applicable and necessary to be 

in compliance with the City's Municipal Penuit. This includes implementing the applicable 

procedures and policies to address the activities wvered in the pennit issued to the City of San 

Diego by the Regional Board, providing the approjJliate staff training, keeping records of 

compEance activities, p .. rforming self_assessment., and preparing ,tatus reports for an annual 

report. 

Siandurd Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan 

The Model SUSMP was developed to address po5t-constructioll milan runoff pollution from new 

development und redevelopment projccts that fall under "priwity project" categories, The goal 

of the Model SUSMI' is to develop and implement practicable poli~les to tl,nsure that 

w'banization does not increase the urban runoff flow rates, velocities or p0l111tant loads from a 

pIOje<."l site. This goal may be achieved through site-specific controls andior drainage urea-based 

or shared structural treatment controls. This \1odel SUS\1P, collectively adopted by the Co

permittees (other governmental agencies in the County of San Diego), contains Best 

Management Practices (B:MPs) that must be uscd for certain designated project types to achieve 

this goal. The Co"pennittees are required to adopt the requirements set forth herein in their own 

Local SUSMP. 

V,L"; 
J],",",'mMNl ", .. ",,, 

Hyh',"'/ W,"" 0<.,,1)/ li"""" 



Under the Local SUSMP, the City of Sail Diego ,.ill approve the SUSMP project plan(s) as pan 

of the development plan approval process for disemtionary projects, and prior to issuing pennits 

for ministerial projeet~. To allow flexibility in meeting SUSMP design s\andurd8, structural 

treatment control B.\1Ps may be located on- or off·site, used singly or in combination, or shanxi 

by multiple developments, provided certain condition8 are met. 

All new development and significant rooeve]opment project8 that fall into one of the following 

"priority project" categories are sLLbje~t tv these SUS\1I' requirements. In the instance where a 

project ieature, sl!ch as a parking lot, falls into a prionty proje<.-i categvTY, the entire project is 

subjoet to these SUSMP requirements. These categories arc: 

• Residential development of more than 100 units 

• Residential development of 10 to 99 units 

• Commercial development greater than 100,000 square feet 

• Automotive repair shops 

• Restaurant, 

• Hillside development greater than 5,000 8quare feet 

• Projects discharging to receiving waters within Environmentally Sensitive Lands 

• Parking Lol,::: 5,000 squw-e feet or with 2:: 15 parking spaces and potentially exp08ed to 

urban runoff 

• Streets, roads, highway" and fnxways 

• Retail gasoline outlets 

As indIcated above, the majority of the categories pertains to urban development and would not 

apply to the types of activities anticipated under the currentlyproposcd pr()j~ct. Of the two 

categories that could pertain to non-urban development, thosc categories being billside 

development and projects that discharge to environmentally sensitive lands, the proposed project 

is not anticipated to require hillside development greater than 5,000 square feet and would not 

involve any discharges to environmentally sensitive lands. 
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In addition to the priority project categories indicated above, the City has established standard 

permanent stormwater requirements that apply to projects with allY of the following: 

• "!ew impervious areas such as rooftops, roads, parking lots, d,ive\vays, paths and 

sidewalks; 

• New pervious landscape area~ and irrigation systems; 

• Pcnnanent structures within 100 reel of any natural water bodies; 

• Trash storage areas; 

• Liquid or solid matcrialloading and unloading areas; 

• Vehicle or equipment fueling, washing, or maintenance areas; 

• Require a General NJ:'DES Permit jor Stonn Water Discharges Associated W1th Indu8trial 

Activities (except construction); 

• Commercial or industrial wallte handling or storage, excluding typical office or household 

waste; 

• Any gmding or ground disturbance during construction; and 

• Any new storm drains, or alterations to existing storm drains. 

Projects involving one or more discretionary actions and include any of the above improvements 

llT activities me subjed to the City's Storm Water Standards as defined in ihe Land Development 

::vIanual (Manual for Cons/rue/i{)n & Pennanent Storm Waler Best Management Practices 

RequirerrwnJs, October 13, 2()()2/ 

General Con~truetion pennit 

The Stale has issued a general pennit for stonu water associated with oonstruction activities 

(State Board Order 99-0~-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002), addressing hoth stonu water and 

certain non-stonn \\·ater discharges for construction-sites offive aercs or more. The General 

Construction Permit requires development of a project-specific SWPPP that incotpOrates 

appropriate BMPs. Effective March 10,2003, in conjunction with the State's most recent 

revisiollS to the Gcnoral Construction Permit, Order 99-08-DWQ, the Permit extends to projects 

involving one or more acres of surface disturbance, providing that the applicant tiles a Notice of 

Intent (Nor) ",ith the SWRCB and abides by the conditions and requirements of the Permit. 
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Watershed Management Plans 

The City of San Diego is participating in a r~gional effort to develop plans 10 improve water 

quality on a larger watershed approach, The S\VRCB set up requirements tor improving water 

quality based on a watershed approao.:h through passage orthe Costa-Machado Wilier Ad of 

2000 (Proposition 13). Altic1c 2 oCthe Costa-Machado Water A~t established the Watershed 

Protection program to, "provide funds to a>sist in implementing \~akrshed plans to rcduce 

flooding. control ero~lOn. improve water 'llmlily, and improvc aquatio.: and terrestrial species 

habitats to r~store natural systtnns ofgroundwalt:r recharge. native vegetation. water flows, snd 

riparian zones," 

In accordance with the requirements ofthe SWRCB and the Costs-Machado 'Water Act, the City 

of San Diego. in conjunction with the City of Poway, City of Del "Mar, and the County of San 

Diego, is in the process of developing a Watershed Management Plan, in accordance with thc 

watershed urban runoff management plan requirements of the MWlicipal Permit, that will 

identify specific water quality issucs and propose measures to improve water quality I<,1thin the 

Los Pefiasquitos watershed. The Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon, the receiving hody for the wM""hed, 

is considered impaired by the California unificd Watershed Assessment. Stressors such as 

sedimentation and encroachmcnt of llrban development are resulting in changes to vdodty and 

volume of stream flow as well as incrcased pollutants in urban ninon: Based on an asses<,mtmt 

of existing conditions within the watershed, the Watershed Mallagem~nl Plan will identify 

specific locations for watland enhancement and restoration projects as I"ell a~ measw-es to 

address hydTl,l]llgy, indud11lg adjustments to stream nows, velocity and volumes, The projects 

Te~OI1llnended in the Pian would provide for long-tenn solution, 10 water quality issutlS 

as>ociated with the watershed. 

The City of San Dicgo and the County of San Diego are also in the process of preparing 

watershed management plans for other watersheds in the region. Plans will be prepared based on 

the watershed approach adopted by the SWRCB and the Regional Board for the San Dieguito 

River, Mission Bay, and the San Dicgo River watersheds. Similar to the planning effort for the 

Los Penasquitos watershed, these managoment plaru; will seek to identify 801utions to specific 

is:ru.cs affecting water quality, Eachjurisdiction covered lIllder the :\IPDES Municipal Permit is 
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required to prepare and submit il Jurisdictional Urban RUlloffMmJagement Plan (JURMP), 

which addresses water quality issues specific t[l each jurisdiction. 

Infomliltiol1 and meaSllre~ identified in the individual watershed management plans will be 

integrated into a regional planning effort currently being completed. The SWRCB and the 

Regional Board have authorized the preparation of a Regional Wetlands und Watershed 

Management PIau for Coastal Southern Califomia. It is anticipated that watershed plans 

compkted in the next one to two years will be the basis for identif}ing any rcgional sollltions 

available to improve water quality. 

S/urm Water Management through Multiple Species Com·ervation Program 

The MSCP is a regional effort between local jurisdictions, as well as federal and state agencies to 

develop a compreheusive habitat conservation plmming program that addresse, mllitiple species 

habitat needs and the pre'ervidion of native vegetation communities in southwestern SanDiego 

County. The City of San Diego MSCP Snbarea Plan has been prepared pursuaut to the overall 

MSCP guidelines to address habitat conservation goals ·within the City boundaries. The City 

Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), which is identified in the City MSCP Suharea Plm], 

delineates a 52,OOO-aere core biological resource area and corri(lurs targeted for conservation. 

The City MSCP Subarea Plan also includes a Framework Management Plan and specific 

management policies and directives for managemeut ofresourccs within the MHP A. 

In association with management ofMHPA lan<h, the City MSCP Subarea Plan contains 

guideline~ for mmimizing impacts of urban development on upland and wetland ecnsyslem~ and 

waler quality. All developments proposed adjacent to the l\.1HPA must conform to the Land Use 

Adjacency Guidelines of the City MSCP Subarea Plan. The Land L"se Adjacency Guidelines 

require that aU new mld proposed parking lob and developed areas in and adjae~nt to the MHPA 

must treat urban nmotTprior to discharging into the l\.1HPA. All developed and paved areas 

must prevent the release oftoxins, chemicals, petroleum prodllcts, exotic plant materials, and 

other elements that might degrade or harm the natural environment. Poklltial impacts can be 

minimized through the use of a variety of measures lncluding natural detention basins, grass 
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swales or mechanical trapping devices, Thc MSCP also requirc.<i that these systems bc 

mamtained routinely throughout the life ofa project. 

The City MSCr Subarea Plan also require~ that land uses such as recreation and agriculture, 

which use chemicals or generate potentially toxic byproducts, incorporatc stonn watcr best 

managem()flt practices to mduce impacts caused by the application andior (h'ainage of such 

materials into the MI-lPA. Where applicable, the requirer!1O;;nt to minimize impact; to water 

quality is also incorporat~d into l~ase.s on pLlbhcl y owned properly as leases come LIp iOT 

renewaL 

The City :\1SCP Subarea Plan proV1des speclfic managemenl directives requiring lhat restoration 

of native riparian habitat take place \vithin many of the important drainage systems and 

watersheds within the City, For example, the pOition of the los Pei'iasquitos Watershed located 

within the City of San Diego is addressed in the City MSCP Subarea Plan, Major drainages 

within the Los Peflasquitos watershed including Lo, Peiiasquitos Canyon, Lopez Canyon, 

Carmel Creek, and portions of Carroll Canyon arc located within the MHP A. The guidelines and 

specific management policies of the City MSCP Subarea Plm require that enhancement of these 

drainages take place, where appropriate. The Subarea Plan also requires restoration and 

enhancement of native nparian lanus within the Gtay River Vall~y, Tijuana River Valley as wen 

a~ sewral .~mal1cr "urban canyons" within thc central md southern portions of the City . .'vIany of 

these drainages are surrounded by urban development and restoration of native rip~rian areas is 

intended to minjmi~." impacts fwm urbart runoff to water quality us wen a~ provld~ habitat for 

animal and plant ~pe<.1e;. 

ISSUE STATEMEl\'TS 

1. Would the proposal result in un increase in pollUlanl discharges. including 

downstream sedimenfmionto receiving waters during or following cons/mction? 

2. Would the proposal result in substantial alteration to on- an.d ojJ~site drainage 

paltern~ due to changes in runojJflow rates or volum~s? 

3. Wauld the proposed project affect slope stability and on or ofJ-sile !iUil erosion1 
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l:\-lPACT 

Criteria for Significance Determination 

The following criteria were used to assist in making determinations of significant 

hydrology/water q~lityierosion impacts (City of San Thego, 2003). 

I. lmpacts on strcam hydrology may be significant duc to incrcased sedimentation and 

erosion (i.c., erosion and sediment trampOit leading to thc potential for deposlt 

buildup to substantially alter stream hydrology) if a proj()Cj;, in general, were located 

on slopes over a 25 percent grade, and would drain into a sensitive water body or 

stream; cxcept in limited cases, projects which would disrnrb over fiw acres of land 

would have a significant hydrology impa<.-i. 

2. Impacts on eJ(istiug drainage patterns may he significant ifthe project would result in 

substantial changes to stream-flow velocities or if cxisting vegctatlOn would decline 

be;;ause long- or short-term, soil-plant-water relationships would no longer moot 

habitat requirements. 

3. Impacts on downstream properties maybc significant if the proje~i, when identified 

in a drainage study, would cause adverse impacts on downstream properties as a 

result of increased nmoff. 

4. TmpacLS on water quality from pollutantsicontaminanb may be significant if: (1) the 

project would generate or accidentally release any amount ofhighJy noxious 

substance; (2) thc proJe<..i would generate large amounts of substance~ whid) in ~mall 

amounts are insignificant, but ar~ ,",ulllulatively hazardous; and (3) thc project would 

r~~ult in th~ deterioration of the quality of a drinking water 8Ource. 

5. Impacts on water quality may have significant lmpads on biological collllllunities if 

the project would generate, accidentally release, or rcsult in the accumu.latiolJ of 

substances which affect health or cau~~ genetic defects of wildlife, either by direct 

physical ,",untact with contaminated water, or by wmer quality changes wmch eausc a 

declinc in riparian or lacustrine vegetation which provides ""ildlife habitat. 
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Analysis ofImpacts 

Hydrology 

ImpkmentatioIl of the proposed brush management revisions would include the L'Te~tion ofbn-lBh 

managtml~nt :wnes loCllted in open space, pJivate lands and other ell'l'ironmentally sensitive 

lands. Croation of the proposed brush management ~one;s could involve several 

aetiviticsltcclmiques, depending all thc physical/biologi~al ~onditions of the project site. The 

various types of potential activitiesiteehniqu(!S are described below: 

1. Thinning - utihzing a landsl'aping piel'e of equipment or goats to thin existing native 

vegetation to 50% within Brush Management Zone Two. 

2. Mowing- mowing of brush and other vegetation on the surfaee to allow adequate Brush 

Management Zone One. This technique is not allowed within Brush Management Zone 

Two. 

3. Trimming/Pruning - trimming 50 % of existing vegetation to 6 inches and then pruning 

remaining plants within Brush Management Zone TWo. 

Each of the techniques de/lcribed above would Ret involve minimal surface disturhan~e and 

would not substantially affect existing hydrologic C{lllditions. 8!iffati~ wat"" tf!IBSj3S1'l sf 

ilHj3aels!IFS liBlit6El Is ·!'ater ereating fie'!.' ruts 1fl tile "Gil "''flllfl:' tile s6il efsass l'HSfS ~lliek1y. 

Implementation of the proposed. brush management reV1S10l1S would not require any groundwater 

dewatering. 

Watcr Ouahtv 

Cl.lrrent brush management regulations, based on the current assumptions and existmg GIS data, 

would impact approximately ~ 3,753 acres of vegetation. Implementation of the proposed 

brush management revisions would impact an additional #414 2.880 acres, for a total impact TO 

vegetation of44&9 6,663 acres. In addition to the potential for stream hydrology impacts, the 
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minimal erosion and sed1mentation <Ujsociuted with surface disturbance would not pose the 

potential for water quality impacts to receiving water bodie8 and streamg. The minimal amount 

of erosion and sedimentation would bc filtered by existing vegetation and would not reach 

re~~iving water bodie, and ,treums. 

Further, any landscaping equipment (ic. wcoo-whacker) (hat would opcrato within open ,pace, 

private lands or other environmentally sensitive lands could affect water quality through 

unintentional release8 of tluilis or other substances. Any such releases from equipment arc not 

~~pected to be suhstantial given that very limited quantities of hazardous substances would be 

present and that, should a spill orrelea,e oc~ur, there would b~ trained pemonnel present t:J:iat 

could rcspGnd immediately, when brush management is occurring on city oVillcd properly. 

Based on the currently listed contammants of potential concern (COPC) in the Section 303(d) list 

for thc San Diego Region, the greatest potential for water quality impacts to affected impaired 

water bodie8 from implementation of the proposed brush manag=ent revisions would be related 

to the following constituents: siltation/sedimentation and total dissolved solids resulting from 

C~pOsUlC of soils in open space a,eas; trash, eilh~j iJ\\lUUUU;)!] liom thinning <l~\i v ili,," i!l UI'''l1 

space, private lands and other environmentally sensitive lands, or existing trash would be 

mobiliz~dlTeleased during thinning of vegetation; and trace toxlCS or other elements that could 

result from thc operation oflandscaping equipment in open space, private lands and other 

environmentally sensitive lands. Such potential for water quality impacts 13 consider"d minimal, 

given the relatively minor amounts of soil disturbancc and the benign nature of the operation of 

lands~aping equipment (as relates to rele<Uje of toxic substances). 

Currentlv, Municipal Codc Section 44.0307_1 state~ thilt "Droppmgs from ~uttk guilt8 or sheep 

shall not bc pennitted to accumulate so as to create a h~alth or ~anitatioll prohlem, or the 

breeding offlie:;," TIlis section has been amendcd to add "or thc potential for discharge into the 

stonn water svstem," Additionally, a new Section 44.0307.3 has been added that includcs the 

following criteria for goats bemg brought in for brush management: "Goal> 8hall be within a 

secure enclosure at all times. Thev mavbe moved to a separate holding pen at mght which shall 
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be localed as far as possible from residences, In addition to the requirements of Section 

44.0307.1, droppings in the holding pen shall be removed illld properly disposed of daily," 

According to the City of San Diego Metro Wastewater Stormwater Section, as long as goat 

uroppmgs are nul stuckpiled or allowed to acclllnulate in pens, it would be con~istent with the 

City's currenl Best Management Practices. Addihunally, sun light kills bacteria in a short reliod 

of time. The goats will be browsing at the tOP of slop~s, not at the bottom of catlyon~, thu~ lh~ 

potential for water quality impads will be further reduced, Only atl intense rain event could 

wash some of the drOPPings downstream. Goat feces are hanl pelkts with low water content, 

and do not easily di~solve in water, Twically, goats do not like to enler water and will avoid 

direct waler contact If possible. 

Based un the nature of the proposed brush munagement revisions, impacl~ to groundwater 

quality are not expe('ied to occur. 

Erosion 

implementation of the proposed brush management revisions would include the creation of brush 

management zones located in open space, privale lands and other environmentally ~ensitive 

lands. According to the Biologicall'echnical Report pr~pared by Holly Cheong, Environm~ntal 

Biologist City of San Diego Mullipk Species Conservation Program, Ol.lt of 25 sites that were 

analyzed, two brush management areas 8howed evidcnco of erosion on the site. The proposed 

techniqueIJ for thinning would not result m a ~ignjfi.eant impact to potential croSl<)n and 

scdimenlallon. Tho potential for erosion and sedimentation would be greater in ca~~s y"hel'e 

creation of the proposed brush management zones roquir"s a rJotable rnnount on steep slopes 

(i.e., more than one acre on slopt'S of greater than 25 percent grade). 

Soil erosion was observed on two slopes that had been brush managed. These areas were brush 

managed by homeowners. The erosion within the brush management areas ean be attnbuted to 

the sandy soils on the slope and, ill the case of brush management area 24, the way the slope was 

constructed. Brush management area 24 was cut quite steep u1 order to accummodate a utility 
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access road. The sandy soils have moderate erosion due to this steep cnt. In both ClIses, there is 

no clear association between brush mllllllgement and the erosion on-site. Surface water transport 

afsediments to dowllstreum receiving water bodies and possible buildup of sediment deposits 

could rosult in incrernental1mpacts to water quality. 

Potential erosion impacts associated v.ith livestock ,tern from mismanagement--snch as too high 

stockUlg rales oflive.sto~k per area. h'pt in one area too long, or animals havine. become feral-

re~ultme. in overgrazmg and over-browsing. A common sour~e of erosion and/or soil 

compaction stem, from the ammals using the same entry and exit from pens over a long period 

of time, or when they congregate around watering ar~a~, feed troughs. sUDPkment contamers, 

salt/min~ral blocks far lon~ period\; of time. 

Per the proposed amendments to Section 44.0307. goats wOl.lld be rostricted to 75 per acre and 

would be moved along as soon as the 50% thinning [(Ial is reached. Additionally. all teeding and 

most of the watering wonld occur in the holding pellS, located in non-sensitive areas awav from 

the slopes. Any water available on the slopes would be moved wnstantly as the goats are 

IIlUV~o.l. Th~"" re,trictioJ)S would Ilunimize the opportunity for either cro3ion or 30il compaction 

impacts. 

Gnats arc cloven/split hooved, Whlch means thev have two toe; on each hoof. not one large solid 

hooflike a horse. Less soil compaction results from a cloven hoofthWl a solid luot or hoof, or 

from a heavier animal. The toes act SeoUHltdy and grip the soil. and even though there arc eight 

toes p.,,- animal. iliImag\l j~ minimal. Goats' smaller feet lend to not L'Teate sloucl1ing-off of 

"lope; and are les~ deMru.ctive on the underlying vegetation. even compared to a human adult. 

Additionallv, goats arc browsers. and are not likely to ~a\ the ~ound-eoyer vegetation down to 

the soilleve1, particularly when they are moved along and managed correctly. They are much 

more likely to eat portions of the taller vegetation, thus retainipg vegetation cover for the soil. 

They don't tend to pull up the vegetation bv the roots when they eat. and don't cat as close to the 

ground as do sheep and cattle. They will do little actual 'grazing', unless the weeds and brush run 

out. All of these characteristics reduce the soil erosion potential. 
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Goats 11]:,0 tend to spread out when browsing and not congregate in a !!Joup. Thev tend to not 

u~e the same trail. or follow one another. like cattle and people do, so path/trail making, bare 

areas and resulting compaction would not be a~ likely. therefore redu~1ng the potential fUI soil 

erosion. 

Based on the Jlaffir~ shh8 J9fSj38888.13fHfll1 maRagem<mt FeVif.1!lRS, malUlCT in which ,,-oats would 

feed illld move, impacts to erosion are not expected to occur. Sun'eys of existing zone 1\.1,'0 brush 

managed areas indi~ate that human brush mana~emcnt activities do not cause erosion; therefore, 

humans nor goats would cau~e ero~ion in expanded zone I\.vo brush managed IITelIS. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT 

AB described above, based (m current assumptions and existing GIS datu, prop0800 brush 

management revisions would not exceed the City'~ significance thresholds relative to hydrology, 

water quality and erosion, and are not considered to have significant impacts. 

MUlGA nON, MONITORING, A.c"l"D REPORTING PROGRAM 

Impllds to hydrology, water quality, and erosion would he les~ than significant; there[ore, no 

mlligation measw'es are required. 

vC·t7 
E" __ "'~'A"~'Y';' 

'.J;od"M"'i W""r fJpd&'i """'''' 



o. ~IGHBORHOOD CIlARACrERiAESl1lETICS 

The tbllowing analysis of pOl entia 1 impacts to neighborhood character and aesthetics focuses on 

impacts associaWd ",ilh proposed brush munagement revisilln~, 

EXlSTll\G COl'l"DITJONS 

The exi~til)g brush management regulations throughout the City of Sun Diego are int~nded and 

de~igll~d to protect structures of potential fire hazards while also being consiuerate of existing 

vegetation in open ~pace, private lands and other enviwnmentally sensitive lands, Current brush 

management regl.llations for wne one allows for pavenJent and permanently irrigated ornamental 

planting. Current brush management regulations within zone two require that 50% of the plants 

over eighteen inches in height shall bc cut to six inches in height with the remaining plants to be 

pruned. Trees and shrubs within zone two are to be pruned to three times the height of the lower 

plants within the zone. Trees and shrubs are not removed from zone two. No pennanent 

inigation IS allowed within brush management zone two. 

ISSL"E STATEMENT 

1. Does Ihe proposed project impact mature trees which could have a SIgnificant effect on 

neiKhborhood character/aesthetics? 

IMPACT 

Criteria for Significance Determination 

Thc City of San Diego Devdopment Service, Department, Environmental Analysis Section's 

Significance De/ermina/ian Guideline.s Under Ihe California Hnvironmental Quality Act (April 

2001) evaluates the significance of impacts to visual quality relating to public views, 

neighborhood character/architecture and aesthetics. CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G, I), states 

that a Lead Agency should evaluate the environmental effect of a project on aesthetics including 

visual quality using the following criteria: (a) substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; (b) 

substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, tree" rock outcroppingB, and 
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historic buildings within a state scenic highway; (c) substantially degrade the existing visual 

character or quality of the site or its surroundings; and (d) create a new source ofsubstantiallight 

or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views ill the area. 

Projects that severely contrast with the surrounding neighborhood charactB[ ar" considered 

significant if one or more of the following conditions apply: (a) project cxceeds the alJowed 

height or bulk regulations by a significant margin; (b) project would havc an archItectural style 

or use buildmg rnatenal~ in stark contrast to adjacent development where the adjacent 

development follows a singh" or cornmon architec!llral theme; (c) project would result in the 

physical loss, isolation or degradation of a community identification symbol or landmark (ex. a 

stand oftrccs, coastal bluff, historic landmark) which is identified in the General Plun, applicable 

commwlity plan or local coastal program; (d) project is located in a highly visible area (ex. on a 

canyon edge, hilltop or adjacent to an interstate bighway) und would strongly contrast with the 

surrounding development or natural topography through excessive bulk, signage, or architectural 

projections; and (e) project would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new area fur 

development or changing the overall character of the area. 

Analysis ofT mpacts 

lmplementatiol1 of the proposed Brush Management revisions would serve to improve the 

amowlt of defensible ~pace from structurcs to high fuel load vegetation. The brush management 

revlSlons wonld help avoid large brush fires, like thc recent Cedar Fire of October 2003, thereby 

avoiding impacts to ncighborhood character/aesthetics. 

There is the potoutial that pnvate land owners could impad mature trees with the proposed brush· 

management revisions. However, tlle current brush management regulations require that trees he 

thinned, not removed from brush managenlent zones onc and two. Brush management zone two 

is thinned to 50% as shown in Figure 4 of Section III, Project Dcscription. if controlled grazing 

is used to thin acreage it is likely that goats could be viewed for short periods of time fr01U lUeas 

within the City. TIris would be a temporary situation. Therefore, the proposed blUllh 

managemenl revisions would not result in a significant impact to neighborhood 

character/aesthetics. 
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SIG:"!TFICANCE OF IMPACT 

The pmposcd brush management r"visions would ~erv" to minimize any potential impacts to 

matme trees, and any mdhidll<ll thirming projects on priv-ate lands, opcn space or other 

cnviromnentally sensitive lands are not anticipated to result m changes to neighborhood 

characteri~tics or aesthetics, No matuTe trees will be r~))1ol'ed with the proposed brush 

munagemcnt zones, As such, no significant i))1pa~t~ are expected. TIle temporary situation of 

"iti~ens being able to view goat~ in certain neighborhoods for a short pcriod of time would not 

creatc a significant impact to ncighborhood character/uestlJ<ltles. 

MITIGATION, ~IONlTOR1~G, AND REPORTING PROGRA.'\I 

Impacts to neighborhood character/aesthetics would be less than significant; therefore, no 

mitigution measures are required. 
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SECTION VI 

GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

The purpo~e of this sedion is to discuss thc ways in which the pTOpo~ed Bru8h Management 

revisions could foster economic or popnlation growth, or con~trui;lion of ad<.lilional housing. 

TIle pmpo.~ed hrush management revisions involves ongoing thinning activities located on 

pnvate lands, open spaee and other enviromuentally sensitive lands that would serve to maintain 

the proposed 100 foot wide dcfensible space between structures and vegetation. Thc proposed 

brush management revisions would nol hav", the potential to directly or indirectly induce growth 

or otherwise fo~ler th", potential for growth. TIns SETRlEA does not ad.dre~s flJtul"'" development 

and is focused on existing developed propertics. Therefore, no growth inducing impucts, direct 

or indlrect, are anticipated to occur as a result of the impl=cntation of the revised brush 

management regulations. 
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SECfIONVII 

CUMULA'flVE IMPACTS 

This section addresses (he potential for impacts from the proposed Brush Management revisions 

to combine with impacts from other projects in the study area and result in cumulative impacts to 

the environment. Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines ddines "cumulative impacts" as 

referring to two or more individual effect~; which, when considered together, are considerable or 

which compound or increase other environmental impacts, The cumulative impact from several 

projects is the changc in the environment that results from the incremenlal impact of a project 

when added to other closely related past, present and reasonably foreseeable probable future 

projects, Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 

projects taking place over a period of time. 

Section 15130(b) of the CEQA guidelines indicates that the discussion of cumulative impacts 

needs to include either of the following elements: 

(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related 

cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the 

control of the agency, or 

(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted genenli plan or related 

planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been 

adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area wide 

conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. 

A. PROJECTS CONSIDERED IN CUMULATIVE IMPACTS DISCUSSION 

There are several categories of projects, regional or citywide in scope, which could result in 

incrementally significant impacts, For purposes of this SEIR/EA, the Canyon Sewer Cleaning 

Projects EIR was used when conSidering cumulative impacts, 

VlI._' 



B. PLANS CONSIDERED II\: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS DISCUSSION 

The proposed brush management revisions would be implemented tlrroughout the City efSan 

Diego. It is anticipated that the future environmental conditiollB will be intluenced by se'ieral 

<.:itywide regional planning programs. SI.l~h regional plans and programs indud~ the Sun Diego 

Multipk Species Conservation Program CvISCP), the City of San Diego Land De\'e!opment 

Code (LDC), the City of Villages Growth Slrakgy - Strategic Framework Element and all of the 

eommumty plans withm the City of San Diego, 

t, MULTIPLE SPECIES CONSERVA 1'IO~ PROGRAM (MSCP) 

San Diego Regional Plan - MSCP was developed to pIOvide a regional mitigation solLltlllil tOJ 

impacts to multiple, rather than single, species and their habitats. The MSCP is a cooperative 

effOlt consisting offederal and state resource agencies, local jurisdlCnOnS, enviromnental groups, 

propertyovmers, and experts in the fields of biology, environmental planning and con"erva!ion. 

The MSCP is part of the statewide Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) prognun that 

was established under California law (Section 2800 et seq. of the Califomia Fish and Game 

Code) "to providejor regional protection and perpeluation o/oolural wildlife diversity while 

"flowing campalible land lise and appropriare development wul gruwth ". The MSCP is one of 

several rcgional conservation planner efforts CIlonjinated with the Califomia Department ofFish 

and Game (CDFG) and the e.s. Fisll .WId Wildlife Serv1c~ (CSFWS). In conjunction with the 

MSCP, aMultiple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) focused plmming area for the City of San 

Di~go comprised of over 50,000 acres was identified for the pnrpose ofpr~8eryation. The 1996 

Recirculated EIRiEIS (LDR. No. 93_0287, SCH No. 93121073) related to the MSCP fOlllld that 

thc proposed MHPA would result in significant unavoidable impacts for certain land use and 

corrununity plans, inelnding as related to popnlation, housing. public services and utilities; 

however, cumulmive impact~ (with focus on biological rewlIn'es, land use, and public facihties) 

would be jess than significant. 

2. LA.1OfD DEVELOPMENT CODE 

In 1997, the San Diego City Council approved a comprehensive update and revision to various 

land development regulations in the fonn of the Land Development Code (LDC). Adoption of 
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the LDC included amendments to certain chapters of the Land Development Code, amendment 

of the Loeal Coastal Program, modification of existing :lOne regulations and of planning and 

Zllning support documents, and readoption "fthe Uniform Buildmg Code, the National Ele~trical 

Code, the Unifonn Mechanical Code, and the Uniform Plumbing Code_ Tn that the LDC applies 

CItywide to new development, the l:JR (LDR. 1\"0 96-0333, SCIl No. 96081 (56) completed for 

the LDC considered potentiallmpllds on a citywide hasi8 and included in the cllmulative effects 

analysis numerous r~gional plans and programs, variolls community plan updates an<.l 

amendments, rezone~ associated with th~ MSCP, and regulatory relief amendments to the umd 

Development Code. Given that the LDC EIR evaluates development impu~ts on a Citywide 

basi~ relative to implementahon of the LDC and other regional plans and programs, the 

cumulative Impacts discussion in the LDC ElR provides 1I reasonable and appropriate basis by 

which to consider the additiol1lll effects of/he proposed brush management re~isions. Vmious 

plans and programs of a citywide or regional natllre that are considered in the LDC EIR include a 

variety of oon~ervation planning efforts ranging from the MSCP to the San DlegLrito River 

Valley Regional Open Space Park, numerous community plan update~, and the 1996 regulatory 

relief amendments to the Land Dovelopment Code. Cumulative impacts associated with these 

plan; and programs that were addressed in the LDC EIR ineludc soils/erosion hazards, air 

quality, hydrology/water quality, biological rcsource~, lfmd use, transportation/circulation, 

neighborhood chamcter/ae~thctics, cultmal resources, pale(lnWi<.>gical resources, human health 

and public safcty- all of which wer~ /(}und to be cumulatively "'gnificanl. 

3. CITY OF VILLAGES GROWTH STRATEGY - STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK 

ELEMENT 

The City of Villages GW\\th Strategy - Strategic Framework Ekment (SFE) provide8 a long

term strategy to direct future growth aN San Diego shifts from an era of building upon abLllldant 

open land to one of reinvesting in existing communities. The City of Villages concept builds 

upon what the City already has by creating a notwork of village centers served by transit 

systems. The Final EIR for the SFE (October 2002, LDR ::--.10. 40-1027) addressed the potential 

environmental impacts associated with such development, alOllg with proposed in<'Teased density 

and housing units that were subsequently (Meted from the SFE that was approved by the City 
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Council on October 22, 2002. The EIR found project"reluted impacts that could not be mitigated 

to a Icve1less-than-significunt would include traffic and solid waste dispo8al, and impacts that 

could be nutigatoo to a ievcllesHhUlHignificant would inclndepaleontological re~ources, 

geology hazards, noise, historic resour~e8, Ulld human health and safety. The Final EIR also 

considered the cumulative effects offu/ure development 3580ciated with the subject proposal 

along with numerous other private and public development proposals as addressed within the 

128 environmental impaet report8 completed by the City of San Diego between 1991 and 2000. 

As in the case of the LDC EIR dewribed above, the SFE EIR provides an UllUly;si:. of potential 

impuct8 a~sociated with the propo&ed cit):Wide brush management revisions. The SFE EJR's 

discussion ot' cumLllutive impacts is reflected in the proposed brush management cumulative 

impacts analysis below. 

C, I:\1PACTSANALYSIS 

LAND USE 

AE. discussed III Section V.A, implementation of the proposed brush management revisiollS is not 

expected to result iu land use impact:., v.~th the elI:S@j'!MSII sf ellllSts:elley \'.~Ht fu~ 

N1vimllm 1IIlall:\, Seesitive ballea reglllatialls iii; it Felates te tile geateatsHEIF areetling seasm'1. Of 

tha ~ 1" kIIawlI gnatsatsfiOf sHes, liN stIeg ef 1.:;"-% \'faW£! ee itn!l1ill1ieE! lIB a fsffilk sftb.a {lflljeGt, 

BIOLOGICAL RESOVRCES 

As a result of the project 2880 acres of habitat would bt".illlpil\..ied, of which 715 acres arc within 

the .MHPA. The MHPA has preserved 52,012 acres, 1.4 % of the habitat within the MHPA 

would be impacted with implementation of the brush management revisions. We~E1 ilP/as.iss is 
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egR&1dsrafll~ aHa thtll'efef~ BigRifiesflt Since tlle projed is consistent with thc MSCP, cucmulative 

biology impacts are mitigated bv the MSCP to a level below significant. 

llYDROLOGY/W ATER QUALITY/EROSIOJII 

Ali disClL~sed in Section v,e, implementation oi'the proposed brl.lsh management rCV1SlOn~ is not 

expected to rcquire any groundwater dewatering, Ba,ed on the nature of the proposed brush 

management revision" impacts to grOLllldwater quality arc not cxpected to Ol'CUr. Based on the 

nature ofthe proposed brush management revisions, impacts to erosion arc not expectoo to be 

significant. Thereibre, it is anticipated that the proposed brush management revisions wouh] not 

considerable contribute to cumulatively significant hydrology/water quality/erosion impacts, 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER! AESTHETICS 

As discussed in Section V.D, implementation of the proposed brush management revi;;ions 

\\'ould serve to minimize any potential impacts to ma:ture trees, and any individual thinning 

projects on private lands, open space or other environmentally sell5itive lands are not anticipated 

to resnlt in changes to neighborhood eharacteristlcs or aesthetj~s during thinning activitie8_ No 

mature trees will be removed with the proposed brush management /.OJ)e~, As such, the 

proposed brush management revisilln~ would not contribute to the cumulatively ~ignificant 

neighborhood chara~teriaesthetics impacts. 

CONCLUSIONS REGARDIJI\G CVMlILATIVE IMPACTS 

Based on the above, cwnulativc impacts related to lund use, hydrology/water quality/erosion and 

neighborhood character/a~~thetics are anticipated to be loss than sigmti~'lllt. C<Ifffili&liiw imfJaol5 

Cumulative biological impacts fOT this projed are mitigated by the implementation oIthe MSCP. 

Therefore. cumulative biological impacts are anticipated to be less than significant. 
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SECTION VIII 

ALTERNATIVES 

The tollowillg describes all of the options thai were cOllsidere(] ws ultemaii ve~ to (he cUlTently 

proposed brusb management revisions. 

ALTERNATIVE 1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

DESCRIPTION 

Purruant to CEQA, the No Project Alternative, the existing brush management zones would 

remain in efIed. Current bfl.lsh management re~,'ulation state that the width ofzonc one varies 

from twenty feet to thirty-five feet west of Interstate 805 and EI Camino Real, and thirty feet to 

forty-five feet on the east. Zone two currently varies for twenty fect to thirty feet west of 

Interstate 805 an(] El Camino Real, and forty feet to fifty feet on the east. 

ANALYSIS 

In the absence of implementing any of the activities associated with the proposed brush 

management revisions, none of the \;Ilvironmcntal impacts described in Section V would directly 

occur. TIle following describes, by environmental topic arel!, the proposed brush management 

revisions-related impacts that would be directly avoi(]ed Lmder this Alkmaiive. 

Biological Resources 

The No Project Alternative wonld aVOld direct impads to sensitive habltat. 

Hydrologyl\\i ater OualitytErosion 

The 1\""0 Project Alternative would avoi(] dire<:l impacts to hydrolo~,'yiwater qLlality/erosion. 

Land Usc 

The No Project Altemative would avoid direct impacts to land usc. 

VIII. , 
E_,,,,"' AMI;", 

A.",""" 



Neighborhood Characterl Aedhetics 

The ~o Project AitematlVe would avoid direct impacts to neighborhood character/aesthetics. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

DESCRIPTION 

)fEl' A requires that the No Action Alternative he described. The No Action Alternative ass lime' 

that there would be no fe(ieraJ fllnding available for the impiementuti()n of the bmsh management 

revisions within City owned open space areas and as u r~sult, no rederal action to approve. ·The 

propos~d brush management revisions could still be implemented by the City; however, funding 

would need to be acquired from different SOl.lrces. This alternative would not achieve the 

objectives of the project of providing additional defensible space from structures to vegetation 

because the City docs not have alternative sources of funding for the project. 

,\LTERNATl''E 3 £bEAR , ...... "iID RE PLANT ~9t'E TWO 

9ESCRIPTJON 

Ussef AllernaiivB 1 this altsmaH\'e 88Enfllete elearJlg weal El a BEffif ill zsns I;W9 Eln~ WSllbEi Be re 

]'Jl;mtea with Isw aeight lIaBye ]'Jliffit types. PffllJer pIaRting ]'JfBlaool wetild ae 18 lightly ,,,;uify 

:.ftB seil ~llffa8~ awere l"1a!'lti±Jg far ll~tl~r . ·BeEl.'t18il esnI&el. "I'l!!Bflafary :nigatisil "S~ a Ile 

~Iefl fEll' a ]'JeBeG eftif' tA tWt'1 years fer ~Iant estalJlisJ,,,,eM. The a5sllR1f!tistls as~eei&ts~ 

witH this aitemaHve are that ths irrig&lisn '>"<luls nllt 13~ iM:alls~ er tllstlitsrea !!rs]'Jerly IhereSy 

illJo1\'illg Flllleffte <lBfti£ eeYl'l'l mepe efi!!ellt' (>'if'). This MH Be 5tJOOfIfflBilletl loy evidt'JJt"il' (111'1 

irrigaFisH FliOOU is t1t~ pri1l1llf)' [ebfFee ef "'&8£ ifl ellf sfaiHaps "ithm tllB Gily ffiail1g !he 

BSll'lHlef. The H~" I y plantea yegetatien W8111s ae ~ti66el·~f~ h rBLkteing i-IRfIaels Ie V'88G 

ANALYSIS 

Bieleeielll ReS611Fees 

~fflm_,I~ji, 
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sigFIifi~(!ftI; iffillR<>ts tEl taB aaaitat dewll Bleile Elf 2ellB tW8 sB"Hld TeSlllt kOHl inigatiEiIl fl>H8ifEr8Hl 

HniFoierocfWati!F Qualih/KFOsioB 

TIle elear;lAd rB pLmi aliematiu y!9ulellti~,,:e tffil!JBH1I'Y il'Figati8ll fsr a flilriee of ~ t8 tW8 

yS!tl'6 Ie aile\'.' plat'll estailhtilimem in zefiB c'\\ A. Ilased ell tlle aBBEHll*ieH HetBd aile, 8, 

lReooering sf ieigatiSll is flGI <Iflt.i&.ipatee Elfie weHle ll!ereiBra ereme a sigaifisa,nt imfJaettA sei~ 

~l'\lsien sev.ll slells Elfzelle t\\ 0 slle te fl>e8ff frBIH the 1Bfl1.tl81'i1f) iFrigatieH liees at least EkaiBg 

tlle time fJllIies thill it 'Neu!!1 taka rA: pl(!ftl; estahlislimeet;. PeI8f1iull) .'if,1'l; fj~iIflt iffiilaetB 

assesiatad viitll water fjllahty 'l'6uld abe e6~Uf HeIR the FYHsffwlHea eameB. silt ane5<·El,imBHt 

sewe slelle Eli1lfl esulellsceatially imjlHet ally sf[ site wate..-lJeey. ffiipaelo Hose Eliata<i will! 

LaBd Use 

Neighhurheod ChlulieteFhAestlleties 

ALTERNATlVE-43 INCREASING BUILDING RKGl!LATlO:"OS 

DESCRIPTION 

Under this alternative, proposed changes to the bmlding; regulations would occur thereby 

eliminating the need for increa~ed brush management zones. Revisions to the building 

regw<!tions could include fire walls which would be constructed at the boundary between zone 

two and open space. Additional building regulations could include alternative architectural 

featnres for strlJctures where brush management would nonnallybe required_ The revision to 

include fire walls has heen added to the Land Development Code regulations is included in the 

proposed ordinance which is attached to this SEIRIEA as Appendix C. Additionally, as aresult 

of the 2003 fires the City Coun"il passed an ordinance which identifies the requirement for roof 
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materials on structures to be replaced by a certain date in the future. For this alternative a silmlar 

ordinance would be passed to make buildings '·fire"proof". 

ANALVSIS 

BiolQgical Resources 

L.nder thi~ alternative there would be no impacts to biological resource~ or sensitive species 

because brush management would not occur. The huilding regulations would reduce the fire 

huzard to structures and the hahitat on site would remam undisturbed. This alternative would 

reql~ire that increased building regulations be implemented and wolild not give citizens the 

choice <.If either pmviding zone two hrush management or providing alternative architectw·ul 

features to structures as is the case with the current regulations. 

Hydrologv/Water QualityiErosion 

Ko impacts associatod with hydrology/water quality/erosion would occur with this alternative. 

Land Use 

i'lo land use impacts would resnlt from this alternative. 

N eighhorhood Character/Aesthetics 

Under thi~ alternative there mayhc situations where fire wall, w<.luld be constructed 1n ureas 

where only vegetated open space could previously be viewed. If necessary. construction of fire 

walls at the boundary of zone two and the open ,pac~ urea would normally b~ six feet in height 

and generally be constructed of u solid lll<lSonrytype. This wuld Cl-eate a change to th~ visual 

quality ofa wmmunity if viewed from public rights-of-way, however on a city wide basls lhlS 

would not create a significant impact to neighborh<.lod charactcriae.~thetics. 
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I-EDUCATIONfrRAININC 

DESCRiPTION 

The Educntion/training alternative would rely on existing information which is available to the 

public for the pllTpo~<os ofbrLlsh management and "",ating defensible space around slwctLires. 

Much of this cdueationallnf"onnatioll is readily available to the publ;" via the City of San Dioogo 

website, brochures and fly= which are available through the Fire-Rooscue and Park and 

Recmatl(ln D"Partments. There has hetm a "ub~tantiallUmmnt of pub lie outreach on the subject 

ofbmsh management. With respect to training, lh~ city staff from the Park and ReloTeation 

Department that is msponsible for conducting brnsh management on City lands has meeived 

trainiug on how brush management is done in the ficld. There are cUlTently no training classes 

available, nor is a training program on brush management for thl) public. This alternative is 

unreasonable due to the fact it is assumed that not everyone who requires brllSh management on 

their site would necessurily partake in any of the educational materials and/or conduct brush 

management per tho required procedures in the regulations or M required in any development 

permit conditions. 

A~ALYSIS 

Biological Resources 

Under thi~ alternative, based on the as~l1mpti"ns mentioned above, there would be a significant 

impact to sensitivc biologkal resources as a rcsnlt of the establi-'/1lllent of non-native plant 

species in zone two and down slope of zone two. In addition, impacts to the California 

gnatcatcher would occur as the a~sUlllption is that brush managoment could likely occur during 

the breeding s~x>on. :Mitigation identified in ~edion V.B. Biological Rosoun.:es would partially 

reduce impact8 to below a level of significance. Tmpacts associated with invasive plant species 

would remain significant and unmitigated. 

Hydl'ology/Water QualitriErosion 

"'fo impads associated with hydrology/water quality/erosion would occur with this alternative. 

VJIl._5 
"'_",""", AF~",;, 

Ai!",,,~~, 



Land L'se 

No land usc impacts would result from this alternative. 

Neighhorhood Character/Aesthetics 

Ku llJlpacts assoC1at~d with neighborhood charackriae,llietics would occur with thlS aUernative. 

2 - PRESCRIBED BURN ALTERNATIVE 

DESCRIPTION 

L;ndcr this alternative, prescrihed burning of vegetation would be all0\v~d within or beyond 

brush management zonc twc tc allow fuel load reduction. Prcsctibeu bums can be used to 

m:at~ u mosaic of age-classes of shrublands; reducing fuel load adjacent to structures; protecting 

oak and conifer woodlml(!s through understory burning; and Tert10Val of unwanted or exotic 

species. The effectiveness of prescribed bLlfl1S is questionable. Re:seurch indicates that this type 

offuel management maybe effective ~t controlling fires that bum under moderate weather 

conditions, but ineffective at controlling fires that ignite under severe weather conditions (1.e., 

Sent" AnH). It ha~ h~"" <lJeeR"tOO that multiple prescribed bums to creat~ a mosaic effuelleads 

in the shrublands is not practical and tocus should be on thc interface between developments and 

natl ve habitat areas. 

Prescribed burns creates a significant liability issue, and can only be conduded at certain times 

of the year based on humidity, wind, t"llelloud and availability of response cr"w~ to suppress 

llowanttJd bwn~. An incomplete assessment of any tudor for a prescribed bum can l~ad to loss 

oi"property and life with 8elious liability qucstion.1 to hoth the landowner and the onc responsible 

for thc hum. This altcnlative i~ not supported bythc City of San Di~go Fil:e-Rescue Department. 

ANALYStS 

Biological Resources 

This alternative would result in significant impacts to biological resources as a rcsult ofhabiM 

being destroyed by the controlled bum. Although native hubitat can regenerate following the 

effects of a fire, the initial result 1S a significant impact. This impact \'·ould occur inside and 
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outside of the )..1HJ'A, and would remain significant and unmitigated. The benefits of exotic 

8pel.;ies removal by prescribed bums requires continued burning to remove the exotic specie/! 

from the Reed bank. Exo\i" specie~ will Mum if the inkrvul between prescrib~d bums is too 

long. Conversely, preRcnbed bums that occur loa Frequently can result in a type conversion or 

habitat; clutparral and coastal sage scrub can be converted to grasslands. SOllsitivc special would 

also be significantly impacted by this alternative. Fire could substantially reduce the number of 

rare and endangered species. This impact would be significant and ulllllitigated. 

Hydrology/Water Quality/Erosion 

Fire resnlts in a greater than 50% reduchon of vegetative cover, th'13 exposing a soil surt·~,,~ ihat 

is highly erodible. While habitat docs re-establish post fire it docs take years to regenerate to 

viable habitat. Significant impacts to erosion and water quality would result from this 

alternative. These impacts would remain significant and unmitigated for a number ofyern:s lllltil 

such time that the habitat became re-established, 

Land Use 

This alternative would result in significant land use impacts as it would not be in conformance 

with the community plan~ that identifY preservatiO)l of open space as a controlled bum would 

dOllUdc open space areas. In addition, controlled bWll would )lot he in confonnance with the 

EnvirolllllClltally Sensitive Lands ordinance (ESL) as the sensitive habitat regulatcd hy ESL 

would be destroyed by fire. This would be considered a significant and unmitigated impact. 

Neighborhood Character! Aesthetics 

This alternative would potentially create a significant impact to the character ofa neighborhood. 

As can he referenced from the numerous photo~ that were sho'Wn by the media as a result of the 

Cedar and other fires in October 2003, fire can have a devastating affect on a neighborhood from 

not only a character perspective but also an aesthetic/visual perspective. This impact would he 

considered significant and unmitigated. 
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Air Quality 

Pre8cribed burning prodl.lce8 ;lll0kc, whiclJ is a mixture of toxic particles and gWles, If not 

caref,,11y managed, smoke can be a nuisance tv re8idents and businesses, and it c,m adverscly 

impact commLUlity health. Smok", CUll contribUle leVd8 ofpollntion that e.xcced health protectivc 

mr quality standards. Huwever, to minimize smoke impacts and protect p"blic health, bumers 

and air regulators work t08';'ther to match buruing with appropriate atrno~pheric conditions. 

For the rea,mns identified abovc, tb", Prescribed BllIll alternative l~ unreasonable. 

ALl'l£lt])lAPV-" 3 CLEAR AJlID RF._PLA.. ... T ZONE nvo 

DESCRIPTION 

Gnder Altorn«liw 1 this alternative complete cl~aring would occur in zone two and would be re-

planted with low height native plant types. Proper planting prDtocol would be to lightly scarify 

the soil surface before planting forbetier seed/soil contact. Temporary irrigation would b~ 

installed for a p~riod of up to two years for plant establishme!lt. The assumptions associated 

with this alternative W"e that the irrigation would not be installed VI IilVllllur~d pruperly thoreby 

allowing runoff to occur down slope of zone t\.vo. Thi~ can be substantiated by cvidence that 

irrigation mllDffis thcptil11ary SDUrcc of water in our drainages within the City during the 

summer, The newly planted vcgdutiDn would he successful in red"cing impacts tv weed 

iovl!.'lion. 

ANALYSIS 

BiologicaJ Resoun:es 

Under this alternative. ~ignilicant impacts tel biolDcical resources in zone tWD wDuld not occur as 

th~ habitat being replaced wOlild be native. non invasive and low-growing. Potentially 

significant impacts tel the habitat downslDpe oh-Dne two could result from imrration l"UllDfffrofl) 

the tempDraryirrigatiDn lines. This would include the establishment of plant types that thrive in 

wetter sDil cDnditiDn, <t., a result of the nmDff. In addition, impacts to sensitive species, i.e. 

gnatcatcher wDuld remaio significant as the existiug habitat wowd be completely re!nDved. 
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Hydrology/Water QualitvlErosion 

The clear and re-plant alternative would utilize temporary irrigation for a period orup to two 

years to allow plant establishment in :-:one two, Ba~ed on the assumption noted above, 

monitoring of irrigation is not anticipated and would therefore create a significant impact to soil 

",rosi()l1 down slope of zone two due to runoff from the temporary irrigation lines at least during 

the time period that it would take for plmt establisilluo;<nL Potentially si f!ni Deant i1Upact~ 

associated with water quality would also occur from tho;< runoll'whieh cames silt and sediment 

down slope and could potentially impad allV otl~site water hody. Impacts associated with 

erosion and water quality would be ~onsidered significant and unmitigated. 

Land lise 

No impacts associated with land use would occur under the clear and re-plant alternative. 

Neighborhood Character! Aesthetics 

No impact~ associated with neighborhood character/aesthetics would oeeur with this alternative. 

4 TIDNKING BY PLAl'iT TYPE 

DESCRIPTIO~ 

Under this altenlative. thinning of v"getation would occur based on the plant types located 

within brush management zone two tor fuel load rednction. l)le first plant types to be thinned 

would be the most flammable and the mo,t invasive within the specific brush management zone 

two area. Next, the more flammable native or naturalized plants would be thinned. Finally, the 

Jeast flammable and more sensitive native or naturalized plants ,,'ouId be thinno;<d for a total 

reduction in ground "over to 50%, The dfectivene~s of thinning by plant type is questionable. 

Thinning the most !1ammable and the most invasive plant lype.1 first would address tbe most 

hannf111 plant typcs, but these plant types oonld establish themselves rather quickly after the 

miLial brush management occurs. This alternative is rejected because it is not potentiallv feasible 

to assume that eVerYone who requires brush mWUlgernent on their property would be able to 

identify all plant tyPes located in zone two brush managed areas. 
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A.'1ALYSIS 

Biological Resources 

'fhj~ altcrnativ~ would rei>ult in significant impacts to biological resol.ln:es as a result 0 fhabitat 

being thinned by plant type. Although uativc habitat can Tegcnerat~ following th~ ~rrccts 

thinning. tbe initial resLlll is a sjgnificant impact. This impact wOllld occur inslde and out~ido of 

thc MHP A. and would remain significant and unmitigated. The bencfit of exotic spel,,'ies 

removal of thiIlllmg by plallt t ytJe requires continued thinning to remov~ thc exotic ~pecics from 

the seed bank. Exotic spe~1e" will return if the interval bdwecn thinning activities i~ too long. 

Conversely. lhipniug by plant tvpe that occurs too frequently can result in a type conversion of 

habitat chaparral and coastal S4!X s<.-TUb can be ,",onverted to gTa<;slands. Sen~itivc species would 

also be significantly impacted by this alternative. This impact would be sienificant and 

unmitigated. 

HydrologylWater Quality/Erosion 

:-.!O impacts associated with hydrologY/water qualitY/erosion would OCCLlT with this alternative. 

Land Use 

1\0 lund usc impacts would r~sult from this lIltemative. 

Neighborhood Charactcr/Aestheti~ 

No impacts as~oci3ted with nei~hborhood characteriae,thetlc, would occur with this altcrnlltiv~_ 
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SECTlONIX 

EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIF1CMn 

During the initial environmental asseS8ment process, the Development S",rvices 

D",partm",nt determined that the Revision~ to the Brush Management regulation~ project 

would not entail significant environmental impacts with Te8pect to Air Quality, 

Agriculture, Archaeological Resources, Energy, Hazards and Hazanlous Materials, 

Mineral Resources, )foise, Paleontological Resources, Public Services, Recreation, and 

Utilities/Scrvice.~ System~. A~'C()rdingly, these issues arc not included in Chapter V of 

this SElRlEA. A brief dis~us8ion regarding each of these issuos is provided below. 

A. AIR QUALITY 

The proposed brush management revisions would not havc a substantial affect on the Air 

Quality within the City. While citizens and Park and Recreation department staff may 

use gas powered tools to conduct brush management tbe emissions would be tcmporary 

and would not significantly contribute to regional air quality degradation. The project 

would not conflict Vi>ltb or ob~tfLI\..i implementation of applicable Air Quality Attainment 

Plans or a Congestion Management Plan, violate a stationary source air quality stWldard, 

contribute to an existing or projccted air quality violation, Jesuit in a net increase of any 

criteria poll utants, create or contribute to a non-stmionary wurce "hot spot", nor expose 

sensitive receptors [0 8ub8tantial pollutant concentrations. 

B. AGRICL"'LTURE 

Thc proposed brush management re\>lsions would not affect agricultural areas. As such, 

there would be no lmpad to Prime Pannland, Uniquc Fannlands, or Farmland of 

Statewide hnportance. 

C. ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The proposed brush management revisions do not include any surface or 

subsurface disturbance. PrWling and thinning activities would all take place 

above ground lind no grubbing or grading would be required. Areas that are 
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brush managed would initially have some areas of visibility related to existing 

surfac~ archaeological ~ites. Hqwever. as inva.live speci~s establish in brush 

managed areas, these sllIfuce an.;haeoiogical site.s would not be visible. Pruning 

WJd thiJUlin,g activities would be perfonned with hand tools or utilizing goat~. No 

heavv machinery i~ allowed in perfonning brush manamment \lctil'itics. 

Therefore. no impacts lo archaeologkal resources would result from the prop<)scd 

project. 

D. ENERGY 

The proposed project would not require !lJ[cessive \U1\ounts of fuel or energy, and would 

not significantly aftect attuinmtm.t of regional energy conservation goals. Therefure, no 

~ignificant impacts with respect to tm.ergy are anticipated with implementatien of tile 

proposed brush management revisions. 

E. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The proJC<.-"\:s would not entail the permanent tnillspert, use, disposal, or emission of 

hazardous materiab. All brusll management activities occur above grDl.lwl in public and 

. privatdy owned parcels and would therefore not impede any roadways of entail the 

closure of any streets or emergency accc~s rontes. 

F. MINERAL RESOURCES 

The proposc<.l project wonld not rc,ml1 in anysubwrface a.,,"tivity as gradmg ilIId grubbing 

are not a pmt ofbrush illunageml;)nl. Thcref(lrC, the project would not re~ult in the loss of 

availability of a knOW11 mirleral NWUIce cith~r regionally or locally. 

G. NOISE 

Brush management activities may include the use ofpowffi" tools such as weed whackers 

or saws, These lools can generate nuisance noise which is ofintemlitlenl duration 

Oasting a few hours for a few days) based on the brush management areu being thinned. 

Construction noise from these tools is difficwt to quantity because of the many variables 



involved, including the siz.(: of the equipment being used, and th"'percentage of time and 

number of pieces of equipment thm. would actually operate on thc site, Due to the fa~{ 

that brush management (lC\;t\rs sporadically on any given site, impacts aBsodated with 

noise would not be ~igniflcanL 

H. ODOR 

Controlled grazing ","ould utili1c ~ herd of goats for a certam number of days to be 

closely monitored on a specific parcel of land. The number 0[" goats would vary 

depending on the a~1"Cage to bc thiIDloo. Lives-tuck r.an often emanate an odO! 

which humans find offen give. The goats are only placed for a vcry limited 

amount of days to graze and then remo"\·ed or re-located to another site, at which 

time the odor would terminate. Therefore, impa(...is a~sociated with odor would 

not be significant. 

I. PALEOl\'TOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Brush lllaIJagement activities are lilnited to pruning and thinning; and no grading or 

grubbing would OCCUF. Therefore, no ~ubS1lrface activity is allllcipalcd and there would 

not be any los" ofPaJeontological re\lOU1·Cell. 

J. POPULATlONIHOl.'SL"'G 

Thc proposed brush management revisions wOllld pflwide a grcater dcf"'llJlible space from 

the thrO;lat <.lffire. Thc project w<.luld not impact population growth or displace exiting; 

bou~ing orp(lpulation. 

K. PUBLiC SERVICES 

The project would not significantly affcct publk serviccs with the exception of the Fire

Rescue department. Increasing; brush manag=cut wne two wouJd have a positive effect 

on the Fire-Rescue Department byproviding an increased defensible space when the 

threat of fire is irnrninent. 



L. RECREATION 

The proposed brush managemeni roViSlon~ would not significantly aJleet the usage of any 

recreational f"ciIities. Park and R~creajion D~partment is responsiblo fOT brush 

management on City owned property inclnding public park facilitie-;. However, brush 

management activities occur for very limited amounts ot·time on a property and would 

not create any significant impact to recreational fa<:-ili!ies. 

-"1. l'TILlTIESISERVICE SYSTEMS 

The project is llltend~d to crwtc \l greater dcfensible space from fire for the citizens of 

San Diego. There would not be any significant impacts associated with implementation 

of/he project as it relates to IJtiJitiesJ service systems. 
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SECTlONX 

SIG."lIFlCANT IRREVERSIBLE E~VIRONMENTAL CHAi'i"GES THAT WOULD BE 

I"lVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION, SHOULD l'f BE IMPLEMEC'!Tl<:D 

ImpkmenllluoD of the proposed brosh management revisions would result 1ll significant 

jrrevcro)ble environmental changes. The propo,ed revisions et:.lDsbt of a City wide 100 foot hru~h 

management areu consistlng of35 feet of zone one and 65 feet oLwne two. In addition. zone 

two would be expanded ac~ordingly to achieve 100 feet 0 fbrllsh management wheJ.·~ zone "ne is 

less that 35 feet from existing strucUlres. The.l~ revisi .. l'l, 68bllE! F\!S<llt if! liB impact Ie Jmltl ~B~ as 

!l1~. \\<elllil net be ~en"istsnt Nith 1M i3uvirDlH'flentu-lly SBli,ith e Lands ReguM;jefls liS ful#Wf 

Ele~~rieea jn SeetiaB V.,~ Land lise. Teese im\la6\s 'vBuld femaiR sigsifleE\flt IUIG ur.mmgatecl. 

The brosh management revisions would ~ result in significant irreversible changes to 

biological resources. Th~ thirnilllg iWti\'ititl~ in r.EI!'~ i'.'1a allews fer tile ~ishmltlHt efia-vaswe 

spooi BS :8 g£s'v wi<;ffia IlGne twe and "!letentia-l.l) 6eWfl sieve efllsl'<~ '!We. lmpact~ to nop

~""Overcd species located out.~ide the MHP A would be.significant and unmitigated TheB~ HHp«e!S 

wllUld rBHI..m aigailllffi.'ll a.mllJl1ll'3itigated and are further described in Section V.B- Biological 

Resources. 



SEcnONXI 

SIG:-.IIFLCAl\'T Ul\'AVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Section JSI26(b) of the CEQA guidelines r~quiyes >Ill Ell{ to "describe any significant impacts, 

including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a Jevel of insignificance. Where th~re are 

impaet~ that cannot b~ alleviated without imposing an aikillativc design. their implications and 

th~ reaS(Jns why the proje,,1 is being proposed, not ",':ithstanding their efr~ct, sllOUJd be d escrihtxl." 

ineeHsi'"eJW) wit)" ills \'I!\'iAElA£ tEl tits !>ruiih maHtlgem IlI'It Ftlgalllliel1~ as they relllle Ie tee 

F.wffiollll~ntally glll!l;il;\'e LanEls R~gulatiens. 

l'eF4fil:lli #lfflllg/l fiela if15jle,*isf1~ #lat iil'\II~i'le l"lant P,l1as s~Hsl; wit.'Iffi z;ane 1\<'8 Elfl6~ 

tRi!1lliAg aa6 SeBllfi'eEl. These inlpaats v!SlIlJ f~ffiaW. sigt\ffisant iIFId Iilldl'iHigated. The Lmd 

Develomnent Code EIR detennincd that a potentially significant impact on biolocical resontces 

rdated to brush mrutagernClll (Jutside the tl(lImcis of the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPAl wheu: 

nen-covered species are uffaied 00nld OCCUf. The cwrent project has made the ~llIlle 

detennination; therefore. the potential imp<lcts t(J non-covered species outside the IVlHP A woulij 

remain signili=t@dUllffiitigated. 

X(·1 
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City of San Diego Date: March 9, 2004 
Development Services Department 
LAND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION 
1222 First A venue 
Mail Station SOl 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(619)446-5460 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT 
JOINT SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENT AJ.IMPACT 
REPORTfENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
AND OF AN SEIRIEA PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

THE CITY OF SAN DiEGO will be the Lead Agency and will prepare <t draft Subsequent 
Environment~j Tmpact ReportfEnvjronmental Assessment (SEIRJEA) in accordance with the 
Califumia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA - SEJR) and the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA - EA) for the project described below. A Public SEIRIEA Scoping Meeting will be 
held on Friday, March 19, 2004, from 6:00 pm. to 8:00 p.m. at: Balboa Park War Memorial 
Building, 3325 Zoo Drive, San Diego, CA 92101. Verbal and written comments regarding the 
scope of the proposed SEIRJEA will be accepted at (he meeting. 

PROJECT: 

l~r1~~~~~~]l~~i~~~f~~~~~!!ii!~ fuol 
of Zone Two. Project 

propet1y is proposed to be initially funded hy a grant from 
th~ Office of&nergency Services (OES), Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), which is being applied for by the City of San Diego Park and 
Recreatien Department. The project is located within the City of San Diego, 
public and private lands and includes the City of San Diego Ml.llti-Habilat 
Planning Area (MHPAl. Applicant: City of San Diego, Fire-Rescue Department. 

Project NO.: 31245 
SCRNO.: pending 

Based on an Initial Study, il appears that the project may result in significant envirolUJlenta] 
impacts in the fuUowing areas: Land Use, Biology, Water Quality, and Neighborhood 
Character! Aesthetics. 

For more inionnation, contact Laura Krebs, Associate Planner at (619) 446-.5346. To provide 
comments on the scope and content of the scepe of wolk, please send written comments to Chris 
Zirkle, Assistant Deputy Director, at the above address. Written comments on (he scope and 
content of the scope of work must be sent to the above address byno later tban 30 days after 
receipt of this notice. Responsible agencies are requested to indicate tbeir statutory 
responsibilities in connection with this project when responding. 

Attacbments: Draft SEIRIEA Scoping Letter 
Proposed Brosh Management Regulations 
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March 9. 2004 

Preparation of the joint SEIRIEA - CEQAlNEPA document will be reviewed by the City of San 
Diego serving as the Lead Agency under CEQA, and OES, FEMA serving as the Lead Agency 
undcr NEPA. A minimwn 45-day public review period will be provided for the draft SElRiEA. 

Because there is a dIfference in the way the determination of "significance" is dealt with in CEQA 
versus NEPA, the SEIRIEA should be prepared generally in accordance with the City's 
"Environmental Impact Report Gnidelines" (Revised September 2002), cxcept that any discussion 
of the significance of impacts should be provided in a separate chapter entitled "CEQA 
Significance". The issues to be addressed are di~cussed below. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) will 
be dlstribnted to Responsible Agencies and others who may have an interest in the project. 
Consequently, changes or additions to lhis ;;cope of work may be required as a result of input 
received in response to the Notice of Prcparation. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Discuss the goals, objectives, and major features of the project. Proje<:t objectives will be 
critical in determimng the appropriate alternatives for the project which would reduce 
significant impacts. The SEIRfEA mllSt also include a description of all permits and 
approvals required from federal, state, and other local agencies for which the SEIRIEA will 
be used. Please provide evidence of coordination with the State Coastal Zone Management 
agency or appropriate local agency. Describe all major project features associated with the 
project. 

TIre SElRfEA musl include suffiCIent graphics and tables to provide a complete description 
of all major project features. Include descriptions of the increased width of Management 
Zone Two and how this proposed increase would impact surrounding open space, MHPA or 
private property. All plans should comply with the instructions for submittal requirements 
contained 1ll the Applicant's Guide to Project/Permit Applications. 

It. ENVTRONMENTALSETTING 

Describe the location orthe proje<:t and present it Ollll regional map. Provide a regional 
description of the envIronmental setting of the project. Provide II recent aerial photo of the 
site and surrounding uses, and dearly delineate the urban interface with open space, MHPA, 
and private proporty. 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

The potential for impacts must be thoroughly analyzed and mitigation measures to avoid or 
substantially lessen these impacts must be clearly identified and discussed. AddreSS each of 
the issue statements identified below separately within each general environmental issue. 
Also, a separate section of the SEIRIEA should include a brief discussion as to why certain 
issues were not considered to be potentially significant. Identify a reasonable range of 
mitigation measures and/or alternlltives, whether proposed or not, for each identified 
significant impact. 

Significance del.errninatious made in the SEIRIEA should refJe<:t the fact that CEQA does not 
permit defcrral of the establishment of mitigation measures llnd that an impact should be 
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con,idcred significant if it cannot be demonstrated with certainty that it is not (i.e., if a 
significant impact "may" result). 

A. Land Use 

Issue 1: Would the project result in a contlict wilh the purpose and intent of any 
current planning proces, or adopted environmental plans or policies in thB 
City of San Diego, including lands within the California Coastal Commission 
jurisdiction? 

[s,ue 2: Would the proposedprojoxt result in a cont1ict with the purpose and intent of 
the Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulation, of the Land 
Development Code (LDC)? 

Issue 3: How is the project consistent with the region's Multiple Species Conservation 
Program (MSCP) and the City of SIUl Diego Multi-Habitat Planning Area 
(MHPA) - MSCP Subarea Plan? 

Identify potential conflicts with the purpose and intent of Environmentally Sen8itive 
Lands (ESL) regulations of the Land Development Code (LDC), City of San Diego 
Multi-Habitat Planning Area, and the Crty of San Diego Multiple Spedes Conservation 
Program (MSCP). Please discuss how the: project would ~onfonll to rh, !luiudill~~ ,,[ 
the LCP. 

Upland biological resource~ would be directly impacted with the project 
implementation. Please provide an analysis which details how the project would 
confOl1ll to the ESL Ordinance. Any required approval of findings for alternative 
compliance should be fully addressed in this section. The analysis should describe 
existing envirorunental conditions and propose adequate techniques to minimize ,hort 
and long range effects resulting from the implementation of the proposed brush 
management revisions. Discuss the project's confol1llance to City of San Diego Multi
Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. 

Thc land use section of the SEIRIEA shonld inelnde any identified impacts and 
mitigation measures [or potential impacts associated with the implementation of the 
proposed bmsh management revisions indl.llling environmentally sensitive lands. 

Portions of the project ure within the :Mlll'A and would require confonnance with the 
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. Please discuss how the project would address the 
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines in regard~ to land use, drainage, toxic substances, 
lighting, noise, invllSive plant species, and predator and pedestrian management. 
Please identify all mitigation measures proposed to address project implementation 
within the MHPA. Please identify all proposed project feutures to reduce potentially 
adverse short and long range effects. Please summarize and make references to the 
Biological Resources section of the SEIRIEA for a full discussion of mitigation 
measures for impacts to vegetation and wildlife communities. 
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B. Biological Resources 

Issue 1: Would the project reduce tho number of any unique, rare, endangsred, 
scnsitive, fully protected species of plants or animals? 

issue 2: Would the project interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or mig!"lltory 
wildlife corridors? 

Issue 3: Would the project impact any sensitive habitat, including, but not limited to 
oak woodland, coastal sage scrub or ~haparral? 

Issue 4: Would the proposal result in any conflict with the provisions of the City's 
Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan or other approved 
local, regional or state habitat conservation plan? 

Upland resources and sensitive wildlife would be directly and indirectly affected by 
project implementation and potential weed invasion. Provide an updated biological 
technical report prepared by a qualified biologist in accordance with the City of San 
Diego's "Biology Guidelines". In addition, please discuss how the project would meet 
the re'l"il"f'.ments Oflh" federal Endangered Species Act, and the Multi Habitat 
Planniug Area (MHPA) Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. 

The SETRIEA should describe the liignificance of the resources to be affected by the 
implementation of the propos~d project. Address the potential for mdirect impacts to 
uny resources within, or adjacent to, subject properties within the City of San Diego. 

Please discuss in the SEIRJEA alternative measures to minimize and avoid impacts to 
listed sensitive, threatened, and/or endangered species. 

The mitigation section should propose measures to avoid any identified impacts or 
redi.1ce them to below a level of signif1cance. If any significant impacts <lfe identified, 
provide mitigation !"lItios for the identified impacl.l; in accordance with those specified 
in the Biology Review References. 

The proposcd project lies entirely within the limits of the City of San Diego. Please 
identify and discllss existing wildlife corridor movements and potentially adverse 
affects from the implementation of the proposed project. 

Please disculis how the project would conform to the MHPA und operate in accordance 
with the MHPA Laud Use Adjacency Guidelines. Please discuss the timing of brush 
thinning and measures to avoid thinning activities within the breeding season. Please 
identify the type of all construction equipment and materials to be utilized in 
performing brush management thinning. Please include an analysis of noise levels with 
a comparison of ambient levels to project construction and operating levels. 
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C. HydrologylWater Quality 

Issue 1: Would the proposal result in an incfe<lse in pollutant discharges, including 
downstroam sedimentation to receiving waters during or following 
constmction? 

Issue 2: Would the proposal result in substantial alteration to ou- and off-site drainage 
pattcrns duc to changes in rnnoff flow rates or volumes? 

Issuc 3: Would the proposed project affect slope stability and on or off-sitc soil 
crosion? 

The project has the potential to result in downstream sedimentation during bmsh 
management activities. Please provide the type and amount of pollutants anticipated to 
be generated from the implementation of the proposed project. Please discuss how the 
project would comply with the City of Sau Diego Standard Urban Stonnwater' 
Mitigation Plan (SDS"MP). Please include any correspondence regarding fonnal or 
informal pre-consultation with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
andlor State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 

E. Neighborhood Chnructer! Aesthetics 

Issue 1: Does the proposed project impact mature trees which could have a significant 
effect on neighborhood character/aesthetics? 

The project proposes Urinning areas which could include mature vegetation. Provide 
the affects this would have on shading, visual quality and neighborhood characteristic •. 

The City has determined tbat thc following issues are not potentially significant and do 
not require analysis in the SEIRJEA: Agricnlture RcsonrccslNatural ResourceslMineral 
Resources, Air Quality, Energy, Historical Resources (Archaeology), Human 
HealthlPublic Safety, Noise, Paleontology, Population and Housing, Public Services, 
Transportation/Circulation, and Water Conservation. 

However, if these or other potentiully significant issue areas arise during detailed 
environmental investigation of the project or in tbe evaluation ofprojoct alternatives, 
then consultation with EAS is recommended to determine if these other issue areas that 
need to be addressed in the SEIRfEA. Additionally, as supplementary information is 
submitted the SEIR!EA may need to be expanded to include additional issue areas. 
Mitigation measures should be clearly identified and discussed and their effectiveness 
assessed in each issue section of the SElR/EA. In addition, a monitoring and reporting 
program for each mitigation measure must be included. At a minimwn, lhis program 
should identify: 1) the department responsible for the monitoring; 2) the monitoring 
and reporting schedule, 3) the completion requirements. The separate mitigation, 
monitoring and reporting progrnm (MMRP) should also be contained (verbatim) in a 
separate section, which will be attached to the SEIRIEA. A separate section of the 
SEIRIEA should include a brief discussion of why certain areas were not considered to 
be potentially significant. 
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Keith Grecr- Planning Deputtmenl 
Jeanne Krosch - MSCP, Planning Depwtment 
Holly Cheong - MSCP, Planning Department 
Chad Kane - MSCP, Planning Depw1ment 
Carol Wood - Park and Recrealion Dep31tment 
EAS Senior Planners 
EAS File 
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STATE OF CAliFORNIA 

Governor"s Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Notice of Pr.paration 

To; ReviewingAge.nde' 

Ro' Brush M.in.~ement Revi,ions to Ille Laud Development Code and Grant from OES, FEMA 
SCR# 2004031041 

'.nBo,1 
Aclillg Deputy 

Diroctor 

Attached for your review and comment i. the Notice' ofPrep.r.tion (NOP) tor the Brush Man.gemMl -&'Vi,lOns to 
the Land Development Ce>de aru:l Grant from OES, FEMA draft Euvironntentallmpact Report (EIR). 

&'sponsible agoncie.s must trElIlSIllit their comments on th~ scope and content oflb, KOP, focusing on 'pecific 
infomtation related to their OWII statutory responsibihty, within 30 days Gfrec~!pt of the Nap from the Load AgeIlcy. 
Thls is a oourtesy nolic" provided by tho State Clearinghouse with • reminder for you 10 comment in a timely 

'manner, We encourage othllr agencies to a1,0 respond to this nolic. and express !lieir conc~ early in tho 
environmental rev;",,' process, 

PI"",e direct yow' aamments to: 

Laura Krebs 
City of San Dlegu 
1222 First Avenue, MS-501 
Sao DIego, CA 921Dl 

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in !he Office ofPlonning and Re.'earch. PI • ..,e Iefer to the SCH nwnber 
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project 

-lfyou have any questiorul "boul the environnllintal docwnent revi"w process, ple.,e call the Stato Clearinghouse at 
(916) 445_0613 

Sincerely, 

h~~eo~ 
I) Sooior Planuer, State Clearinghouse 

Attocitmenrs 
co: Load Agency 

WDO TEl',""ffi8T~ P.O, BOXa04<l: 8AORAMl!lNTO, CALIFOllNIA 95812.804<1: 
(~la)<MD.ool.ll FAX(916):l2s.a018 www,opc.'''gov 
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San Diego. Cit! of 

NOP Notice oj Preparation 
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS SECTION (EAS) 

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

This meeting is held pursuant to the California Public Resources Code 
Section 21083.9 et seq., and is provided to give the public and interested 
parties an opportunity to submit comments regarding the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. This information will be llsed 
to develop the scope and content of the proposed environmental document for 
the project action to be described at this meeting. Please record your 
comments in the space provided below and submit this form to City staff at 
the conclusion of the meeting. Thank You. 

Project Brvf:lh M.~""!:>j"M~d OrJ,(>a~G(.. Date 

Comments 

Name 
Address 

Signature 
to 1LIO 3 

r I 

Use back of sheet if additional space is necessary. 



March 19, 2004 
Comments on NOP ofEIR for Bmsh Management Revisions to Land Development Code 

_ Any proposed clearing, planting, or irrigation in Zone 2 would need to be consistent 
with the City of San Diego MSCP implementing agreement. Zone 2 is considered 
"impact neutral" under the current plan. Changes in code~ or management that cause 
habitat changes to Zone 2 may require mitigotion. 

_ The California State Code allows ex:emptions from brush management for stmctures 
that are fire-proof, and for land that has been set aside for its natural beauty or habitat 
conservation. We ask that the Code acknowledge thaI. 

- At lellSt as important as bmsh management, if not more so, is reducing the t1ammability 
(jf structures. The Code must include improvements in redwing structure flammabilit¥~ _ 
We suggest that the City investigate ways, such as grants, to help property owners retrofit 
their houses. Brush management is an annual expense: retrofitting homes is a one-time 
expense. 

- When the fire depaltment tells people that they mnst thin vegetation in Zone 2, many 
people interpret this as permission to clear all vegetation from the area. Excessive 
clearing leads to excessive erosion and invasion by weeds, many of which dry into 
kindling during the summer and fall. We request that a hotline be set up whereby citizens 
may obtain infonnation about proper management techniques, and improper techniques 
may be reported. 

_ We '''quest that City crewS and contractors involved in brush mun~gemant be prape,.)y 
trained to recognize native and non-native plant" and that non-native plants be prioritized 
for tcmoval when thinning is needed. 

-Use of non-vegetative combustible materials in Zone 1 is often overlooked, although 
things sneh as wood fences can create a fire ladder to a house. This should be prioritized 
before requiring changes to vegetation. 

_ We ask that the Code forbid the usc of invasive plants as a "solution". The use of 
Freeway Iceplant in back yards over the years is leading loss of acre:. of habitat around 
the city, as it spreads downhill far from the original site. It would be optimal if the Cily 
would develop a guide tu property owners concerning appropriate plants and 
management techniques. CNPS would be glad to offer sllpport in developing this, 

Canie Schneider 
California Native Plant Society 
San Diego Chapter 
info@cnpssd.org 
858-352-4413 



April 10, 2004 

Chris Zirkle, Assistant Deputy Director 
Development Services Department 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego CA 92101 

RE: Project no. 31245 Brush Management revisions to the Land 
Development Code and Federal Grant from OES and FEMA 

. -DearMs.-Ziride: _.- .------

I appreciate the opportunity to conunent on this proposal. We agree that the 
accumulated fuel load in open space areas needs to be reduced. There are 
considerations to be made in the process, however. 

Tecolote Canyon Natural Park was included in a fue110ad reduction project 
some years ago after the devastating fire on the south slopes and finger 
canyons of Mission Valley. At that time, the native plants were cut back to 
about two feet from the ground. Plants were not uprooted. It is important, 
again, to keep plants and shrubs in place to prevent soil erosion. 

Weed control would be an issue within Tecolote O;myon where soil around 
native plants is disturbed. Opportunistic weeds take advantage of disturbed 
areas and crowd out native species. 

Please take into consideration nesting territories of birds, especially 
endangered species. Friends of Tecolote Canyon undertook a two-acre 
restoration project in 1981 that was a nesting site for the least Bell's vireo. 
The site is located adjacent to the San Diego Gas and Electric station, south of 
the golf course. This site is one we still monitor, and it has been used for 
nesting again. 

Sincerely, 

Sherlie MiIler 
President 

5643 TAMRES DRIVE SAN DI;:GO CALIFORNIA 92111 





To: 

Subject: 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 

Environmental Review Committee 

14 March 2004 

Ms. Laura Krebs, Associate Planner 
Development Services Department 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Joint Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment 
Brush Management Revisions to the Land Development Code and Federal Grant 
from the Office of Emergency Serivces (OES), Federal EmergencyManagement 
Agency (FEMA) 
Project No. 31245 

Dear Ms. Krebs: 

Thank you for the Notice 01 Preparalton for the subject project, received by this Society earlier 
this mouth. 

We uote that historical resources are not iucluded in the areas of significant impacts from this 
project. We do not agree with that assessment. While certainly not questioning the need to 
address the brush clearance zone, there is potential for both direct and indirect impacts to 
historical resources caused by brush clearance. 

Direct impacts wHld occur particularly where the clearing is done mechanioally, by operlltiml of 
ve1ucles and equipment over sites. It could also occm cutside the brush clearance zone in the 
access routes taken by such vehicles and equipment. Indirect impacts could result from exposure 
of sites in the cleared zones and subsequent illegal collecting of cultural material. 

We also note that, with the proposed policy in place, any future project would have to include 
evaluation orthe potential for impacts to historical resources in the zone where brush clearance 
would be required to occur. 

Finally, involvement of federal funding in this project will require cllration of all resulting 
archaeological collections in accordllIlce with 36 CFR 79. 

P.O. Elnx 8110£ • San Diego. CA 92138·1106. (858) 538-0935 



With the addition of historical resources to the list ofsubject areas to be addressed in the DEIR, 
we look forward to reviewing it during the upcoming public comment period. To that end, 
please include us iu the distribution of the DEIR, and also provide us with a copy of the cultlll"al 
resources technical repOrl(s). 

SDCAS appreciates being included in the City's enviromnental review process for this project. 

cc: SDCAS President 
File 

Sincerely, 

~le, Jr., Chairper 
Environmental Review Co;"""," 

P.O. Box 61106. San DI~c. CA 92138-1106. (858) 538-0035 
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April 7, 2004 

Cllris Zirkle 
Assislant Deputy Director 
City of San Diego 
Development Servic{lS Dept, 
1222 First Avenue. MS SOl 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Subject: Comment, on NOP for Draft SEIR/EA 
Bru,b ManugementRevisioD' to the {,and Development Code 

Dear Mr. Zirkle: 

The San Dicg-uito River Park JPA staff has reviewed the NDP for ~,e City's proposed brush 
management revisions to tile LDC, Th~ JPA i, interested in this subject beoause a ~ig"ifLcam Palt 
of the San Dieguito River Pal-k Focused Planning Area (FPAj con,ists of natural open ,pace 
al'eas tilat are part of the Chy', MSCP, pruticularly the San Pasqual Valley, Thi:; area contains 
senshive coostal sage ~crub and chaparral habitat along the interface with suburban development. 
This Imbitat is vulnerable to edge effects associated with ll,ban development including flte risk, 

In addition to the issues identifled in the scoping letter for the dlaft SEIRIEA, we request that the 
SEiRIEA also address the following: 

• TIle SEIRIEA should thoroughly document the purpose and need for the brush 
management revi,ions, Reports have been made that no degree of bl'ush managemem 
would have redllced the damage done by the Cedar Fire that tore through the San Diego 
region in 2003 due to its ferocity and other factors, Also, the eil), does not monitor or 
e~force its current brush management regulations and if more arcentioll were made to 
managing tho urban fL1\'\ interface then the flre risk wo"ld be less, Please dOCCImellt how 
the proposed "evisions will serve ttl r~dllce tire risk. 

• The LDC should state that fo" new development the blush m.nage",ent lo~es shall not 
encroach into M5CP l>lnd. Therefore, the new mnes should be includ~d III the 
'"developable" pOLt'lon of a new d.v~lopment proposal, nne the open spaco pr~"e've, 
Along "ith eVHillating the consistency of the proposed revisions with the MHPA Land 
Lese Mjacency Guidelines, the SEIRiEA should evaluate ho'" lite city "ould enfolee 
compliance with MSCP so tllat applicatiun of the bru,h manage"'ont regulations re5peot 
the adopted 'vlSCP, 

We apprecia(e the opportll~itl' to pro_ide input into tlie SBlRJEiA alld look forward to receLvLllg a 

:::' dodr, <e, pobli' "'i~<W P"iOd~. TIi"T'" 
c>' CD A~ 1\ 

Sh na , ndefSon "-
Snvironmental Plallner 



South Coast Region 
4949 VlewridgeAvenue 
San Diego, California 92123 
1858) 467·4201 
FAX (858) 467·4235 

AND 

Laura Krebs, Associate Planner 
City of San Diego 
Development Services Center 
Land Development Review Division 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
SanDiego, CA 92101 

April S, 2004 

Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Joint Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental As~essmeDt for Brush Management Revisions to the Land 

Development Code Rod Federal Graut from the Office of Emergency Services, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (SCH# 200403J 041) 

Dcar Ms. Krebs: 

The California Department ofFish and Game (Department) has reviewed the notice of 
preparation (NOP) of a draft Joint Subsequent Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment (draft EIRJEAl for brush management revisions to the Land Development Code and 
federal grant from the Federal Emergency Management Agency. We have also reviewed the 
J anuar)' 21, 2004, City Manager's Report regarding the proposed revisions, and the March 9, 
2004, letter from the City of San Diego's (City) Development Service's Department to the City's 
Fire,Rescue Department regarding the scope of work for the draft EIR!EA (City's letter). We 
and the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) also attended a meeting with Ms. AnnHix and 
Mr. KeiUl Greer of the City on January 9, 2004, abont the proposed brush management revisions. 
On April 7, 2004, the City granted the Department a one-day extension on the comment period 
(pers. comm., Laura Krebs) for this NOP. We appreciate the extension. Because the project 
could affect a significant mnount of the City's conserved habitat at the urban wildland interface, 
our comments are more detailed than usual on an NOP. 

The proposed brush management revisions arise in response to the fires in the City and 
the County of San Diego in October of2003. Currently Brush Management Zone I is the area 
adjacent to structures and consists ofpnvement and pennanently irrigated omamental plantings. 
Brush Management zone II is an area of native plant material thinned to reduce fuel load. The 
width of Zone I varies from 20 to 40 feet west of Interstate 805 and E1 Camino Real, and 30 to 45 
feet east of this intersection. Zone II varies from 20 to 30 feet west of the intersection, and 40 to 
50 feet east of it. Put another way, the Zones I and II combined range from 40 to 70 feet west of 
Interstate 805 and El Camino Real, and 70 to 95 feet east of the intersection. The proposed 
revisions would entail establishing a city-wide 100--foot wide brush management area consisting of 



Ms. Laura Krebs 
April 8,2004 

2 

35 feet in Zone I and 65 feet in Zone n. In addition, Zone II would be expanded accordingly to 
achieve 100 feet ofb!'U8h management where Zone I occupies less than 35 feet from existing 
structures. The purpose of the standard 100-foot brosh management zone would be to allow for a 
greater defensible space against impending fire. 

Tbe City's Park and RDcreatiou Department manages approximately 22,600 acres of open 
space. This open space includes 220 linear miles of urban wildland interface, and the City is 
responsible for brush management within Zone II. Preliminary calculations indicate that an assumed 
Zone II width of65 feet would occupy approximately 1,750 acres. The City hopes to thin the entire 
area within Zone II on an average of every two years. Much of the City's open space is within the 
Multiple Habitat Preservation Area (MHPA) of the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program 
(MSCP) Subarea Plan. 

The draft EIRIEA would tier off of the EIR that was prepared for the City's Land 
Development Code. Final adoption of the proposed revisions would require approval by the 
CalifomiaCoaslm Commission for modifications of the City's Looal Coastal Plan necessitated by 
the revisions. We offer the following comments to assist the City in minimizing and mitigating 
project impacts to biological resources, a particularly impacts on the MHPA. 

1. We generally agree with the scope of work in the City's letter. We emphasize that the draft 
EIRIEAmuiil ensure and verify that all requirements rux\ conditions of the Subarea Plan and 
associated Implementing Agreement would be met if the proposed brush management revisions 
were approved and implemented. The draft EIRIEA should also address biological issues that 
are not addressoo in the Subarea Plan and Implementing Agreement, such as specific impacts to 
and mitigation re"luir~ments for wetlands or sensitive species and habitats that are not covered 
by the Subarea Plan and Implementing Agreement. 

2. Issue areas in the draft EIRIEA that may be influenced by the Subarea Plan and Implementing 
Agreement include "Land Use," "Landfonn AlterationlVisuai Quality," "Biological Resources," 
"DrainagetVrban Runofli'Water Quality," and "Cumulative Effects." 

3, The draft EIRIEA should discuss whether the proposed brush management revisions are 
consistent with the MenlOrandum of Understanding, dated February 26. 1997, among the 
Department, the Service, and the San Diego County Fire Chiefs Association. 

4. The draft EIRIEA shonld discuss the potential impacts from, and propose mitigation for, the 
construction of access roads, irany, that might be necessary to reach the expanded areas of Zone 
IT. 

5. TIle City Manager's Report alludes to revisions to the building code to promote fire resistant 
construction (e.g., Class "A" roofs. boxed eaves) of buildings adjacent to areas of high risk for 
wildfires. One of the alternatives the City's letter identifies for the draft ElRiEA to consider in a 
detailed altematives analysis is an "altemative wber~ revisions to the building code would 
provide the level of protection equal to that provided by this projec!." We suppon that approach 
to reduce the potential impact on the MHPA, and recommend that, structural and material 



Ms. Laura Krebs 
April S, 2004 

3 

alternatives be the first line of defense against fire, rather than brush management. That is, 
structural designs and materials that reduce the need for brush management, particularly within 
the MHP A, should be employed first and then brush management requirements determined. For 
new construction, structural and material alternatives should be required, and not considered 
optional. As to exiSting structures, the building code should be revised to require that certain 
features of structures at the urban wildland interface be npgraded to meet the revised building 
codes (e.g., flammable siding or roofing on houses upgraded to less flwnmable or inflammable 
materials). lhlse revisions to the building code would reduce the City's brush management 
operational costs in Zone II. The draft EIR/EA should thoroughly address the issue of 
concurrent and commensnrate levels of effort to revise the City's brush management regulations 
and building code to achieve protection from fire at the urban wildland interface. 

6. The draft EIR/EA should discuss the loss of habitat within the MHPA from the implementation 
of the revised brush management regulations. This discussion should (a) thoroughly address the 
assumptions that were made regarding the protection ofMSCP-covered species, (b) include full 
consideration of a reduction of impacts from brush management afforded by revisions to the 
building code, and (c) describe how the City would compensate for the loss of sensitive habitats 
within the MHPA, the net loss of acreage within the MHPA, and the potential impacts on MSCP 
covered-species. 

7. Another alternative the City's letter identifies for the draft EIRIEA to C<l11Sider is an ''alternative 
that addresses weed control once the brush is thinned ·within Brush Management Zone 2." Weed 
control in areas where brush management has occurred should not be considered an alternative, 
particularly within Or adjacent to the:MHPA. As the City's letter noles, potential weed invasion 
wonld affect habitats and seositive wildlife where brush management occurs. We recommend 
that weed control be automatically required as part of the brush management activities. 

8. A third alternative the City's letter identifies for the draft EIR/EA to consider is an "controlled 
burn - analyze the effectiveness of controlled burn to thin brush ontside of brush management 
zone 2." It appears from this that draft EIRlEA would not consider controlled bums within 
Zone II. The draft EIRIBA should explain why. The discussion should include examples of 
controlled bums that have worked well and others that have not and thoroughly explain why 
they succeeded or failed. The discussion should also address the recovery oflhe habitat after 
controlled burns. 

9. The documents we reviev.-'ed do not seem to contemplate situations in which all or a portion of 
Zones I and/or Zone II are within wetlands or riparian habitats. These habitats present less ofa 
fire hazard than do upland communities. The draft EIRIEA should discuss whether brush 
management requirements in these habitats would differ from the requirements for upland 
habitats, and ifso, how. 

10. The draft EIRIEA should addre-ss any planned use of hydro seeding to stabilize soils exposed by 
brush management activities, and should prohibit the use of hydro seeding preparations that 
include invasive species. 
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The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on this NOP, The Department finds 
that the implementation of the revised brush management regulations would not be de minimis in its 
effects on fish and wildlife per section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code. Please eontact 
Libby Lucas at (858) 467-4230 if you have any questions or comments concerning this letter. 

Sincerely, 

William E. Tippets 
Deputy Regional Manager 

cc: City of San Diego (Keith Greer, Ann Hix) 
State Clearinghouse 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Susan Wynn) 
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Introduction 

Brush Management Zones were established in the City of San Diego Land Development 
Code to protect habitable structures from potential fire dangers and providc thinning of 
native vegetation to reduce the amount offuel for a potential fire and allow for access to 
vegetation for fire personnel. Each year San Diego Fire-Rescue responds to over 800 
vsgetation fires. During certain times of the year, native vegetation ean pose a wildfire 
risk and requires proper management of the urban wildland interface. The City has a 
total of approximately 22,600 acres of open space managed by Park and Rccreation 
Dcpattmcnt which creates approximately 220 lineat· miles of I.U"ban wildland interface. 
Over 16,000 acres of City open space presents a moderate to severo fire threat to 
communities through out the City, not induding the thousands of privately owned 
interface propertie.~. 

The cwrent brush managcment regulations in tho Land Develcpment Code (LDC) were 
developed in conjunction with the Multipk Species Conservation Program (MSCP). The 
regulations were approved by City Council in November 1997 and by the California 
Coastal Commission in November of 1999. They were made effective with the entire 
Land Development Code on January 3, 2000. 

The primary focus of the 1997 changes was to simplify regulations, to improve 
predictability, to make them more enforceable, and to coordinate brush management 
requirements with the City's goal to preserve environmentally sensitive habitat. Changes 
to the regulations induded replacement of the complex three zone system of brush 
management of varying widths (50' to 110') based upon classifications of fire severity 
with a two zone system based upon the location of Un, I'wl"'rLy's lo~l!tion west or east of 
Interstate 805 and EI Camino Real. The dividing line of Interstate 805 andEI Camino 
Rcal. was selected based upon analysis of historical fire data in and outside areas of 
climatic coastal influence. Analysis of the Cedar Fire indicates that if the Santa Ana 
wind!; had continued, it is likely thai the fire could have burned all the way lo the ocean. 
The climatic coastal innuence would not havs been a fal."tor in this event. This has 
prompted the Fire,Rescue Department to fe-evaluate the current distinction and propose a 
single citywide brush management system. 

In light of the size and severity of the Cedar fire, and other wildfires in October of 2003, 
the Fire Chief is recommending a City wide 100 foot brush managcment area consisting 
of 35 feet of Zone One and 65 feet of Zone Two. In addition, it is proposed that Zone 
Two would be expanded accordingly to achieve 100 feet of brush management where 
Zone One is less lhan 35 feet from existing structures. A standard 100 foot brush 
management zone would allow for a greater defensible space against impending fire. 

The project would involve increa:.ing the width of the current Brush Management Zones. 
The project is located within the limits of City of San Diego, and includes the City of San 
Diego Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) of the Multiple Species Conservation 
Program (MSCP), City of San Diego Open Space Lands, private property, and lands 
within the California Coastal Commissionjurisdiction. 
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An increase in the width of cun-ent Brush Management Zone 2 may result in an 
additional impact to biological resources not previously analyzed with the adoption of the 
current brush management regulations. The purpose of this brush management 
evaluation and biological technical repOli is to evaluate the current impacts associated 
with Brush Management Zone 2. Specific impact, analyzed include exotic plant invasion 
and soil erosion. By evaluating the current impacts associated with brush management. 
impacts associated with an increase in Zone 2 can then be extrapolated. 

Methodology 

This evaluation included brush management conducted by the City of San Diego, 
homeowner's associations, and private property ownen;. A total of 25 brush management 
areas were ev~luated as part of this project. Of all the brush management areas 
evaluated, 13 were thinned by the City of San Diego Park and Recreation Department, 11 
were thinned by private landowners, and 1 mush management area was thinned by a 
homeowner's association. 

For pUipose of comparison, adjacent areas that were not brush managed were also 
evaluated, if available. These areas are referred to as controls. However, it was difficult 
to find comparable control areas. Most brush management is conducted in a 
comprehensive manner so it was difficult to find comparable areas that had not been 
brush managed. Only two control areas have been evaluated as part of this effort. 

A variety of brush management areas throughout the City were selected. Park and 
Re"walion slaff, David Monroe and 10sh Woods, selected 13 areas where brush 
management was conducted by Park and Recreation staff. Areas selected by Park and 
Recreation varicd in size and date of brush management conducted. For example, some 
of the brush management areas had been thmned as recently a~ February 2004 whereas 
othen; selected have not been thinned for over 5 years. This variety in brush management 
areas helps provide infonnation on both the long term effects of brush management as 
well as the immediate impacts. 

Planning Department staff, Khalil Martinez, selected an additional 12 areas where brush 
management was conducted by eiUter the homeowner or the homeowner's asoociation. 
Since there was no information available on the date of brush management for these sites, 
Mr. Martinez selected 4 brush management areas within 3 different canyons: Peflasquitos 
Canyon, San Clemente Canyon, and Tecolote Canyon. Areas were selected throughout 
the canyons te give a good evaluation of the different kinds of private brush management 
conducted. 

Each site was visited during the daylight hours by Holly Cheong, Environmental 
Biologist for the MSCP. Sites were each visited once on either March 1, 2004, March 4, 
2004, or March 9, 2004. The surrounding vegetation communities were surveyed to 
determine habitat type. Habitat type was considered disturbed if 50% or more of species 
cover within the habitat were exotic plant species. Undisturbed native habitat contained 
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less than 50% exotic cover. Native habitats observed included coastal sage scmb, mixed 
chaparral, chamise chapan'a1 and oak woodland. Areas were considered ornamental if 
over 90% cover was attributed to exotic plant species. Eucalyptus woodland, which 
could also be considered an ornamental area, is identified specifically where observed. 
The p~rcent cover of MOtic and native species were estimated within eacb brush 
management area. Any dominant exotic and native species were noted. Plant regrowth 
within tbe brush management areas was evaluated and the height ofvegelation within the 
brush management areas was estimated. Slopc gradient and aspect were noted as well as 
anyon-site irrigation. Soil type was also detennined by visual observation. If it conld he 
detennined, it was noted whether the brush management area was on a manufactured or 
natural slope. Soil erosion was noted if present and the source and extent of erosion was 
noted if present. If wetlands were within the hrush management area, this was also noted. 
Finally, digital photographs wefe taken of each brush management area, the surrounding 
habitat and any erosion. 

The date that brush management was first perfonned and the last date brush managed was 
perfonned was noted for each site if that infonnation was available. The size of the brush 
management area was also noted. For Pllfk and Recreation sites, this was based on the 
infonnation provided by them for each site. For homeowner and homeowner's 
association sites, the size of the brush management area was estimated from the SANGIS 
parcel layer assuming that the blush rrmnagement area would cOlTespond to the area 
outside of the development area on the site. The date that brush rrmnagement was 
conducted was not available for homeowner and homeowner's association brush 
management sites. 

II should be notw lI,at tit" "v .. lualioll of 25 slope; cunnot yield a scientifically significant 
result on the impacts associated with Zone 2 brush management. Due to the time 
constraints associated with the project, udditional brush management areas could not he 
evaluated. Given the wide variety of brush management conducted throughout the City 
of San Diego, it would be difficult to yield a scientifically signi ficilllt result. Although 
the information from this report should be treated as purely .. needotal, evaluation of these 
25 slopes can help the City of San Diego determine the general impacts associated with 
brush management. 

Results 

Exotic species cover within brush management areas varied from 0-100%. Native 
species cover also vuried from 0-100%. Table I lists the exotic species observed within 
brush management arcas. Table 21ists the native species observed within brush 
management areas. 
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Table 1: Exotic Plant Species Within Brush Management Areu8 
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Table 2: Native Plant Species Within Brush Management Areas 

96% of the slopes evaluated contained some sort of exotic plant invasion within the brush 
management area. This exotics invasion could not always be attributed to II high 
percentage of exotics in the adjacent habitat. Five brush management areas (20%) were 
estimated to have 75-100% cover of exotic plant species. Of those areas, one brush 
management area abutted non-native ornamental areas, two were adjacent to disturbed 
native habitats, and two were adjacent to undisturbed native habitats. Three brush 
management areas (12%) were estimated to have 50-75% cover of exotic plant species. 
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Of those areas, two were adjacent to eucalyptus woodland and one was adjacent to 
undisturbed native habitat. One brush management area (4%) was estimated to have 26-
50% cover of exotic plant species. This area was adjacent to undisturbed native habitat. 
Six brush management area~ (24%) were estimated to have 11-25% cover of exotic plant 
species. Of those areas, fow' of them were adjacent to undisturbed native habitat and 2 
were adjacent to eucalyptus woodland. Eight brush management areas (32%) were 
estimated to have 1-10% cover of exotic plant spedes. Of those areas, five of them are 
adjacent to undisturned native habitat, one area was adjacent to an area split between 
undisturbed native habitat and ornamental, and two arc adjacent to oucalyptus 
woodland/ornamental. Only one b111Sh management area (4%) did not contain exotic 
plant species. That area is locatl'.d adjacent to disturbed native habitat. 

Native species were observed within 76% of the brush managcmont areas evaluated. 
90% of the brush management areas with native species have 50% or less cover from 
nati vc species. 

For the brush management areas where controls were available (8, 11 and 12), less exotic 
species were observed within the control areas than the brush management areas. Please 
note brush management areas 11 and 12 were assigned the same control, Photos of each 
brush management area, the control areas, and the surrounding habitat are on file in the 
offices of Land Development Review. 

Only two brush management areas had erosion within the site. Both sites with erosion 
were brush managed by homeowners. The source of the erosion could not be detennined 
in either case. Brush management area 13 had minor erosion on-site. The slope wa. 
manufactured and the soil appeared to be sundy, No irrigation w,," observed on-site. 
Brush management area 24 bad moderate erosion on-site. The slope was also 
manufactured and the soil appeared to be sandy. No inigation was observed on-site. 
Photos are on file in the offices of Land Development review. All data collectcd is given 
in thc table at the end of this report. 

Conclusion 

As noted in the introduction to this report, the number of brush managomcnt areas 
evaluated cannot yield a scientific result. Therefore, all conclusions are anecdotal in 
nature. 

Invasion of exotic plant species into brush management areas appears to be the biggest 
Impact associated with biological rcsourccs and perfonning brush management. As 
stated above, 96% of the twenty-five slopes evaluated contained some level of exotic 
plant invasion. Exotic invasion could not be directly attributed to the quality of the 
adjacent habitat. 13 of the 24 brush management areas (54%) with exotic plant invasion 
were adjacent to nndisturbed native habitat. Exotic plant invasion may also be associated 
with what was planted within the brush management areas during the time of 
construction of the housing developments or what was installed by the owners or 
homeowner's association after construction. In many cases, this encroachment may be 
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considered out of compliance with the City of San Diego Municipal Code and would not 
be incll.lded in the evaluation of impacts associated with the implementation of brush 
management as allowed by the City of San Diego Municipal Code. 

The two coutrol areas evaluated also had less exotics invasion than the adjacent brush 
management areas, further iudicating that exotic invasion may be an issne with brush 
management. However, Hdditional evaluation wonld be necessary in order to determine 
if this trend is significant. 

Soil erosion W~ only observed on two slopes that had been brush managed. The erosion 
within the brush management areas can be attrihnlBd to the sandy soils on the slope and, 
in the case of brush management area 24, the way the slope was constructed. Brush 
management area 24 was cut quite stceep in order to accommodate a utility access road. 
The sandy soils have moderate erosion due to this stoop cnt. 111 both cases, there is no 
clear association between brush management and the erosion on-site. 

In conclusion, exotic plant invasion appears to be an issue with brush management areas 
as indicated by the 25 site visits conducted. Soil erosion did not appear to he an issue on 
the 25 sites evaluated. While 25 sites were visited, additional sites would need to be 
evaluated to conclusively detennine the effects of exotic invasion and soil erosion on 
areas where brush management has been conducted. 
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APPENDIXC 

DRAFT ORDINANCE AMENDING THE BRUSH MANAGEMENT 
REGULATIONS 





STRIKEOUT ORDINANCE 

OLD LANGLIAGE: Sk'ikeAtlt 
NEW LANGUAGE: Underline 

§142,0402 

ORDJ.l'<ANCE NL1vffiER 0- ______ (New Serioos) 

ADorrED ON 

AN ORVINAl';CE AME:--JDTNG CHAPTER 14, ARTICLE 2, 
DIVISION 4, OF TIIE SA:--J DffiGO :MUNICIPAL CODE BY 
AMENDING SECTIO:-:rS 142.0402; 142.0403 AND 142.0412, 
ALL RRI.ATlNG TO BRUSH MANAGElvlRNT 
REGLILATIONS. 

When Landscape Regulations Apply 

(a) [Ko changa] 

(b) r-Io change w first paragraph. J 

Table 14l-(14A 

bnrucapc Regulations Applicability 

" 
, 
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§142.0403 

§142.0412 

General Planting and Irrigation Requirements 

[No chang", to fin;t paragraph_] 

(a) [l\o change.] 

(h) Plant M<lterial Requirements 

(1)lhrough(9) [Noch<lnge~.] 

(10) Trees reqL)ired by Ih,s division ~hall be maintain",,) so that all 

branches over pedestrian walkways arc 6 feet above the walkway 

grade and so that all branches over I'ehicular travel waYE are -1-416 

feet <lbov", the grade ofthe travel way. 

(11) through (14) rNo changes.] 

(c) - (d) [No changes.] 

Brush Management 

(a) Except as provided in Section 142.0412(0. blUsh management is required 

in all base zones for tile (''Pea efdf' ,k'l""fH'l{ lisced i1ehm wl:(';B tIl~) are 

adjae~at ttl ail) llighl) jhm)m.wl~ Mea efHimye er aatW'illized v~el!t1iSfl 

til&! is great"" thaR I» B>!£es!loS mapped hy HIS City ef S8iI\ DiBgO, or 

a€ljaeatt Ie a\'l) ar~a of l1ath e Sf aat!iTillii'i~tI ., 6g~tatien that il; gre!IHf IH!IJI 

§» !IoSRS, as sliewH iR Taels 112 ()~A. ],/swevBF, within the Cea,·tal 

O\"~flay bsn~, onl,ll ffHI'flilgr:omunt is feE/tiiretl fer all eeOlBtdl riewJ!"''fH'uwl 

bielegieal ,"e5eH!'eC13 where allY open space, park area. and illldeveloped 

public or private lands containing native or naturalized vegetahon. illld 

m-eas containing environmentally sensitive lands are within 100 feet of an 
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existing or proposed structure. except that brush management is not 

permitted in wetlands. \\!here brush management in wetlands is deemed 

neee~gary by tbo Fire Chief pursuant to S~dlOll 142.0412 (il(!). that brush 

management shall not qualiry 1'01' the exemption from the Environmentally 

Sensliiv~ Lands Regulations pursuant to Sel'tion 143_011 O(e)(7). 

8-1 through f4j 

(b) Brush Management Zones. Where bl'LlSh mallllg~ment is required, a 

comprehensive progr<llIl ~hall be implemented that reduces fire hllZm:ds 

around struclures by providing an effective fire break between all 

structures and contigllous areas ofg_lIsle native or naturali~_ed 

vegetation. This fire break shall cons;,t ofiwo distinct brush management 

ar~as called "Zone One" and "Zone Two" as shown in Diagram 142-04D. 

Diagram 142_114D 

(I) [No change.] 
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(2) Brush management Zone Two is the area between Zone One and 

any m:~a of nutive or naluralizeu vegetation and shall consist 0 f 

thinned, native or natuFalizaJ non-irrigated vegetation. 

(c) Except as provlded m Sections 142.0412(f). 142.0412(h) or 142.0412(i), 

the width of Zone One and Zone Two shall meet er elf"0ea that shown in 

Table 1 42-04H. WHsre de. Bk.,,,,nenl is aaj aellllt lEI s18flElS Sf '.-ElgEM;a-i;iElfl 

TWA wiat:H fffiall be IDllF9a&ea hy the aimea&ien shswH, Both Zone One 

and Zone Two shall be provided on the 5ubjel1 properly lInles~ a recorded 

casement is granted by an adjacent property owner w the owner of the 

subject property to establish and maintain the required brush management 

70nc{~) on the "djac""t p-t"roperty;n pcrpetll;ly. The total width rlf hrush 

manageJuoont Zone One and ?Ame Two ~hall not exceed 100 feet. 

Table 142-04II 
Brush Management Z<mc Width Requirements 

, , , 

~, 
, 

,,~~ 

~I 

, , , , 11 [ ]) ~~" -. ; • " I H " 
, 

• , , , " " ; , .::::-, , , , , ,; 
~ I " 

• , , • , " , 
• , , , "I , 

• , • i. '; , 

, ; I 

, :i 1;] - -
; I. • " , , , 

• " ], ; 
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(d) 

No hrush mallageffiwt lone t\<,X) thinning or pruqing §Jwll be performed 

ill the coostlll sage scrub hilbitai betwoxll March 1 thrQugh AuglJSl 15. 

(~) V,'11ere addi-tiElllal Zoue One width is required adjacent to the MHPA or 

within the Coastal Overlay Zone, lIny (lfthe foilowing moditicatioU8 to 

de\'c]opment regulations of the L~nd Development Code or standards in 

the Land Deve.\opment Manual afe permittoo to m.''''o=rnod~te the increllllc 

in width: 

(1) through (3) [No changes.] 

(f) The minimal'!! Zone Two width may be decreased by;!, I % feet for each l 

foot ofin<.'t'euse in 20llD One widtlt~ lip to a maxiJuum reduction of 3Q 

feet Qf~ Z1))1\O Two roh~m,.><J1'I width shawfl ill Tnhle 1'12 44H. 

(g) 20ne One Reqwrements 

(1) The required ZOlle One width shall be provided betwceJ:J 

shaH be measured from tb~ exterior of the structure 10 the 

vegetation. 

, , , , , , , , , 
, , 



(2) Zone One shall contain no habitable structures, structurexthat are 

directly attached to habitable .~lruct/1.res, or otheJ: combustible 

construction that provides a means for transmitting flre to th~ 

habiiable strudures. Siructures such as ji.mces, walls, paJapas, 

play structures and llonhabitabk gazebos that arc lOCllted within 

bru8h manugemcnt Zone One shall be ofnol1comhnstibl", 

constru<..iion. 

(3) through (7) [No chang~~.l 

(h) Zone Two Requirements 

(1) TIle required Zone Two width shal1 be providoo bctweo;n Zone One 

and the undisturbed, flammall1e native or naruralized vegetation, 

aI1d shall be measured from the edge of Zone Onc thut is farthest 

from the habiiable structure, 10 the ooge of un disturb cd vegetaticn. 

(2) [No change.] 

(3) Within Zone Two, 50 percent oftbe plants over 18 inches in height 

shull be ~ reduced io a height of 6 mehes. "Non

native plants shall be reduced in height fir,i befure native plants. 

(4) Within l()De Two. all plants remaining ulter 50 percent are 001 aIHI 

eleEl,r~d reduced in height shan be pruned to rcxluce fnc1loading ill 

accordan(:<l with the Landilcape Standardil in the Land 

De .... elopment Manual.. Non-native plants shall be pruned lirst 

before native plant8. 
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(5) The following staudard,~ shall be used where Zone Two Ilt~a is iq 

lID arc? pnwilJ\l81y gm4e!;las part of a legal dew/opme»! activity 

and is prQPostld to be plante4 with lJ~W Diant ma.tcr;ial instead of 

dnn'jng ~:dsting native lll' nacumlize!\ vegetation: 

(A) AI! new plant lumenal filt Zone T\\'o shall be native or 

~ lIort-irrigat¢. low-fuel, and fire-resistive. No 

MlJ-)lativc plant mmerialmay btl pJamed tn. Z()n~ Tv>'O 

.nth,or irl..~i<k /.he l\.fHP A or ill tbe Coastal Overlay Zelle, 

(B) New plants shatl be low-gro'l'rillg wilh a m.aximum height 

at Jllil.turity of~ 2.4 iJwhes. Single specimens ofiWe-

Fe1liwJliIt native trees !J.l1d tree form shrubs nmy exc,"ed this 

limitation if fuey !Ire loeated to m.ll.l<;:~ the dUilJC.~ of 

Irlln~'1nittil1g flre Jrmu native or naturalize-d vegetation to 

habitabJe stnwj}.<res ~!1d if tho: vertical dialllne," oo:tWQel) !lIe 

lowest brwchq; of tile trees and the /9J} of adjacent plun)s 

th~ spryad of lite ilirm.!!!,h Jadder JUcliJlg, 

(C) A!lllew Z9nc Two plalltinM shallo!>' lrn»:\Itf.J tempuraTi!y 

tmtil established to Ih~ satisfiictiol) of the City MM!jl!:et. 

low-flow. !ow-galJonage spray heads maybe used in 1All!$' 

Two. Qvernprav and )"ullof[ftom th~ irri@tiOll§hallrwt 
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drift or flow into adjacent area, of native or naturali1.ed 

vegetation. Temporary irrigation systems shan be removed 

upon approved establishment of the plantings. Pennanent 

irrigution is not allowed in Zone Two. 

(D) [1'<0 "hanges.] 

(6) Zone T\\·o shall be maintained on a regular ba~i~ by pruning and 

thinning plants; and controlling weeds, iIJlfi matntffiRil1g any 

(1) Except aR provided in Section 142.0412(i). on premises with 

existing strucmres where the required Zone One width sho'Wll in 

Table 142-04H cannot bc provided. /he required Zone Two \vidth 

sball be increased by one foot for each foot of required Zone One 

width that cannot be provided. 

(i) [No change w the paragrapb] 

ill Tn the opmion of the Fire Chief. the requirements of this se<.-'i10n 

fail to achieve the level of fire protection mtcnded by the 

application ofZ(ll1e~ One and Two: or 

(-1-)(1) The modification to the T~4uircmellts ~hall achieve an equivalent 

lcVelllf fire protection as provided by this section, oilier 

regulations of the Land Development Code, and the minimum 

standards contained in the Land Development Manual; and 
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MJL:cfq 
08/06/04 
Or. Dept: DSD 
0-2005-XXX 

(;;1,)Q) TIl'" modification to the requirements is not detrimental to the 

public h",alth, safety, and welfare ofpers011s residing or working in 

th'" area. 

U) (k) [No chang",,,.] 

(I) Brush managenl",nt for cn-.t"ing structures shall he performed by th", 

owner of the properly that contams the tl-anmliWle native <tnd naturalized 

vegetation. Thi8 requirement is independent ofwhelher the structure 

being pTOlc("ied by brush management is owned by the property owner 

subject to these requirements or is 011 neighboring property. 
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MEMORANDUM: OF UNDERSTANDING, 
BETWEEN 

TIlE FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE OF 
_ THE UNTIED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE mTERlOR, 

TIrE CALIFORNIA DEP AR1MENT Of FISH Al'ID GAME, 
TIIE CALIFORNlADEP4'IMEN1 OFFORESTRY, ' 

THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY FiRE CHIEF'S AsSOCIATION AND 
TIlE FIRE DISTRICT'S ASSOCIATION OF 'SAt"i DIEGO COUNTY 

~. . 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Many species of plants and wildlife in the County of San Diego have been listed and continue to 
be listed as threatened or endangered by th~ Secretary of the Interior pursua.nt to the federal 
Endangered Species Act and .by the California Fish and Game Conunission pursuant to the 
C'alifomia Endangered Species Act. Additionally, many listed arid'species that may be listed in 
the future are protected in certain areas by agreements among jurisdictions and the wildlife 
agencies, pursuant to the state 'of California:s Natural Communities Conservation Planning 
(NCCP) program. In light of these listings, officials ofllie California Department of Forestry, 
and the m'embers of the San Diego County Fire Chiefs Association and the Fire Districts 
Association of San Diego C~unty have expressed concerns regarding their ability to continue to 
require the abatement offlanunable-vegetation within their respective judsdir.;'doll5 in order to 
protect life, property and the environment from me threat of tire. . 

B. AUTHORITIES 

This Memorandum of Understanding is herebY,made and entered into by and between the 
California Department ofForestt]', hereinafter referred to as "CDF"; the San Diego County Fire 
Chiefs Association, here'inafier referred to as the uFire Chiefs"; the Fire District Association of 
San Diego Count)', hereinafter referred to as the "Districts"; the Fish and WIldlife Service of the 
United States Department of me Interior, hereinafter referred to as the "Service"; and the 
California Department offish and Game, hereinafter referred to as "Department" under the 
authority of me Endangered Species ~ct of1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. Section 1531 et. seq.) 
the Fish and Game Code Section 702 and the California En~gered Species Act, as amended 
(Fish and Game Code Section 2050, et. seq.). 

C.PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding is to establish guidelines by which the CDF, 
Fire Chiefs and the Districts can continue to protect li~,s and propt:ftr ..from the threat of fire by . 
requiring the abatement of flammable vegetation pursuant to State Law, County and District 
ordinances an,d Cities' municipal codes and to establish a cooperative mechanism whereby the 
Service and Department may assess, minimize, and help account for potential adverse impacts to 
sensitive species a.'!d habitats resulting from vegetation abatement activities. 



D.RECrTALS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
5. 

6. 

1. 

8. 

Fire Districts are resporuible'for-assuring compliance'With ap.plic~'bl~ provisions of their 
ordinances, the California Health and Safety Code and the California Public Resources 
Code sections 4290 & 4291 regarding the abatement of flammable vegetation. 
Fire Dep~e.nts of the Cities are r~sp~nsibleforassuring compliance with the 
Government Code and applicable provisions ofllieir municipal codes regarding the 
abatement of flammable vegetation. 
CDF is responsible for assuring compliance with applicable provisions of the California 
Public Resources Code sections 4290 & 4291 regarding the abatement of flammable 
ve2etation. _ 
Th~ Service is responsible for enforcing the federal Endangered Spe~ies Act pf 1973. 
The Department is responsible for enfor::ing the California Endangered Species Act, and 
the Native Plant Protection Act. The Service and Department together administer the 
state NCCP program (NCCP Act of 1991.) , 
Areas immediately surrounding improvements to real property, whether such areas are 
undeveloped wildlands or are altered in some way, do not generally constitute core 
natural habitat areas, nor do they typically suppon sensitive species, by virtue of their 
proximity to hUman activities. " . 
Unoontrolled ,vildfires pose nerlous threat t? humaz; lives and property,-but an: 
generally part of the narura! disturbanoe cycle of adjacent wildlands. The_propeosity of
wildlands to carry fire to human developments usually necessitate the provision offuel' 
breaks in order to reduce or eliminate the likelihood of damage to property. 
Properly maintained fhd modification zqnes and fire breaks will reduce the incidence of 
non-Natural fires spreading from developed areas to oaruraI land and lower the potential 
impacts of unseasonable and frequent wildfires to lis'[ed species and their habitats:' 

NOW THEREFO.RE, the parties hereto mutually agr~e as follows: 

Section J. Gener.1i Terms nnd Conditio~s: 

This MOU authorizes the take of species listed as threatened or endangered, or candidate 
species (under Chapter 1.5 of Division 3 of the Fish and Game Code) for management purposes 
neoessitated by or incidental to th~se certain fIre protection measures described herem. 

The management purposes for which this MOU is issued are: 

1. MandatoI}' fire protection measures in accordance with Section 4290 of the public 
Resources Code, specifically: 
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{a) Measures necessary to imple!!lcnt minimum fire safety standards related to 
d·efen.sible space which are applicable to state responsibiliry are lands under the 
authority ofCDF. 

(b) Me~ures necessary to implement minimum safety standards related to fuel breaks 
and greenbelts. 

(c) Other measures requ~,e~·b)i'S.~ctioll4290 as derermmec;l. by the Director of CDF._ 

Mandatory fire protection me~ures in ·accordance with Section 4291 of the Public Resource 
Code, specifically: 

(a) The maintenance around and adjacent to any building or structure in, upon, or 
adjoining any moumainous area Or forest-covered lands, brush-covered lands, or grass
covered lands, or any land which is covered 'With flammable material, of a fire break 
made by removing and cie:uing away, for a distance of not less than 30 feet on each 
side of such building or structure or to the property line, whichever is nearer, all 
fla.rrmiable vegetation or combustible gro'Wih. . 

(b) The maintenance uound and adjacent to any building or stnlcture such as is 
descn"bed in (a) abov~, additional fire protection or fire break made by removing: all 
bru.sb. flamtllable vegetation, or combt;Stible growth which is located from 30 feet to 
100 feet from such a building or structure or to the property line, whichever is nearer, . 
as may be required by the Director of Forestry and Fire Prevention upon a finding that,. 
because of extra hazardous conditions, a firebreak of only 30 feet aroun(such building. 
or structure is not sufficient to provide reasonable fire safety, and including the 
maintenance of grass and other vegetation mo're than 30 feet from such building or 
su-ucnJre and less than"18 inches in height where necessary to stabilize the soil and 
prevem erOSlOD. 

3. Mandatory fire protection measures in accordance with Section 4296.5 of Pub Iii:: Resour~e 
Code, specifically, upon order of the Director of Forestry and Fire Protectioll or the agency 
having primary responsibility for the fire protection of the area, the destruction, removal, or 
modification so as not to be flammable, of any vegetation or other f1arrimable material on 
any railroad right-of-way on forest-covered, brusb-<:overed., or grass-covered ~and. 

4. Any measures as deemed necessary by the Fire Clllefand in accordance with the Guideline 
section ofmis MOU. 

, 



activities without:furt:b.er delay. Failure by landowners to provide adequate,no"ti:ficatioti. as' 
descriqed above may. render lando'WO.ers liable underSta'te"RndFedenu iaw. ' '. ,.. . 

Section TV. BIOLOGICAL SURVEYS 

Property owners, their lessees, CDF, fire districts"llnd clues:sball 'iiotbe're~d'to perform 
biological surveys as a condition precedent to perfomlance oltiie firi! protection activities 
establi;;h~d by the guidelines 'set forth in Section 1. 
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Section.V; PROJECf OFFICERS 

'a.. 'Project officer for tli~ "r.UE~; , 

Ken, Miller, Ranger in Charge 
CalifomiaDepartment of Forestry 
2249 Jamacha Ret· , 
El'C~j6~.Cali:fomia 92019 . , . . 

b. Projectpfficer for.the Fire Chiefs is: 

Erwin L,'Willis, Fire Chief 
Rancho Santa Fe Fire Protection District 
P.O. Box410 
Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067 

c, project Qfficer for the Districts is: 

Ralph Steinhoff 
North County Fire Protection District 

. 315EastlvyStreet 
Fallbrook, CA 92028 

d. Project Officer for Service is:. 

Gail Kobetich, Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife S.ervice, Carlsbad Field Office 
2730 Loker Avenue West 
Carlsbad, California 92008 

e. PToject Officer for the Depamnent is: 

Jacqueline Schafer, Director 
Departrp.ent ofFish and Game 
1416 9th Street 
Sacramento, Califonllt!. 95814 
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etlon VI. SPECIAL TEErdS AND CONDmONS . 

~e CDF, fire districts, cities, the Service and the Department shall comply with the Reasonable' 
d prudent ¥easures and the Terms.and Con~tions identi.fi.ed in BiologiCal. Opinion.issUed bv 
: Service for 'this' action. 'Take of listed speCies that is d~lib;:rn.te and. results from an 'ac! • 

tside' the .~cope of me Project as defined in SeCti~nYiS:n~r~~$~i11~'ed: 
. . ......•........ ·:, .. c"._ ... ,.· 

:s understood by the pames that the Servrce atithonzes lDCldent.al take .ofthe following 
lerally listed threatened and endangered species: arroyo toad (Bufo microscaphys 
:ifonllcus), eoastal. California gnatcatcher (polioptila californica), and Stephen's Kangaroo Rat 
ipodomys stephensi),' which may be impacted by the fire protection activities established by 
! guidelines set forth in Section I. Furthennore, it is understood by the parties that the 
~partlJlem authorizes the take of species listed as threatened species or-endangered species, or 
::tdidate species (under ehapte.d.5 of Division 3 of me Fish and' Game Code) which may be 
,patted by the fIre protection activities established by the guideline~ set forth in,Section I. 

1y person who becomes aware of the take of an individual of a candidate or listed species as a 
,uit of that person's engaging in the permitted I?ctiviI)' shall report the t2:ke to the Departmem 
soon as practicable and shall make available the remains of any animal or planttaken to the 
:partment offish and Game upon demand. 

dion VTI. FINDINGS 

Department Findings: 
rsuant to fish and Game Code Section 2081, the Department finds that implementation of the 
~ control, abatement, and protection measures contemplated by this MOU is not 14cely to 
ult in jeopardy to the continued exlstence of the identified State listed or candidate species, if 
: ten:ns and conditions of the MOU are fully imp!emented and adhered to. The Department 
cis, further, that by preventing or limiting the spread of tire to the identified species' habitat, 
s MOU will serve to protect the identified species from further degradation. 

di(m VIII. At""\1El\1)MENTS 

,1endments to this MOU may be proposed by any of the parties and shall become effeCtive 
In being reduced to a written instrument executed by all of the parties. It is anticipated and 
:ierstood by the parties that this MOU, specifically the arroyo toad (Bufo roicroscaphys 
ifornicus), coastal California gnatcatcher (polioptila califomlca), and Stephen's' Kangaroo Rat 
ipodornys stephensi), may be amended to include additional species that in the future are 
.ed as threatened or endangered by the Secretary of the Int~rior or the California Fish and 
~"TIe Commission. In addition, it is understood that this MOU may be amended to include 
iitional pmies. 
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~etion IX. TERM OF AGRXEMENT . . 
his-MOU sliaU oecome effective,upon the -date it is exeCuted by. th~ parties (e;recution date) and 
18.li rem.ain in effect for an initi3lpenod of one (1) year. Thereafter, this MOU shall be 
rtomatically extended from year to year on.the aforem~oned execution date unless the 
ervice or the Depart:riJ.ent objects to the extension, in writing. withiJJ. thirty.(39) days prior to the 
'l:piration of this MOD. Any ~ objection must state '~e'reason for ~e abjection to the 
xcension ofthiS·MOU. In the event a written objection is provided, the parties shall work 
ooperativelyto resolve any problems so that the MOU may be_extended._ 
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IN WITNESS ~OF, each party, hereto has caused tlili? MOU to be ~ecu.ted by an_ 
allthorize"d'official'ciri"the "day'and year setfciith. opposite his- or"her signatUre:" ",-

Title: ,Gail Kobetich, Field Supervisor 

SERVICE COWRACT SUFFIc:rENCYREVIEW 

By: 

Title: 

~IFORN1ADEPARTM£NI OF FISH AND GAME 

3y: 
~j-tle: 

\ ~he.., 
Ja~ines:;hafer, Director 

lli DIEGO COUNTY FIRE CHIEF'S ASSOCJATION 

£...:.. 2" ~A y: 
tle: Erwin L. Willis, President 

Datc: _____ _ 

Date:. 2 - 2e" 7') 

RE DISTRICT S ASSOCIATIO~ OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY 

:Ie: Wayne Strange, Prfsldent 
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APPENDIXE 

METHODOLOGY FOR BIOLOGICAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
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JV.IETIlODOLOGY FOR BlOLOGICALJMPACT ASSESSMENT 

El!:i~ting and prop=.d brush rnlltlagemcnt irnpacls to lhe Cjty (If San Diego were 
detf'nuined by ~tafJ' from the ell) 's PlllW'liJl.g Departm.erH lind information Te.;hnology & 
Commnnicat!OM (IT&C) DepatlUlCJ'lt Ming geographic infof0'l1l1ion ~ystem~ (GIS). 

In order to detennine brush management (mpar.t~, &lal"f created 1.!lI uroa[l il1110ltfuce 
Hue. This was deDe by creating aool.llldat'y delineating vegetation from urbim interface 
using 2003 color aerial OJthopholOS at It 1:3000 sCllk for the entire City. Next, ",aff 
determined the sq~lIlents of the UTlxm illtcl."fac.IOl line that would be affecleil by new bmsh 
management guidelines. PutC<'Js with s1roctums that would requ:ire bru~h muuageroel!! 
were selected frOnt the SanGIS parcel database. Su.fftht:ll ~eketed segments of the 
urban intf'rrace line that wem adjacent (() parcels with structures. Th~ resulting segments 
were used for the mJaly~is. 

Buffers were llIJp!ied to the applicable segments of the Urbll!l interface line to 
identify (he impacts from brush management hum both (he e"XiEting regulauOlls !lnd the 
additi0l1ll1 impacts ftom the proposed rlOlgu.lations. Buffer distances were detenuined 
using severa! vatiublcs PUt'StUllll to the eXisting Limd Thwclopmt:[Jt Code (§ 142.(412). 
The fin.t vatiablr. was the geographical zone of the City that brush lIUlnagement 
regulatiOl1s cucrently apply to; (t) the coastal wne, (2) the non-ooastal zone.area:'; westl)f 
hI C",rruno Ri-.al and Inter&tru;e 805, and (3) the !t!eaa east oiEI Camino R~aland 
Interstate 805. The second vatiable WlIS the adjuce!Jcy of the parcel to the Multi-Habitat 
Planni!Jg Area (MHPA) for the City's Multiple Sp~ios Cellset"lfution Ptogt"tm1 (MSCP). 

The resulting buffers were M!ru)zed to lI~tcrmine impacts to vegetation, the 
MHPA, the MSCP Core Biological llnd Linkage Area~ llnd sensitive s~des. rmpacts 
"''Ore also arIalyzed for impacts to City owneil Ja"UU8 al1d nun-City owned lands, No 
impacts to wetlllnds an: wlowed under the proposed brush martllgeroent wgulations ano 
therefore lVethmds were· removed from the total irupactll. 

The proposed ~nde allowa for an incre/l~e in ZOlle two brush management for' 
existing structures where lOlle rule bnt8h mAnagement ill less thlUl 35 fed, Staff 
increased the accuw(".y of the analysi,~ by crellting an additioual buffer for this. in..:rease in 
2:onl: two. Thi~ wa~ dene by measuring the- distance from the s\t~ture to the urbllll 
interface. line Oil 60{) random parcels (200 per geogmphic.u! lOne) at a maximum scale of 
J :1,000 on the 2003 color llerillJ olthophOl()~. A buffer was created that was ilie avemge 
wlath from the slrueture to the urban interface tine for each of the t!:u= wnes, This 
buffer was used. to increase the impUCls fm·ltlly lldciitirulal zone two clearing due to l{NIe 

one deficiency to achieve worst--case Ilnalysis. 

The results ofthelle impactli can be found in Sections V.A-Uind Use and V _E_ 
Biological Resources. 

, , , , , 
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METHODOLOGY FOR BIOLOGICAL lMPACT ASSESS:MENT 

Existing and proposed brush management impacts to the City of San Diego were 
detennined by staff from the City's Planning Department and Information Technology & 
Communications (IT&C) Depurtrnelll using geographic information systems (GIS). 

In order to determine brush management impacll;, stafr created an urbWl interface 
line. This was done by creating u boundary delineating vegetation from urban inteiface 
using 2003 color aerial orthopbotos at a 1:3000 scale for the entire City. Next, slaff 
detelmincd the segments oflhc urban interface line thal would be affected by new brush 
management guidelines. Purcels with structures that would require brush management 
were selected from the SanGlS parcel database. Staff then selected segments of the 
urban immace line that were adjacent to parcels with stfl.lctureS. The resulting segments 
were used for the analysis. 

Buffers were applied to the applicable segments of the urban interface line to 
identify the impacts from brush management from both the existing regulations and the 
additional impacts from the proposed regulations. Buffer distances were detennined 
using several variables pursuant to the existing Land Development Cooo (§142.0412). 
The first variable was the geographical zone of the City that brush management 
regulations eUlrently apply to: (I) the coastal zone, (2) the non-coastal zone areas west of 
EI Cumino Reul nnd Interswte 805, and (3) the area. e""t of EI Camino Real nnd 
futerswte 805. The second variable was the adjacency of the parcel to the Multi-rlabitat 
Planning Area (MHPA) for the City's Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). 

The resulting buffers were analyzed to determine impacts to vegewtion, the 
MHPA, the MSCP Core Biological and Linkagc Areas and sensitive species. Impacts 
were also anal:r<:ed [or impacts to City owned lands and non-City owned lands. No 
impacts to wetlands are allowed under the proposed brush management regulations and 
therefore wetlands were removed from the total impacts. 

The proposed code allows for an increase in zone two brush management tor 
existing structures where zone one brush management is less than 35 feet. Staff 
increased the accurucy of the anwysis by creating an additional buffer for this increase in 
zone two. This was done by measuring the distance from the structure to the urban 
interface line on 600 random parcels (200 per geographical zone) at a maxirnwn scale of 
1: I ,000 on the 2003 color aerial orthophotos. A buffer was created that was the average 
width from the structure to the urban interface line for each of the three zones. This 
bnffer was used to increase the impacts for any additional zone two clearing due to zone 
one deficiency to achieve worst-case analysis. 

The results of these impacts can be found in Sections V.A-Land Use and V.B
Biological Resources. 





The discretiollary actions ofthc City of San Diego required lilr llnpltnnmkltion of the Brush 
Management Revisions lS the approval hy City C()uncil to implement the proposed brush 
management revi~i()llS. 

Conclusions of the SEm 
1lli;l Final SElR evaluates the following environmental issues in relation to the project: land 
use, biological resourcos, hydrology/water quality/erosion, and neighborhood 
eharaeter/aes!hellc.~. The FillUl SElR Hlso evaluates cumulative and grow!11-indLl\-"ing 
llnpad", a;; well as alternatives to thc proposed project. 1l1e City of San Diego 
Development Scrvices, ioeated at 1222 Fu·st Avenue, MS 501, San Diego, CA 92101, is the 
custodian of the documents and other materials which constitute thc entirc record <lud the 
pro~e<:dings upon which the decision is based (Administrative Record). 

The Final SElR indicates that direct and indirect impacts associated ","ith the brrmh 
management revision~ for the following environlnentai issues would not result in :.ignificant 
impacts or contribute to significant cumulative impac!R: land use, hydrology/water 
quality/erosion, and neighborhood ehara~ier/aesthetic.s. The Final SEIR states that the brush 
management revisions could have significant unmitigatcd biological ra,ources related to 
non-covered species outside the MHPA. 

Fll\llIl"lGS 
Th~ fullowing findings are tru!d" pursuant to Public Re"OUTC"" C"de Section 21081 and 
Title ·14 of the Califomia Code or ReguJati()n~, Se<.:tions 15091 and 15093 (State CEQA 
Guidelines). 

A. Public Resources Code Section 21081 (a) J<'easible Mitigation Measures 
Pursuant to Puhlic Resources Code Section 21081 (a), the City of San Diego, having 
revit'wt'd and considered the infonnation contained in the Final SEJR tor the project, the 
public record, and thc administrative T~~(lrd, finds, pursuant to CbQA guidelines, that 
changes or aherati0118 have been required in or incorporated into the project that mitigate, 
avoid, or substantially lessen the potentially significant direct and in<.lire<..t environmental 
impacts as identified in the Fmal SEIR. 1\0 fea,ible mitigation measurcs are proposed wllh 
this pmjecl. H(lwt'vt:r, changes to the proposed ordiilllllco which have bcen pnJ]Josed since 
public review of the Draft S.ElRiEA started serve tn reduce impacts. 

B. Public Resources Code Section 21081 (a)(2) 
The decision maker, having llldependently reviewed and considered the infoomation 
COntallled in the Final SElR for thc project and the public record, finds that there arc no 
changes or alterations to the project that avoid or substantially lessen thc significant 
environmental impacts that are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 
agency. 
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C. Public Resources Code Section 21081 (a)(3) lnfCIIsible Mitigation Measures and 
Alternatives 
The decision maker, having reviewed and considered the int(mnatioll wntained in j}le Final 
ErR and its appendices for the projed and the publi~ record. finds that specific economic, 
legal, teclmological, social, or othcr considerations and bcnefiw make infeasible the 
mitigal10n measure:. or project altematives identiGed in the Final EID. and its uppendices, 
other than the proposed project.. as set {i,rt below. 

1. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Significant Impacts (unmitigated): Ihe Land Development Code EIR deterrnincd thm a 
potentiully significant impact on biological rCSOUH.;eS related l<) brush management outside 
the bounds or the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (Iv!HPA) where non-covered species arc 
affected could occur. The current Subsequent EIR has mude the same determinu/lon. 

Per the City's Biology Guidelines (page 24), a<; adopted by City Council on Junc 19,2000, 
species specific analysis for sensitive species not covered by the MSCl' maybe required as 
part of the CEQA proceS8. It is expected that the mujority of CEQ A sel1lJitivc species not 
covered by the MSCP \\ill be adcquateJymitigalCd through the hllbltat based mitigation 
Jeseribcd in Se<.tillTlS B.l.a anJ B.l.b of the Biology Guidelines. However, a ciJ:ellnlStance 
may mise, when mitigation specific to a particular species luay bc required. Therefore, 
while Upplyillg CEQA to llew deveie>pment projects Wfm1rilikdy result in measure~ to 
mitigate these lmpacts (or at least afford the opportunity for future diselosur" and 
mitigation of the impacts), impw;ts from brush management [or existing development 
would remain significant because owners of existing development ealll.mdcrtake brush 
management aclivities withOllt additional discretionary rc,ie\" by the City. Tn other 
words, there will be no subsequent rcgulatDry process through which additional 
mitigution could be provldcd. 

Facts in support ofFiuding: 

Tmplementation of mitigation identified f<"f ruture pwject and e;o.ming structures wOlild 
reduce hiological impacts [0 below a level of sigmfieance. Per this mitigation measure. 
existing pwperly ovmers \\,ollid be required to hire a biological consultilllt and provide 
mitigation for any potential impacts to non-covered species. However, it bas been 
determined that requiring sueh a measure for existing structures would bc an tmdue 
hardship tor exisfuJ.g landowners as such mitigation could potentially be qllitc costly. 
Existing homeowners may decide to forego implementation of the expansion of zone h.-o 
brush management on their properties in order to avoid this additional expense. Thereby, 
creating an at-risk condition for fire fighters as they attempt to battle fires in many of the 
canyons areas where these structures woe located. Luck of defensible space to fight brush 
:fues creatcs a dangerous condition Jnr fire-rescue 8ervices. 

At this time, implementation of brush msnagement zone 2 for existmg structures is exempt 
from the City pennitting process. Therefore, there is no City process in place to determine 
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which existing structures are located outside the lVtllPA in areas where potential 
signilicance impud,> may occm 10 ~pecies not covorod by the MSCP. To create Nlich a 
process, would require a significant expense to the City and would be a multi-year pIllces~ 
to complete. Additional city-wide biological surveys to identifY the potential affected areas 
would b~ n~~ded, along with the creation of a dataha~o for thc new infomlation and creal10n 
of a separate noticing and review proces; for these particular exi,ting slluctures. TIlls 
infonl1ation would also not be valid for many species and resources soon after its 
deyelopment due to the d)1l"dlllic )1atw.r~ of '"pecie~ development (i.e. ~pecie.~ move fi'om ar~a 
to area). Finally, many of the areas which could ben~fit from these surveys occur on 
approximately 29,000 private propertics which may not grant acccss to the City to conduct 
the surveys. 

('riven the canslderable expanse to homeowners of existing stmernres and the City 
c-ombined with the lll("TeUSOO ri~k to the Wi:: and safety of our HTe fighters, it has been 
dcterminoo such a mitigation measure for existing structures would be infeasible and may 
result in potential harm to life and existing structures. Therefore, the impact would be 
partiully uriti!f<l.ted through the adoption of the mitigation measure fm [uime projects and 
the adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations for the existing structures. 

Alternatives 
The EIR for the Brush Munugement Revisions to jlle Land Development Code examinoo 
four alternatives in addition to the proposed revisions. 

Alternative i-"'Vo Project Alternative 

Project Description 
Under the no project altemutiv~, the existing bnl~h munagemel)t ml1!;l' wowd ftllUail) in 
effeet. Current bmsh management reb'lllation state that the width of zone one varies from 
twenty-li,·e feet tn thn"ly-five feet west of lntcrstatc 805 and E1 Camino Real, and thirty toot 
to forty-five feet on the east. Zone two CWTtlntly vunes fum) tW<:llty fed to thirty feet west 
of Interstate 805 and E1 Camino Real and forty fuet to fifty feet on the cast 

Findings 
TIlC 0Jo Project Alternative would not provide an expansion of the bmsh management zoncs 
to a total of 100 teet (35 (\let I<x "one nno and 65 feet for /.one cw:')'"=~:,,,Jh~ 

resources as 
cre\V8 and exi~ting ~t1udures would aJS0110t occur. 

11" . the No Action Alternative be described. The No Action Altemative 
there would be no tooeral timding uvaiJable for the implementation of the 
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brll-~h management revisions within City owned Optlll 'Pace areas lIud a.~ a result, no f"deral 
action to approve. 

Findings 
The propoS<;l(1 bTilsh management I";'lsions could still be implemented by the CIty; however, 
ruuding would need to he acquired from u diflerent source(~). Sincc the City docs not 
cunently have an alternative sourcc(s) of funding for the project it Dllly take several year,; 
for tile City to achieve the propo~ed brush management standards. Thercfure, this 
alternative would not he able to implement [he proposed rd'incrnCllts to the existing 
regulations to provide an aC~"Ptablc risk to fire p~rsonnel and stiucture fTOlll wildfire~ 1\1 a 
timely lllanner. 

Alternative 3 - Clear andRe-plant Zone Two 

Project Description 
Under this altemative, complete clearing wowd occur in brusll management zone two and 
afterwards, the area would be re"plantcd with low height native plants. 

Findings 
Upon review and consideration of tile eomment letter received from the Wildlife Agencies 
(See coIllIllent A49) on the SEIR, it wa.~ dotermined this alternative would not result illll 
,-eduction in impact. to hiological resour~es, Therefore, this altenlative has been movcd to 
So:otion IX of the SElR, AltemutlyeS COllilidered but Rejooted, 

AlterlUltive 4 -Increasing Building Regulations 

Proiect De-.eriptiml 
Under this alternative, certain rcvigion~ to the existing building rcgulatioD8 would need to 
O~~Llr in order to elilllinaltl the need for the in~reascd brush management ZOD<;I.. The 
additional bwlding rcgulations would have to include reqnirement> that would make the 
buildings ''fire-proof'. 

Findings 
"Fire-proofing" to the extent that the prnpo~cd addition 1:0 the brush mW1l!gement ZOlles 
woucld no longer be nec.eS811TY would require both new and existing stmeturcs to apply such 
teclmiques as cement or llon-combw:tible walls with 110 1k;ndows openings and class A 
roofing on cxisfulg structures. The expense of such revisions wonld be beyond the financial 
ability of the average homeowner and unrcasonable R1T the City to require. 

Oilier moasures, such as fire-rated windows wld fiTe walL>, while needed to increase the 
survivability of structures, I-vould not eliminate the need for the proposed expansion of the 
brush management zones. This increase would still be necessary to provide additional 
defensible space to allow room fur fire-rcscue =\%15 to contain the tlame spread and safely 
pcrfOrnI rescues. 



DRAFT 
Statement or Overriding Considerations 

Brush Management Revisions to the Land Development Code and l<'ederal Grant 
from the Office of Emergency Senices (OES), Federal Emergency Management 

Agency (FEl\fA) 
Pro.iect~o. 31245 

SCH No. 2()04031041 

CEQA r~quir~~ the decision-Ill!Iking agency to b~l!lllce, as applicable, the economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable 
environmental effects when detennining whether in approve the pruj~~i. If the specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be 
CDnsidcred acceptable (§ 12093[a]), CEQA further require, thot when the lead agency 
approves a project which will rerult in the OCCUITellce of significant effects which arc 
identified in the Final ErR but arc not avoided or substantially losscned, the agency shall 
state in writing the specific reasons to ~L)ppoTl its action based on the Final ETR undlur other 
in:lurmalion in j}le l"",-,rd, TIle statement of oveniding considerations shall be supported by 
sub~tantial evidence in the record (§ 15093lcJ of the CEQA Guidelines, 

The San Diego City Council, pur~uantl" Pllbhc Ra()UTce~ CAJue § 21081 01) anu State 
CEQA Guidelines § 15093, has: (1) reviewed ~nd considered the information contained in 
the Final Subsequent .ElR; (2) has balanced the benefits ofthc proposed Brush :'vlanagcment 
Revisions to the Land Development code and Federal ('mint ti-um the Otlice uf ElTI""gen~y 
Services (OES), Federal EmergelKY Management Ageney (l'EMA) as compared to its 
umlvoidable ellviroruncntal impacts to: 

- Biulogicallmpud,: to sensitive non-covered species located outside the MHPA 

Thc proposed reVI~1011~ to ullow the lOO-foot bnmh management zones (35 feet zone one 
iUld 65 feet zone n.vo) would be consistent with the Mcmorandmn of Understanding 
between the U.S, Fish and Wildlire ServlCe, CaliroTma Department uf Fi~h <l.llU Gume, the 
CalifoTIJia Department of Forestry, the San Diego County Fire Chiefs Association and the 
Fire District's Association San Diego County. The City of San Diego is a member of the 
County Fire Chiefs As~ociation. Additionally, the proposul woulu be wnsistent witll tlle 
MSCP Subregionul Plan and MSCP Subarea Plan. 

The dete:tminatiOll of 11l1111itigated, significant impa\"1:s tu biological resources is based on 
the potential affects of the subsequent implementation of an expanded brush management 
by privatc homeowners as allowed by this proposed ordinance change. Cunsiste:tlt with 
City's conservative CEQA analysis, this determiillltion is based on the maximum affect of 
this potential, indirect impact. It assumCil 100% cmnpliance (i.e. city-wide 
implomcnlation of the bm~h management reqwn;ments immediately following <Idoption 
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